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Executive Summary 
Introduction 

Since 2004, the United States Agency for International Development�’s (USAID) Office of Conflict 
Management and Mitigation (CMM) in Washington has held an annual Reconciliation Program Fund 
small-grants competition through an �“Annual Program Statement�” (APS). The Fund is a Congressional 
appropriation to support local-level �“people-to-people�” (P2P) conflict mitigation and reconciliation 
programs, and has grown from an initial award pool of $8 million to $26 million annually, with $10 
million specifically allocated for programs in Israel/West Bank/Gaza (IWBG). To date, the APS has 
supported over 135 peacebuilding projects in 35 countries. Grants range from $500,000 to $1.2 million 
for projects of 12-36 months in duration; smaller Fixed Obligation Grants (FOGs) also offer up to 
$100,000 for short-term projects.57  

As defined in CMM�’s People-to-People Peacebuilding: A Program Guide, P2P reconciliation programs operate 
based on the Theory of Change (ToC) that in �“communities where elites or other societal forces have 
damaged or severed the relationships connecting individuals and groups of differing ethnic, political, 
religious, or other identities�…strong, positive relationships will mitigate against the forces of 
dehumanization, stereotyping, and distancing that facilitate violence.�”58 APS projects generally bring 
together individuals of different ethnic, religious, or political affiliations from areas of conflict. They 
provide opportunities for adversaries to address issues, reconcile differences, promote greater 
understanding and mutual trust, and work on common goals with regard to potential, ongoing, or 
recently ended conflict.  

Project Descriptions 

In the IWBG region, the APS program has distributed $42.7 million worth of grants since 2004, to fund 
60 P2P projects implemented by 42 different organizations, reaching tens of thousands of beneficiaries. 
Projects selected employ a wide range of intervention approaches and engage a variety of target 
populations, reflecting the diversity of the Israeli/Palestinian peacebuilding field and CMM�’s pluralistic 
definition of �“P2P�” work.59 Grantee approaches range from civil society activism, dialogue, economic 
development, education, empowerment of youth, women and minorities, environmental peacebuilding, 
human rights and issue advocacy, media, psychosocial work and trauma healing, research, sport, and 
technological cooperation. 

 

                                                 

 

 
57 CMM Annual Program Statement Call for Proposals 2012 (henceforth APS FY 2012); �“Important APS 
Milestones,�” draft document provided to evaluation team by CMM. 
58 People-to-People Peacebuilding: A Program Guide, USAID/DCHA/CMM (January 2011), p. 5 (henceforth P2P Program 
Guide).  
59 �“There is no single solution to resolving violent conflict.�” (P2P Program Guide, p. 7) 
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Evaluation Purpose 

Beginning in the fall of 2011, Social Impact, Inc. (SI) began a two-year Evaluative Learning Review of 
targeted awards and activities under APS. The objectives of this review are not only to learn about the 
APS programs themselves, but also to build CMM�’s technical leadership in evaluation of complex 
programs through a pilot application of the developmental evaluation methodology. 

CMM APS managers commissioned this IWBG field evaluation as the first of three separate regional 
evaluations designed to inform a two-year Evaluative Learning Review of the global APS program�—the 
second evaluation took place in Bosnia-Herzegovina in December 2012, and the third in Burundi during 
summer 2013. The primary purpose for these field evaluations is to advance CMM and broader Agency 
learning about how to effectively design, implement, and manage APS-type projects in the future. They 
are intended to analyze how program designs and implementation respond to significant contextual 
factors and conflict drivers in order to inform more responsive and relevant grant making in the future. 
The primary audience for this evaluation report is CMM, but the target audience also includes the local 
USAID Mission, local APS grantees, and scholars and practitioners of peacebuilding.  

Research Methods and Evaluation Questions/Areas of Inquiry 

Evaluation design and conduct were guided by the principles of Developmental Evaluation (DE), an 
approach designed �“to inform and support innovative and adaptive development in complex, dynamic 
environments.�”60 As such, DE is well suited to the study of Israeli-Palestinian peacebuilding initiatives 
during a period of profound political upheaval in the Middle East. DE provides conceptual lenses for 
focused inquiry rather than prescribing research methods; in particular, DE demands attention to a 
project�’s ongoing development within a context defined by emergence, nonlinearity and dynamism. The 
evaluation team employed traditional qualitative methods�—interviews, focus groups, and site visits 
during the initial field phase, and a survey distributed following fieldwork in order to validate preliminary 
findings and conclusions. Analytically, the team focused on identifying salient themes regarding four 
primary areas of inquiry:  

 The contemporary context of P2P peacebuilding work in IWBG and features limiting or 
potentially enhancing project impact;  

 Successful �“emergent�” strategies that APS grantees have adapted in response to the challenges 
and opportunities of the present context; 

 Successes/impacts of APS-funded projects; and 

 The ways in which CMM can most effectively support effective, responsive, relevant 
peacebuilding work in the contemporary regional context, throughout the grant process.  

Given finite resources and time in the field, CMM and the evaluation team focused on gathering data 
from APS project directors and from staff extensively involved in implementation, meeting with 60 total 

                                                 

 

 
60 Dr. Michael Quinn Patton, conversation with CMM/Social Impact Learning Group, March 8, 2012. 
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personnel from 24 organizations. Organizations were classified according to specific criteria of interest, 
as determined amongst the team leader, SI, and CMM staff during evaluation design.61 

Findings and Conclusions  

Overview  

Peacebuilding in the Middle East has never been a simple task; today, most Israeli and Palestinian APS 
grantees report that their work is harder than ever. The prolonged absence of a viable peace process62 
up until the resumption of talks in 2013 combined with regional volatility in the wake of the �“Arab 
Spring,�” have inspired Israeli and Palestinian societies to turn inward and away from cross-societal 
engagement. P2P initiatives face emboldened opposition from ideological opponents of reconciliation, 
abetted by the apathy of silent majorities on both sides.   

In this daunting environment, APS grantees have nonetheless persevered and achieved 
notable successes, responding effectively to contextual challenges, achieving consistently 
positive results with direct participants and local communities, and establishing promising 
foundations for broader social-structural impact over time. The latter is particularly true for 
civil society initiatives aimed at transforming the status of Arab minority citizens and their relations with 
the Jewish majority in Israel; it is also evident among numerous Israeli-Palestinian peacebuilding initiatives 
focused on clearly defined issues of common concern or shared interest. Moreover, APS grantees in the 
Israeli-Palestinian dialogue and peace education fields have developed sophisticated methodologies, 
based on complementary uni-national and bi-national tracks of engagement that can serve as models for 
application in other global contexts of protracted, asymmetric conflict.  

APS grants are the most generous in the contemporary field and embody the pluralistic 
vision outlined in CMM�’s P2P Program Guide. APS funding has been essential to sustaining 
a diverse and vibrant Israeli-Palestinian peacebuilding sector through challenging times and 
creating the potential to �“scale up�” impact as projects build networks and gain knowledge 
and traction. The APS selection criteria and grant making priorities developed by CMM and local 
USAID Mission staff reflect a sound analysis of current dynamics on the ground, in their emphases on 
linking intervention strategies to broader social-structural changes, framing cross-societal interventions 
around common interests and shared problems, and on the synergy of uni-national and bi-national 
elements in program design.63  

At the implementation level, grantees widely credited the rigorous USAID grant process 
for strengthening organizational and administrative capacities. At the same time, grantees 
consistently cited a number of USAID grant management policies as problematic and 
significantly complicating their ability to operate effectively in the present environment. 
                                                 

 

 
61 See Annex B for detail.  
62 It is important to note that the field work for this evaluation was conducted prior to the resumption of formal 
Israeli-Palestinian peace negotiations in July 2013.  This change has the potential to radically alter the landscape for 
people-to-people work in the Middle East in the longer-term.  
63 APS FY 2009; 2012; �“Important APS Milestones.�” 
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USAID policies which are meant to respond to specific policy and security concerns were identified as 
most problematic and are having unintended programmatic consequences in the local context. However, 
many of these policies come as a direct result of legislative requirements and therefore are likely not 
within USAID�’s ability to change significantly.64  

1. CONTEXT: How has the context of P2P peacebuilding in the IWBG region changed in recent 
years?  

Findings: Prior to 2013, when peace negotiations resumed, the consensus of Israeli and Palestinian APS 
implementers was that the lack of a �“political horizon�” promising change in the overall conflict 
conditions rendered their work progressively more difficult. 65 They cited obstacles that have long been 
features of the local landscape: stark social and power asymmetries between the two societies, and de-
legitimization campaigns waged against peacebuilders and peacebuilding per se. P2P has always aroused 
ideological opposition here; yet the pessimism of mainstream Israeli and Palestinian publics towards the 
prospect of a peaceful solution emboldened critics to cast the entire field as a relic of the failed �“Oslo�” 
process.66 Advocates of Israeli-Palestinian reconciliation found themselves with fewer champions in 
government, media, and civil society, and thus increasingly vulnerable. At the implementation level, these 
trends manifested in grantees�’ struggles to achieve balanced levels of recruitment and engagement 
among both populations, and to obtain and maintain sufficient societal legitimacy and institutional 
recognition to operate effectively across the divide. At the same time, the �“Arab Spring�” revolutions and 
waves of socioeconomic protest among Israelis and Palestinians have generated increased energy in both 
societies for addressing internal divisions and social-structural disparities, a trend reflected in the focus 
and framing of a number of APS-funded initiatives. 

Conclusions: During the period in which the field work evaluation was conducted, the context 
encountered was problematic for P2P initiatives; therefore, framing, design, and evaluation/expectations 
should be tailored accordingly�–both at the project level and the overall APS strategy. The cultivation of 

                                                 

 

 
64 Since 2003, each year�’s Appropriations Act requires the Secretary of State to establish procedures to ensure 
that Economic Support Funds (ESF) assistance is not provided to or through any individual or entity the Secretary 
knows or has reason to believe advocates, plans, sponsors, engages in or has engaged in terrorist activity.  Mission 
Order #21 and the Consulate General�’s standard operating anti-terrorism procedures are the procedures that 
implement the statute. See for example Fiscal Year 2012 FOAA §7039. The full text of Mission Order 21 and other 
related policy guidance for grantees is available on the USAID/West Bank and Gaza website: 
http://www.usaid.gov/west-bank-and-gaza/work-with-us/partner-resources 
65 As noted above, the field and research portions of this evaluation were conducted prior to the resumption of 
formal Israeli-Palestinian peace negotiations in July 2013. The text therefore reflects the state of affairs as they 
existed at the time of the field research.  
66 For longitudinal trends in Israeli and Palestinian public opinion over the past decade, see �“The Joint Israeli-
Palestinian Polls,�” Konrad Adenauer Stiftung, http://www.kas.de/israel/en/pages/11244/;  �“War and Peace Index,�” 
The Tami Steinmetz Center for Peace Research, http://www.tau.ac.il/peace/;  �“Palestinian Public Opinion Polls,�” 
Palestinian Center for Policy and Survey Research, http://www.pcpsr.org/, all accessed June 7, 2013. For 
background, see Jacob Shamir, and Khalil Shikaki, Palestinian and Israeli Public Opinion: The Public Imperative in the 
Second Intifada (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 2010). Steinmetz, Telhami, Shikaki, Smooha, etc. 
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enhanced legitimacy, perceived relevance, and institutional support in both Israeli and Palestinian 
societies is an imperative for APS grantees, for the APS program, and for the Israeli-Palestinian P2P field 
as a whole. Additionally, effective grant making and intervention strategies must explicitly acknowledge 
the social and power asymmetries between Israelis and Palestinians, and strive to address the often 
distinct needs and priorities of both populations. Meeting these challenges is difficult, but possible, as 
illustrated by the emergent strategies and impacts detailed below. 

2. STRATEGIES: Which of the strategies adopted by APS-funded projects were most effective 
for adapting to contextual challenges in recent years? 

Findings: APS implementers cited a number of framing and programming strategies as effective 
responses to these contextual challenges, particularly: 

1. Framing and designing projects around common interests, shared problems, and/or concrete benefits or 
changes: In the current climate, projects oriented toward resolving specific issues of shared interest or 
common concern for both populations�—e.g. environmental protection, civic equality, media literacy, 
educational and societal capacity, professional training, and issue advocacy�—are perceived as more 
legitimate and relevant than dialogue or relationship-building for its own sake, although the latter remain 
essential methodological elements of meaningful P2P work.67 This was especially, but not exclusively, 
true on the Palestinian side.  

2. Integration of uni-national/intra-group and bi-national/inter-group elements: The deliberate, sequential 
integration of uni-national and bi-national encounters is now the industry standard for Israeli/Palestinian 
intergroup programs.68 APS grantees emphasized the essential contribution of uni-national preparation 
and processing phases staged before and often after bi-national encounters. These are seen as necessary 
and complementary responses to the asymmetry and dissonance between positive intergroup encounter 
experiences and the inevitable return to separate, unequal everyday realities. At the macro-level, a 
synergy of uni-national and bi-national consensus-building processes is also seen as an essential element 
of a sustainable peace process. As one implementer explained, �“Both Palestinian and Israeli societies are 
fragmenting. They each need to address internal divisions while concurrently tackling the Palestinian-
Israeli divide.�” 

 3. Persistent, strategic engagement of authorities and institutions: APS grantees widely cited the inertia or 
resistance of governmental authorities on both sides as a contextual challenge. Yet a number of 
grantees, through persistent efforts, succeeded in enlisting official support, and thereby reaching broader 
constituencies and �“scaling up�” programs to communal, municipal, and even regional levels.69 These 
initiatives typically engaged through multiple channels, at multiple levels, and adopted both cooperative 
and critical approaches as necessary.�”  

Conclusions: The above strategies, among others, have proven particularly effective in enhancing 
legitimacy, perceived relevance, and potential impact of projects in the current atmosphere of popular 
                                                 

 

 
67 See �“Convene Around Shared Interests,�” P2P Program Guide, p. 19. 
68 See �“Single-Identity Work,�” P2P Program Guide, p. 14. 
69 See �“Sustain P2P Linkage,�” P2P Program Guide, pp. 20-21. 
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skepticism, and in some cases, hostility towards P2P. The very same strategies are reflected in the 
language of CMM publications on peacebuilding strategy and recent APS solicitations, and endorsed by 
key local USAID Mission staff, all evidence of sound contextual analysis by CMM. However, support for 
intervention strategies framed around concrete issues and/or social-structural change can be made more 
explicit by expanding the conceptual framework of reference in official CMM/APS documents beyond 
exclusive or dominant emphasis on the �“contact hypothesis.�”70  

3. IMPACT: In contemporary context, are APS projects contributing to changes at the communal 
or societal level (beyond direct participants in activities)? How do projects evaluate their own 
success? What are features of the context that enhance or limit wider impact? 

Findings: APS-funded projects of diverse methodologies commonly report the achievement of positive 
outcomes with their direct participants and at local/communal levels in terms of sustained participation 
in the face of opposition, positive attitudinal changes and relationship building, institutional development, 
and the establishment of �“touch points�” or forums for meaningful cross-conflict engagement�—
achievements not to be taken for granted in present context. A number of projects have expanded 
significantly and established programs across multiple new campuses, communities, and regions.  

At the societal level, however, these personal/local/communal successes have not necessarily �“added up�” 
or perceptibly influenced prevailing social and political trends. These programs were, of course, never 
intended to bring about peace in and of themselves, rather they are designed to positively influence 
dynamics that would contribute in discrete areas to the eventual resolution of the conflict. So while the 
evidence points to localized successes, more work needs to be done to increase aggregate impacts at 
the macro level.  

Moreover, gaps remain in terms of recruiting participant populations reflective of Israeli and Palestinian 
societies. While APS projects often explicitly aim to include and empower youth and women, the same 
cannot be said regarding key constituencies not identified with the political �“peace camp,�” e.g. traditional 
and religious, politically conservative, and socioeconomically disadvantaged sectors of Palestinian and 
Israeli societies. The identification of P2P and �“peace�” with certain socio-political demographics limits 
the scope of potential impact to those groups. 

Given the diversity of the APS pool in the IWBG region, �“success�” indicators take different forms for 
different types of projects. Dialogue, education, and leadership projects point to participants 
empowered to become peacebuilders and activists; advocacy and media initiatives point to shifts in 
public discourse or institutional policy generated by focused campaigns; environmental initiatives cite 
infrastructure built and awareness raised, and potential environmental hazards mitigated or prevented. 
The wide spectrum of project approaches led some grantees to question CMM�’s selection of �“changing 
perceptions�” as a �“universal indicator�” of impact, as numerous initiatives do not primarily evaluate their 
own impact in such terms.  

Conclusions: APS-funded projects are working effectively and achieving positive outcomes and 
meaningful impacts at personal, local, and in a number of cases, expanding to communal/regional level, all 

                                                 

 

 
70 APS Solicitation and Program Guide. 
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remarkable achievements given the reality in which they operate. Yet the lack of any macro-political 
framework for progress and the de-legitimization campaigns against P2P per se�—the stigma of 
�“normalization�” among Palestinians, and the marginalization of the �“peace camp�” in Israel�—operate on a 
societal level, blocking efforts to �“scale up�” micro- and meso-level positive outcomes in more significant 
ways. In this reality, it is challenging for grassroots Israeli-Palestinian initiatives to achieve large-scale 
societal impact and it is likely not realistic to expect societal-level results in the immediate term without 
a significant change in the political context. This is all the more so given the short time horizons of the 
project funding cycle, the limited scope of participation and capacity, and the upheaval and violent 
conflict occurring in the surrounding region. A number of projects with focused strategies for 
institutional change, however, are establishing foundations with potential for broader long-term impact.  

4. GRANT MANAGEMENT AND OVERALL IMPACT: How can CMM support effective, 
responsive, relevant peacebuilding in contemporary context?  

Findings: APS grants are lauded as the most generous available in the contemporary Israeli-Palestinian 
context; there is wide acknowledgement among grantees of the program�’s contributions to the 
resilience and development of their organizations, their strategies, and the field as a whole. It is clear 
that in present circumstances, the continuation of APS support is essential to the ability of grantees to 
build on the foundations they have created. Additionally, grantees widely praised the capacity-building 
effects of USAID�’s rigorous standards of evaluation and compliance.  80% of survey respondents agreed 
that, �“Working on a USAID-funded project has helped to build organizational capacity,�” especially in 
terms of administration and financial management.  

At the same time, the majority of grantees described certain policies as deeply problematic in the local 
context. The required �“vetting�” of vendors and the Anti-Terrorism Certification (ATC) signature are 
perceived as singling out and thereby alienating Palestinians. Even though measures against providing 
material support to terrorists are a United States Government-wide requirement derived from 
Executive Order 1322471, the perception is that Palestinians are specifically targeted by the requirement 
to sign the ATC. This serves to undermine the legitimacy of the program in the eyes of some and 
complicates recruitment. Similarly, the structure of prime/sub-grant relationships is described as 
reinforcing existing power asymmetries because Israeli organizations often serve as the prime grantees 
with Palestinian organizations as sub-grantees. Related to this is the complaint that USAID�’s 
administrative requirements are described as placing excessive demands on grassroots non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) and diverting time and resources away from programming. 
Grantees ranked USAID grant oversight as the most difficult challenge they face in their work, even 
relative to the contextual issues described above.  

It is crucial to emphasize that local USAID Mission staff invest care and effort in guiding grantees through 
the intricacies of the grant application and management process. Indeed, many grantees praised Mission 

                                                 

 

 
71 See USAID Automated Directives System (ADS) Chapter 303, M 12: Standard Provisions for U.S. Non-
Governmental Organizations: http://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1864/303maa.pdf, and M14: 
Standard Provisions for Non-U.S. Nongovernmental Organizations: 
http://www.usaid.gov/sites/default/files/documents/1864/303mab.pdf 
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staff as understanding the local context, being responsive to concerns, and showing flexibility regarding 
the necessity to change implementation schedules in response to events. Grantees�’ critiques were 
clearly directed at policies/regulations rather than personnel or performance. The critiques were, 
nonetheless, emphatic and widespread to the point of near-unanimity, appearing in more than 90% of 
grantee interviews.  

Conclusions: Through the APS program, CMM is providing a critical contribution to 
sustaining innovative Israeli-Palestinian peacebuilding programs through a social-political 
era characterized by hostility and indifference to P2P and the possibility of peace. This itself 
represents a significant impact, providing opportunities for tens of thousands of ordinary Israelis and 
Palestinians to envision alternative futures, learn each other�’s narratives and perspectives on core 
conflict issues, and experience, if temporarily, relations of respect, equality, and constructive engagement 
across conflict lines.  

Given CMM�’s prominent footprint in the field and its growing emphasis on high standards of evaluation, 
the Agency will benefit from evaluating the unintended impact of those administrative policies identified 
by grantees as negatively affecting their organizational structure, time and resource allocation, everyday 
operation, and societal legitimacy�—enabling, yet simultaneously complicating their already challenging 
work. As the Do No Harm (DNH) framework cautions, the impact of aid in conflict environments 
begins with the transfer of funds. The operational practices of aid agencies carry significant, often 
inadvertent consequences for local partners and must be subject to systematic scrutiny lest they 
reinforce existing conflict dynamics.72 In the absence of rigorous review, the question will arise whether 
current oversight requirements are appropriate for grassroots P2P projects in this context.  

To conclude, we echo the contention of a majority of grantees that long-term investment is necessary 
to achieve lasting impact at communal and societal levels. To date, APS grants have empowered grantees 
to implement outstanding short-term projects, establish fledgling networks and institutions, design 
innovative models, and develop adaptive strategies, all in daunting circumstances. With long-term 
investment in successful programs and strategies and targeted reform of grant management practices, 
the APS can truly empower embattled Israeli and Palestinian peacebuilders, amplify their voices, and 
increase their influence in society and politics. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. CONTEXT 

Establish a strategic approach to empowering APS grantees to address macro-level contextual challenges 
identified in this report, particularly structural asymmetry, societal legitimacy, and governmental 
relations. Work with grantees, leveraging their strengths and USAID�’s resources, to enhance capacity to 
respond to these issues�—as individual initiatives and the local P2P field. 

 

                                                 

 

 
72 See P2P Program Guide, p. 24; Mary Anderson and Lara Olson, Confronting War: Critical Lessons for Peace 
Practitioners Reflecting on Peace Practice Projects (Cambridge, MA: Collaborative Development Action, 2003).  
Anderson 1999, USAID Forward, Program Guide. 
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2. PROGRAM STRATEGIES 

Continue and expand support for successful strategies identified in this report: 

 Projects that effectively integrate uni-national and bi-national elements; 

 Projects framed and focused on issues of shared interest/common concern; 

 Projects effectively embedding dialogue within larger social change strategies; and 

 Projects strategically designed to effect concrete social-structural changes or provide visible 
benefit to participant individuals and their communities. 

Expand the explicit theoretical basis for APS programs, as described in official documents, to reflect the 
range of approaches and theoretical debates in the field. Recommend that projects be grounded in a 
valid theoretical framework, including, but not limited to the �“contact hypothesis.�”   

Allocate grant support to projects addressing conflict across multiple �“fault lines�” relevant to the overall 
conflict dynamic, e.g. 

 Israeli-Palestinian (WBG) 

 Arab-Jewish citizens of Israel 

 Internal Palestinian (religious-secular, Muslim-Christian, West Bank-Gaza, etc.) 

 Internal Israeli (religious-secular, socioeconomic, etc.) 

Fund initiatives explicitly designed to engage religious, political, or socioeconomic constituencies beyond 
the traditional �“peace camp.�”  

3. IMPACT AND EVALUATION 

Make long-term investments in successful programs and strategies; revise the �“innovation�” requirement 
to allow continued support for proven projects.   

Revise indicator policy to reflect the diverse types of work already funded by the APS. Develop a list of 
multiple suggested indicators specifically designed to fit different types of interventions and target 
populations; use �“changing perceptions�” as an indicator where appropriate, but should be avoided as a 
measure of comparability across activities, given the broad range of project types and their respective 
theories of change. 

4. GRANT MANAGEMENT 

1. Establish standards for reducing the administrative burden on grantees (and Mission staff), within the 
confines of United States law and USAID policy, such that APS grants enable grantees to concentrate 
time and resources on programming, rather than compliance. 

2. Evaluate the unintended impacts of grant management policies identified as problematic by majorities 
of grantees. Each policy can be evaluated in reference to two standards: a) a �“DNH�” analysis of the 
impact of these policies on grantees in the contemporary IWBG context, in order to prevent 
inadvertent reinforcement of existing conflict dynamics; b) analysis of the impact of these policies on the 
overall goals and impact of the APS program with the aim of deriving measures to mitigate specific 
unintended impacts.  
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Introduction 
Project Background 

The work of conflict management and mitigation takes place, by definition, in volatile contexts in which 
acts of violence or provocative moves can abruptly transform the operating environment for 
peacebuilders in the field.  

Since 2004, the USAID/CMM in Washington has held an annual Reconciliation Program Fund small-
grants competition through an APS. The APS is intended to support local-level and grassroots 
organizations in particular, with award amounts of up to $1.2 million for three years or less. In Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2004, CMM released its first joint State-USAID solicitation to award $8 million to support 
conflict management and mitigation projects in select priority countries and territories�—Gaza/West 
Bank, Ethiopia, Nepal, Sri Lanka, and Colombia. The Fund has since grown to $26 million annually, with 
$10 million reserved for Middle East programming and $16 million for global programs. The program 
has supported over 135 peacebuilding projects in 35 countries. 

Funded projects generally bring together individuals of different ethnic, religious, or political 
backgrounds from areas of civil conflict and war. They provide opportunities for adversaries to address 
issues, reconcile differences, promote greater understanding and mutual trust, and work on common 
goals with regard to potential, ongoing, or recent conflict. The ToC is that if opposing groups are given 
the opportunity to interact, then they will better understand and appreciate one another; as the health 
of the relationships between the groups improves, the likelihood of violence between them declines.73 

From the inception of the APS, CMM has sought to weigh this ToC against accumulating empirical data 
and the lessons of experience; CMM has devoted significant resources to ensure that the grant making 
process has been a continuous learning process. Evaluation and research are integral components of 
CMM�’s approach. At the project level, all grantees engage in systematic M&E; at the 
global/donor/program level, CMM has synthesized the knowledge obtained through experience into 
reports that identify best practices for future grantees and the wider peacebuilding field.74  

In the course of these inquiries, CMM has become increasingly aware of the challenges of monitoring 
and evaluating peacebuilding programs situated in volatile contexts of protracted conflict, where precise 
forecasting of operating conditions and project outcomes is an inherently problematic enterprise. In 
such rapidly-changing situations, mutual perceptions and relationships between conflict parties are 
inherently sensitive to contextual factors beyond the control of peacebuilding initiatives. As a 
consequence, CMM has begun exploring evaluation methodologies adapted to the realities of its 
operating environments, especially the �“Developmental Evaluation�” (DE) approach formulated by 

                                                 

 

 
73 USAID/CMM Annual Program Statement Request for Proposals (RFP)  
74 P2P Program Guide;  Theories of Change 2010 and Indicator Development in Conflict Management and Mitigation 
(Washington, D.C.: USAID, 2010). People-to-People 2010. 
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Michael Quinn Patton.75 Designed to inform �“innovation occurring in complex, dynamic and relational 
systems,�” DE replaces the classic program evaluation emphasis on pre-ordained outcomes with a focus 
on �“emergent strategy,�” studying how initiatives analyze, adapt and respond to evolving contextual 
challenges. This represents a pilot application of DE methodology to the APS. 

This report details the findings of a developmental study of APS-funded projects in IWBG; it is part of a 
wider study of the global APS program, including an extensive document review, the creation of a 
Knowledge Management System, and field evaluations of APS-funded initiatives in three diverse 
contexts�—Bosnia-Herzegovina, Burundi, and IWBG. DE�’s focus on strategic adaptation to dynamic 
context is particularly apt for examination of projects operating in this volatile area. IWBG has been a 
central focus of the APS program from the outset, receiving approximately one third of all APS funds on 
an annual basis.  

In the eight years of the APS and the two decades since the 1993 signing of the �“Oslo Accords�”, the 
Israeli-Palestinian peace process has shifted between periods of intensive, but ultimately unsuccessful 
negotiation, violent conflict escalation, and protracted political stalemate, resulting in the inexorable 
entrenchment of what President Obama has called an �“unsustainable status quo.�”76 Formal negotiations 
between Israelis and Palestinians resumed in July 2013, however this evaluation was completed prior to 
the resumption of negotiations and therefore does not reflect the changes to the political context that 
may have resulted. But previous Track I developments have defined the operating environment of Track 
II and III P2P initiatives, generating an atmosphere of increasing acrimony, apathy, and pessimism 
regarding prospects of reconciliation and conflict resolution.77 As APS grantees attest in this study, this 
context magnifies the inherent challenges of working to transform adversarial relationships across 
conflict lines.   

At the same time, Israeli and Palestinian citizens have witnessed profound changes initiated by the recent 
wave of popular uprisings against neighboring authoritarian regimes, popularly known as the �“Arab 
Spring.�” This tide of civil unrest has not, as of yet, generated any significant popular movement on issues 
of peace and conflict between Israelis and Palestinians. Instead, it has inspired a parallel focus, in both 
Israeli and Palestinian civil societies, on the resolution of �“internal�” social, economic and political 
divisions. 

The present study is not a strict evaluation of APS-funded projects, but rather an attempt to ascertain�—

                                                 

 

 
75 Michael Quinn PattonMQPMQP, Developmental Evaluation: Applying Complexity Concepts to Enhance Innovation 
and Use (New York: Guilford, 2011). 
76 �“Remarks by the President on the Middle East and North Africa,�” May 19, 2011, http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-
press-office/2011/05/19/remarks-president-middle-east-and-north-africa. Accessed June 7, 2013. President Obama�’s 
remarks 5/19/11. President Obama�’s remarks 5/19/11.  
77 See Steinmetz Center War and Peace Index tracking polls 2012-2013, Palestinian Center for Policy and Survey 
Research Public Opinion Polls 2012-2013 (numbers 42-47) and Joint Palestinian-Israeli Polls for same time period. 
On public opinion trends among Arabs and Jews in Israel, see Sammy Smooha, Arab-Jewish Relations in Israel: 
Alienation and Rapprochement (Washington, D.C.: United States Institute of Peace, 2010). Peace Index, Arab-Jewish 
Index, Truman/PCPSR. 
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through the eyes of the experts working on the ground�—the preeminent challenges and opportunities 
of the contemporary context, the strategies that APS grantees have adapted in response to the present 
situation, and ultimately�—the ways in which CMM can most effectively support effective, responsive, and 
relevant peacebuilding in the contemporary Israeli-Palestinian reality. 

Evaluation Purpose 

CMM APS managers commissioned this IWBG field evaluation as the first of three separate regional 
evaluations designed to inform a two-year Evaluative Learning Review of the global APS program. More 
specifically, this study was conducted in order to enhance the impact, relevance, and responsiveness of 
future conflict mitigation grant making in the Israeli/Palestinian context, through a DE inquiry into: 

a) The contemporary context of P2P peacebuilding work in IWBG;  

b) Successful programming strategies that APS grantees have adapted in response to the challenges and 
opportunities of the present context; and 

c) The ways in which CMM can most effectively support effective, responsive, and relevant peacebuilding 
work in contemporary regional context, throughout the grant process. 

CMM seeks to understand which types of project designs and strategies are most relevant in the 
emergent Israeli/Palestinian and Middle Eastern contexts and what salient contextual factors and conflict 
drivers should be addressed in the grant making process.  

In particular, CMM seeks to understand the effects of contextual changes and emergent strategies on 
the cumulative impact of APS grant making in the Israeli/Palestinian context. This includes study of 
project effects at communal and/or societal levels, beyond the level of direct participants in APS-funded 
programs. 

CMM additionally seeks to understand the experiences of grantees with the APS grant process, in order 
to identify best practices and areas for improvement, and thereby inform future selection and grant 
management policies. 

In addition to informing CMM�’s grant making and management and the community of past, present and 
future APS grantees, this report will provide an updated portrait of the contemporary Israeli-Palestinian 
peacebuilding field of value to practitioners and scholars across the region and beyond. 

Research Methods 

Introduction 

The DE approach is designed �“to inform and support innovative and adaptive development in complex, 
dynamic environments.�”78 As such, it is especially suited to this exploration of Israeli-Palestinian 
peacebuilding initiatives during a period of profound political upheaval in the Middle East. It provides 
conceptual lenses for focused inquiry rather than prescribing particular research methods; in particular, 
DE demands attention to a project�’s ongoing development within a context defined by emergence, 

                                                 

 

 
78 Dr. Michael Quinn Patton, conversation with CMM/Social Impact Learning Group, March 8, 2012. 



 

Developmental Evaluative Learning Review: Synthesis Report 
Field Study of USAID/West Bank Gaza Annual Program Statement People-to-People Reconciliation Grants  143 

nonlinearity, and dynamism. Thus, the evaluation team employed traditional research methods�—
interviews, focus groups, site visits, surveys�—while focusing analytically on identifying common themes 
regarding contextual challenges and adaptive strategies, among other key evaluation questions.  

In the words of Dr. Quinn Patton, �“The only way to truly inquire into unanticipated consequences is 
through open-ended fieldwork�…to find out what�’s happening from the perspectives of participants and 
staff as it unfolds.�”79 Thus, rather than measuring performance according to specified indicators, the 
evaluation team conducted an open-ended qualitative inquiry in the grounded theory tradition, soliciting 
candid feedback from the implementer�’s perspective to inform future CMM grant making.  

Data Collection 

CMM aspired to include substantive data from as many current or recent APS grantee organizations as 
possible, within the logistical and financial scope of the evaluation. The evaluation team employed 
multiple methods of data collection in a tiered, phased approach designed to maximize breadth and 
depth of data collection given the range of projects, limited time, and logistical constraints in the field.80  

Data collection proceeded in three sequential phases, with time reserved for analysis in between: 

1) Field Evaluation: During 12 days of fieldwork in Israel and the West Bank (September 3-15, 2012), 
evaluation team members conducted a) interviews with directors and staff from 20 grantee 
organizations, b) eight site visits, and c) conversations with USAID Mission and US Embassy staff. This 
phase culminated in a presentation of preliminary findings at USAID offices in Jerusalem and Tel Aviv. 

2) Focus Groups: Local evaluators facilitated two focus groups with directors and implementing staff of 
APS grantee organizations�—an Arabic-language focus group with Palestinian implementers in Ramallah 
(September 15, 2012), and a Hebrew-language focus group with Israeli implementers in Tel Aviv 
(October 25, 2012). 

3) Survey: Evaluators designed a 24 question online survey on themes that emerged in data analysis from 
Phases I-II, in order to validate preliminary findings and conclusions. The survey was distributed to all 
current and recent APS grantees in late November and was completed by 32 respondents as of January 
2013. Analysis of survey responses is integrated throughout the findings section of the report. Survey 
questions, quantitative, and summary qualitative results are presented in Annex D. 

Sampling 

Since 2004, the APS program has funded 60 different projects, implemented by 42 different 
organizations in the IWBG region; 34 in recent cycles (FY 2008-2012). Given finite resources and time 
in the field, CMM and the evaluation team focused on meeting APS project directors and staff 
extensively involved in implementation, meeting with 60 total personnel from 25 organizations. 

                                                 

 

 
79 See Kathy Charmaz, Constructing Grounded Theory: A Practical Guide through Qualitative Analysis (Sage, 2006).  
80 See Annex B for detailed methodology. 
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Organizations were classified according to specific criteria of interest, as determined amongst the team 
leader, SI, and CMM staff.81 

Limitations and Influences 

The evaluation team identified the following limitations of the research design, and potential influences 
on grantee testimonies: 

Time constraints 

The scope of the evaluation allowed for less than two weeks of field research, thus limiting the sample 
and scope of in-depth interviews and site visits; 

No systematic incorporation of beneficiaries 

Due to time constraints and the goal of casting the widest possible net in terms of grantee organizations, 
the evaluation team was unable to incorporate the perspectives of project beneficiaries in a systematic 
manner. Evaluators did meet and converse with beneficiaries during site visits, but this possibility was 
available with only a small number of organizations. 

Inability to travel to Gaza 

Due to the political situation, evaluators were unable to travel to Gaza for research purposes, and 
therefore unable to interview grantees or beneficiaries there or observe the context firsthand. 

Presence of USAID staff 

Washington-based CMM staff accompanied evaluators to seven interviews in the field, by request and 
with grantee consent. Their presence constituted a potential influence on grantee testimonies. To 
mitigate this potential influence, the CMM personnel stated explicitly that they sought and welcomed 
honest and potentially critical feedback, that details of specific conversations would not be shared with 
local Mission staff, and that this research contributed solely to evaluation of the APS program, and had 
no connection to performance evaluation of any individual APS grantee. 

Evaluators�’ prior relationships  

Evaluators were deliberately selected on the basis of their extensive prior experience working in and 
researching the Israeli/Palestinian peacebuilding field. Evaluators therefore had prior collegial or personal 
connections to a number of grantee organizations and individual staff members. In order to mitigate the 
potential influence of these ties on grantee testimonies, two or more evaluators were present at each 
interview in which a prior relationship between an evaluator and a grantee, and these interviews were 
led by evaluators without any prior relationship to the organizations or individuals in question. 

Language  

The majority of interviews (14/20) were conducted primarily in English, which was often not the native 
language of interviewees. All interviewees were given the option to conduct discussions in Arabic or 
Hebrew, and all who opted for English asserted their comfort with the language and encountered little 
                                                 

 

 
81 See Annex B for more details.  
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or no difficulty expressing their views effectively. In cases in which Arabic or Hebrew was deemed 
preferable or necessary, evaluators with appropriate linguistic capacity conducted the interview.82 

Findings and Conclusions 
The team�’s findings represent first and foremost the �“front line�” experiences of contemporary P2P 
peacebuilding in the IWBG region. The directors and staff of APS grantee organizations and local USAID 
Mission staff are the expert witnesses, providing the majority of the data through interviews, focus 
groups, and survey responses as detailed above. It is important to note that these findings are derived 
first of all from the insights of Israeli and Palestinian implementers of APS grants.83 The implementers are 
a diverse group in terms of political orientations and peacebuilding strategies; the degrees of consensus 
that emerged among them, around the common themes identified below, are therefore worthy of note. 

Findings and conclusions will be presented regarding each of the evaluation�’s primary areas of inquiry, as 
these evolved during the field phase through data collection from grantees and USAID staff. Overall 
recommendations are found at the end of the report. Areas of inquiry include: Contextual Challenges; 
Impact; Strategies; and USAID Grant Management. 

In practice, each area of inquiry is linked to the others; contextual challenges demand strategic 
responses; adaptive strategies result in enhanced impact; USAID grant policies affect grantees�’ capacities 
to respond strategically to context and achieve desired outcomes. The ensuing sections will, therefore, 
highlight linkages between these areas of inquiry where appropriate. 

Data will be identified according to source (e.g. interview, focus group, survey); respondents will be 
identified only by nationality and/or project orientation, in order to ensure anonymity and 
confidentiality. 

1. Contextual Challenges 

Israeli-Palestinian peacebuilding has never been a simple endeavor; however, the consensus of APS 
grantees is that in 2012, it is harder than ever. 77% of survey respondents agreed that in today�’s Israeli-
Palestinian context, the work of peacebuilding is �“more difficult than 3-5 years ago.�” This section will 
describe the primary contextual challenges identified by APS implementers, linking regional macro-
political trends to their everyday effects on the ground. It is essential to begin with in-depth contextual 
analysis, as the achievements of APS grantees and the program can only be truly evaluated, and 
appreciated, in light of the obstacles they face in the field. It is equally important to state that the 
challenges described make this work not only more difficult, but all the more important. 

                                                 

 

 
82 The evaluation team included one trilingual member fluent in Arabic, English, and Hebrew, two members with 
bilingual English/Hebrew capacity, and one member with bilingual English/Arabic capacity.  
83 APS grantees�—directors and implementing staff�—provided testimony in all phases of the research. The 
evaluation team gathered data from local USAID Mission staff through a series of meetings and interviews in the 
field phase, and through comments on the draft report. 
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Macro-Level: Crosswinds 

Two starkly contrasting trends characterize the macro-political atmosphere of the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict in recent years. At the regional level, unprecedented eruptions of popular protest have 
challenged and transformed regimes across the Middle East, producing inspiring images of mobilized 
citizens demanding fundamental political change. At the time of the evaluation in 2012, the political 
context was particularly challenging, coming on the heels of two wars and a prisoner exchange between 
Israel and the Hamas regime in Gaza, continued expansion of Israeli settlements in East Jerusalem and 
the West Bank, and the Palestinian Liberation Organization�’s (PLO)�’s campaigns for United Nations 
recognition of Palestinian statehood, all of which entrenched the conflict dynamics on the ground.  

As peacebuilders, Israeli and Palestinian APS implementers often described shared contextual challenges 
that were experienced mutually, but differently, on both sides of the conflict divide. The stagnation of 
the peace process and violent escalations between Israel and Hamas in Gaza at the time of the 
evaluation, the ongoing expansion of Israeli settlements, the hardening of public attitudes�—all of these 
impact both Israeli and Palestinian peacebuilders. At the same time, these issues are articulated 
differently in Israeli and Palestinian societies, due to social and power asymmetries.  

According to interviewees, these powerful �“crosswinds�” at the macro level exert profound effects on 
the work of P2P peacebuilding at grassroots and civil society levels. On the one hand, the �“Arab Spring�” 
uprisings infused energy into protest movements focused on addressing the internal divisions of Israeli 
and Palestinian societies. Hebrew adaptations of chants from Cairo�’s Tahrir Square echoed in the streets 
of Israel�’s cities in the summer of 2011, which saw the largest sustained wave of popular protest in the 
country�’s history�—all focused on social justice and rectifying economic inequality between Israelis. 
Simultaneously, Palestinian youth demonstrated throughout Gaza and the West Bank for unity and 
reconciliation between their dominant political factions, Fatah and Hamas, while 2012 witnessed a brief 
wave of internal socioeconomic protest throughout areas governed by the Palestinian Authority (PA).  

These themes of internal reconciliation and social justice animate a number of APS-funded programs, 
particularly civil society initiatives and projects aimed at rectifying structural dimensions of inequality 
between Arab and Jewish citizens in Israel. A director of one such project framed his youth 
empowerment work in terms of global and regional tides of protest: 

�“Every youth is connected through social networks�—Arab youth watch what is happening�—the Arab 
Spring, yes we can, occupy wall street, social revolutions�…if we want future political and economic 
stability, we need to hear the voice of the Arab youth.�” 

This internal/socioeconomic framing was also salient for directors of joint Israeli-Palestinian projects, 
who recognized, in the words of an Israeli implementer, that, �“It wasn�’t the peace process that brought 
10% of the Israeli population into the streets last year, it was the [cost of living].�” As detailed in ensuing 
sections, joint project implementers universally reported integrating uni-national, �“internal�” components 
into their bi-national Israeli-Palestinian programs. They described these uni-national components as 
essential complements to effective cross-conflict peacebuilding. A number of interviewees illustrated the 
importance of uni-national work with variations on the classic �“bridge�” metaphor of peacebuilding, 
explaining that a stable bridge must be established on solid foundations, or that a level bridge cannot be 
established between pillars of drastically unequal height. 

On the other hand, the absence of any prospect of political progress on the conflict up until negotiations 
resumed in 2013 generated an increasingly challenging context for joint projects bringing together 
Israelis and Palestinians�—the majority of APS grantees. These cross-conflict initiatives reported engaging 
in perpetual struggles to break through widespread apathy in order to secure participation, recognition 
and support in both societies, while enduring the constant criticism of politically ascendant ideological 
opponents.  
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P2P projects are often treated as a priori suspect in public discourse, peacebuilders forced to engage in a 
constant rearguard struggle to obtain societal legitimacy. In the words of a Palestinian implementer, �“it 
feels lonely�” for peacebuilders today.  

On the level of project implementation, the pressures of this political climate are manifested through a 
number of issues emphasized by APS implementers. In the ensuing sections, we will present the primary 
contextual challenges identified by majorities of grantees. 

Project-Level Challenges 

In interviews and focus groups, APS grantees repeatedly cited certain issues as challenges to successful 
project implementation. In particular, they cited social and power asymmetries, struggles for societal 
legitimacy, participant recruitment, government relations, and certain USAID grant management policies. 
Table 1 lists the percentages of interviewees who cited particular challenges as salient. Table 2 details 
survey respondents�’ mean �“difficulty ratings�” for a list of ten challenges compiled from interview and 
focus group data. Each chart also includes data regarding general USAID administrative requirements, as 
this was cited as an equally salient challenge.84 

Table 1. Percentages of Interviewees Citing Specific Contextual Challenges 

KEY CHALLENGES 
  

All Interviewees Israeli-Palestinian 
Initiatives 

Arab-Jewish 
Initiatives in 

Israel 
Sample Size (# of projects) 20 15 4 
Context: Asymmetry 90% 87% 100% 
Context: Legitimacy/ Anti-
Normalization 

80% 100% 0%  

Context: Governmental Relations  80% 87% 75% 
USAID: Administrative 
Requirements  

90% 93% 75% 

Table 2. Survey Respondents: Most Difficult Challenges to Successful Project Implementation 

 (Respondents rated the difficulty of challenges on a scale of 1-5, with 1 least and 5 most difficult).  

Mean difficulty rating (/5) Respondent 
groups 

All survey 
respondents 

Israeli-
Palestinian 
initiatives 

Arab-Jewish 
initiatives in 
Israel 

Challenges Sample Size 29 19 13 
1. USAID Overall Administrative 

Requirements 
 3.41(/5) 3.42 (rank: 1) 3.46 (1) 

2. Opposition: Palestinian Society  2.82 3.32 (2) 2.50 (4) 
3. Recruitment: Israeli Jews  2.76 2.53 (4) 3.08 (2) 

                                                 

 

 
84 Findings on USAID grant management policies in Section 4 
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4. Opposition:  Israeli Society  2.66 2.47 (5) 2.46 (5) 
5. Israeli Gov�’t/ IDF Relations  2.41 2.37 (6) 2.23 (7) 
6. Recruitment: Palestinians  2.41 2.68 (3) 2.08 (8) 
7. Recruitment: Arab Citizens of 

Israel 
 2.18 1.72 (9) 2.62 (3) 

8. Cross-Conflict Staff Relations85  2.00 1.95 (8) 1.92 (9) 
9. Palestinian Authority Relations  2.00 2.16 (7) 1.54 (10) 
10. Opposition: Arab Citizens of 

Israel 
 1.97 1.63 (10) 2.31 (6) 

In the ensuing section, we will explore the primary contextual challenges in detail, presenting the 
percentages of interviewees and survey respondents who emphasized each theme, relating the findings 
to relevant scholarship, and providing quotes to illustrate widely shared sentiments. 

A Broken Mirror: the Prism of Asymmetry  

90% of all APS grantee interviewees cited social and power asymmetries between Israelis and 
Palestinians, or Arab and Jewish citizens in Israel, as a primary contextual challenge. 

While Israelis and Palestinians inhabit the same geographical territory, they conduct their everyday lives 
in �“parallel realities,�” in distinct cultural, historical, linguistic and social frameworks and starkly disparate 
material and political conditions. Both Israeli and Palestinian civilian populations live under chronic 
threats of violence, as was illustrated by the sudden escalations of Israeli airstrikes on Gaza, and 
Palestinian rocket attacks on surrounding Israeli communities in November-December 2012. Yet 
beyond this level of mutual vulnerability, a separate and unequal status quo prevails between the 
economically developed, democratically governed and militarily 
powerful State of Israel and the stateless Palestinians living under 
Israeli occupation in semi-autonomous enclaves of territory 
surrounded by Israeli security barriers, military camps and 
settlements, and lacking control over their borders, movement 
or natural resources.86 Structural asymmetry also prevails within 
Israel between the Jewish majority and Arab minority, a legacy of 
decades of discriminatory resource allocation and 
institutionalized social and political exclusion of Arab citizens.87 

Conflict dynamics can often be understood as a mirror image�—a back-and-forth between adversarial 
parties driven by an �“ethos of conflict�”�—including mutually exclusive historical narratives, defensive 
psychological responses and hostile political rhetoric that are almost identical in terms of selective 

                                                 

 

 
85 The term denotes the quality of relations between Palestinian/Arab and Israeli/Jewish project staff or partners. 
86 Peter E. Weinberger, Co-opting the PLO: A Critical Reconstruction of the Oslo Accords (New York: Lexington, 2001). 
87 Ilan Peleg and Dov Waxman, Israel�’s Palestinians: The Conflict Within (Cambridge, 2011). 

Interviewees suggested variations on 
the classic �“bridge�” metaphor of 
peacebuilding, explaining that a stable 
bridge must be established on solidly 
balanced foundations, or that a level 
bridge cannot be established between 
pillars of drastically unequal height. 



 

Developmental Evaluative Learning Review: Synthesis Report 
Field Study of USAID/West Bank Gaza Annual Program Statement People-to-People Reconciliation Grants  149 

information processing, de-legitimization of the other and zero-sum framing of the conflict.88. This 
adversarial dynamic, described by Kelman as �“negative identity interdependence,�” certainly pertains to 
the Israeli-Palestinian case, yet it is only part of the picture.89 All aspects of Israeli-Palestinian interaction, 
including peacebuilding initiatives, are refracted through the prisms of cultural difference and the stark 
imbalance of power between Israel and the Palestinians, often resulting in divergent narratives or 
perceptions of the same issue, process, or event.  

It is important to note asymmetry as a challenge in itself, as it was described by the majority of Israeli 
and Palestinian interviewees. It is also crucial to note its corollary influence on other contextual 
challenges and peacebuilding strategies, and indeed on the overall approach to APS grant making. The 
Conflict Analysis and Resolution field is theoretically oriented towards resolving the root causes of 
conflicts by addressing fundamental human needs that are undermined or threatened, including physical 
and socioeconomic security and psychological needs related to the legitimation and expression of 
identity and culture.90 In this case, successful, strategic grant making and effective intervention design 
must recognize the different priorities of Israeli and Palestinian populations, while working to address 
the legitimate needs of both sides.91 This is challenging, but as the work of many APS grantees illustrates, 
it is both possible and effective.  

Scholars have noted the profound influence of imbalances of social and political power on peacebuilding 
interventions, including dialogues between majority and minority citizens in the United States and United 
Kingdom, Arab-Jewish encounters and peace education in Israel, and joint Israeli-Palestinian 
organizational partnerships.92 The impact of asymmetry is described as particularly important at two 
levels: participant motivations and expectations, and organizational dynamics.  

Divergent Motivations and Expectations 

In the Israeli-Palestinian context, asymmetrical visions of the goals of peacebuilding have typically 
manifested in terms of Palestinian participants seeking empowerment and emphasizing structural change 
or political mobilization, in contrast to Israeli participants seeking to �“humanize�” perceptions, to reduce 
intergroup hostility, and to enhance their senses of legitimacy and security. Palestinian participants 
predominantly evaluate the success of cross-conflict engagement in terms of achieving concrete change 
or inspiring opposition to the Israeli occupation and other policies vis-à-vis Arabs and Palestinians. Israeli 
participants, by contrast, predominantly define success in terms of building cross-conflict relationships 

                                                 

 

 
88 Daniel Bar-Tal, �“Societal Beliefs in Times of Intractable Conflict: The Israeli Case,�” International Journal of Conflict 
Management 9 (1998): 22�–50. 
89 Herbert C. Kelman, �“The Interdependence of Israeli and Palestinian National Identities: The Role of the Other in 
Existential Conflicts.�” Journal of Social Issues 55 (3): 1999, 581-600. 
90 John Burton, Conflict: Basic Human Needs (New York: St. Martin�’s Press, 1990) 
91 Mohammed Abu-Nimer and Ned Lazarus, �“The Peacebuilder�’s Paradox and the Dynamics of Dialogue,�” in Judy 
Kuriansky (ed.), Beyond Bullets and Bombs: Grassroots Peacebuilding Between Israelis and Palestinians (Westport, CT: 
Prager, 2008), pp. 19-32. 
92 Michelle I. Gawerc, Prefiguring Peace: Israeli-Palestinian Peacebuilding Partnerships (New York: Lexington, 2012). 
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and securing legitimacy, acceptance and declared opposition to anti-Israeli violence from Palestinians.93. 
In terms of visceral responses to dialogue, a recent Massachusetts Institute of Technology study found 
that a dialogical interaction enhanced empathy between Israelis and Palestinians, but through divergent 
mechanisms. For a majority of Israeli subjects, listening to Palestinians tell personal stories of suffering 
inspired them to feel increased empathy toward Palestinians in general. The majority of Palestinian 
subjects, by contrast, experienced increased empathy for Israelis after telling their own stories to an 
Israeli listener and eliciting an empathetic response.94.95  

For APS-funded initiatives, these differences currently manifest 
in asymmetrical patterns of participant recruitment and 
retention. APS Implementers described certain projects as 
attracting more Palestinian/Arab participants, while others 
appealed more to Israelis/Jews, due to programmatic content 
or relevant structural disparities. For example, bilingual school 
programs in Israel quickly filled their quotas of Arab applicants, 
as these schools often represented the highest quality education 
locally available to Arab families. The same schools met greater 
difficulty recruiting Jewish students, who could choose from a 
plethora of high quality educational options. Dialogue encounter programs reported uneven recruitment 
as well, although not in a uniform pattern�—some programs elicited more enthusiastic Jewish/Israeli 
participation, others more enthusiasm among Arab/Palestinian participants.  

Overall, survey respondents described participant recruitment as a salient challenge, yet with a 
divergence between projects working with Arab and Jewish citizens in Israel versus Israeli-Palestinian 
projects working across the Green Line. Among projects bringing together Israelis and Palestinians, 
recruitment of Palestinians (2.68) and of Israeli Jews (2.53) received similar difficulty ratings, ranking 
second and third most difficult among contextual challenges. For Arab-Jewish initiatives in Israel, 
however, the recruitment of Jewish participants was rated the most difficult of all programming 
challenges, with a mean difficulty rating of 3.08, as compared to 2.62 for recruitment of Arab 
participants. As one implementer explained, �“Generally speaking, in some Jewish schools there were 
students who did not want to meet the Arab students, while in the Arab schools, every single student 
was present at the meeting.�”  

 

                                                 

 

 
93 Nadim Rouhana and Susan H. Korper, �“Power Asymmetry and Goals of Unofficial Third Party Intervention in 
Protracted Intergroup Conflict,�” Peace and Conflict: The Journal of Peace Psychology 3 (1): 1997, 1-17. 
94 Emile Bruneau, Roy Cohen, and Rebecca Saxe, "Israelis and Palestinians Benefit Asymmetrically from Dyadic 
Encounters," Unpublished Paper, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2010. Used by permission of author. 
95 These general trends do not apply to all individual Israeli and Palestinians, but have been repeatedly confirmed by 
scholars of intergroup contact as collective tendencies (Rouhana and Korper 1997; Abu-Nimer 1999). At the same 
time, Israelis of certain political backgrounds may exhibit responses more akin to Palestinians in terms of needing 
to experience a degree of acknowledgment from the other side as a prerequisite to exhibiting empathy. 

The criticism in the past was that the Israeli 
is dominant, and the Palestinian is a 
translator, or is very passive. The APS grant 
enabled us to hire professional translators, 
so that the Palestinians don�’t have to play 
that translator role, and the Palestinian and 
Israeli staff have equal roles �– USAID funding 
has made us really successful in that aspect.�”  

-Israeli implementer  
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Asymmetry and Organizational Dynamics 

A recent study of Israeli-Palestinian joint partnerships cited structural asymmetry as often generating 
problematic organizational dynamics, with Israelis assuming dominant roles, often by default due to 
structurally-derived gaps in education, language, experience, and training and related, culturally-derived 
gaps in assertiveness and confidence.96 As one international staff member observed, �“there�’s a difference 
in social capital�…that�’s a direct result of the dynamics of the conflict.�”   

An Israeli implementer echoed this assessment, explaining that, �“In the last five years, we tried to work 
with one Palestinian partner, but it wasn�’t equal. We don�’t live under occupation, their movements are 
limited, they don�’t have educational opportunities.�” Another Israeli implementer acknowledged the issue 
as fundamental, stating that, �“[If] the working relations�…are not good, or the Israelis are controlling the 
Palestinians�—the whole project will not work. This is basic.�” 

In survey responses, however, APS grantees were remarkably sanguine about the quality of relations 
between Israeli and Palestinian or Arab and Jewish staff. This issue was ranked among the least 
important challenges, with 65.5% of respondents describing cross-cultural staff relationships as �“not a 
problem at all�” or �“a rare, minor issue�”�—a remarkable finding given the context and the findings of 
previous research.97 A number of interviewees did express awareness of the issue as a potential 
problem, and explained deliberate measures that they have taken to address it. One Israeli implementer 
emphasized her project�’s investment in communication with Palestinian partners, stating that, �“We�’ve 
been trying to do things that will balance the power between all sides�…really to be as transparent as we 
can with all of our partners�—we�’ve started our own [organizational] dialogue, to try and build trust.�” 

A number of grantees also described APS grant implementation as affecting structural imbalances at the 
organizational level�—both positively and negatively. On the positive side, one grantee credited APS 
funding with providing essential resources that have enabled them to address inherent capacity gaps 
between Israeli and Palestinian staff: 

�“One of our challenges is manpower�—before [the APS grant], the level of funding that we got was 
never enough really to employ the number of people involved in these programs�…The criticism in the 
past was that the Israeli is dominant, and the Palestinian is a translator, or is very passive. By training 
Palestinian [staff], and hiring [other] professional translators, then the Palestinian [staff] don�’t have to 
play that translator role, and the Palestinian and Israeli [staff] have equal roles�—so the [USAID/APS] 
funding has made it really successful in that aspect.�” 

                                                 

 

 
96 Gawerc, Prefiguring Peace: Israeli-Palestinian Peacebuilding Partnerships. 
97 It is important to note that the survey itself received an asymmetrical response rate �– only four Palestinian 
implementers responded to the survey, as opposed to five internationals, six Arab citizens of Israel and 17 Israeli 
Jews. Among Palestinian respondents, relations between Israeli and Palestinian project staff were rated slightly 
more challenging than by other respondents (2.5/5 mean rating for Palestinians vs. 1.86 for Israeli Jews, 1.83 for 
Arab citizens of Israel), but Palestinians still ranked this issue as a relatively low priority, only 9th out of 15 
challenges. 
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In this case, APS funding enabled this organization to effectively 
address the pre-existing imbalance between Israeli and Palestinian 
staff�—in a metaphorical sense, to raise the foundations on one side 
in order to build a more level bridge. 

In cases in which an Israeli organization served as prime grantee 
with a Palestinian sub-contractor, by contrast, grantees described 
the issues of differential capacity and inter-organizational dynamics 
as highly problematic�—and inadvertently made more so by USAID regulations. All current primes are 
Israeli or international organizations overseeing Palestinian sub-contractors; there is not a single 
Palestinian prime overseeing an Israeli sub.  

It is important to emphasize that the local USAID Mission has made repeated efforts to enlist Palestinian 
organizations as primes, conducting two bidders�’ conferences in the West Bank and encouraging 
Palestinian NGOs to apply, so far to no avail. Moreover, Israeli and Palestinian applicants freely select 
their own status in grant applications, and repeatedly choose this particular configuration. Hence, the 
absence of Palestinian primes appears to be a consequence of structural asymmetry and not USAID 
policy. It seems to be evidence above all of the divergent levels of �“social capital�” and organizational 
capacity between Israelis and Palestinian NGOs.  

Nonetheless, once Israeli and Palestinian grantees enter a prime-sub agreement, the regulations of the 
grant oversight process unintentionally risk reinforcing existing conflict dynamics.98 Because USAID 
direct capacity building support is only provided to prime organizations, Palestinian organizations also 
miss the opportunity to benefit from resources that would strengthen them organizationally, thus 
reinforcing the status quo. And Israeli implementers often expressed profound discomfort with the 
degree to which USAID grant regulations require them to audit their Palestinian counterparts. One 
Israeli prime expressed a common sentiment, explaining that, 

�“Because we are the prime organization in the grant, and our Palestinian partners are the sub-
organization, and USAID policy requires that they will communicate only with us [as the prime], this has 
created a situation that we are the supervisors of the Palestinians. It has put us in an impossible 
situation that reinforces the asymmetry and entrenches the existing power relations.�” 

All seven Israeli primes cited USAID�’s prime/sub grantee policies as a factor that complicated their 
working relations with Palestinian partners. All seven urged USAID to explore revising these policies in a 
manner that will help equalize, rather than reinforce, the existing conflict dynamic by devising 
mechanisms that provide partners with equal status and direct reporting vis-à-vis their relationship with 
USAID. 

                                                 

 

 
98 It is crucial to note that there are four Palestinian APS grantee organizations; there are none, however, serving 
as primes in the context of a prime-sub partnership agreement (out of eight total current prime-sub contracts). 
Additionally, one Palestinian peacebuilder noted that his organization works as a sub-grantee on their APS grant, 
but they do work as a prime grantee with Israeli sub-contractors on other USAID grants. At the same time, he 
could not identify another Palestinian organization with that status. 

�“We�’ve been trying to do things that 
will balance the power between all 
sides�… really to be as transparent as 
we can with all of our partners �– 
we�’ve started our own [internal] 
dialogue, to try and build trust.�”  

�– Israeli implementer 
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An additional area in which USAID policies are seen as reinforcing asymmetry is the location of USAID 
facilities exclusively in Israeli areas�—Tel Aviv and West Jerusalem. A number of Palestinian grantees 
recommended establishing some kind of accessible presence in Palestinian areas, so that Palestinian 
implementers will not be forced to cross Israeli checkpoints into Israel or West Jerusalem for each and 
every USAID event. One Palestinian implementer strongly urged the evaluation team to recommend 
that USAID open an office in Palestinian areas:  

�“They cannot reach people in Nablus if they are in Tel Aviv. I understand that they have security 
problems, but they can find a way. Their office is�…accessible to Israelis, but not accessible to 
Palestinians. This is not enough. You need to be among the people and have daily communication. You 
exclude partially the people�—and then you come explaining that they have less capacity or ability to 
make good applications. Be among them, train them, help them, have an office in Ramallah, the same 
that you have in Israel, and then check how things will change.�” 

Conclusions  

Asymmetry is a defining feature of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and of peacebuilding in this context; 
effective grant making and intervention strategies in this region must explicitly acknowledge and address 
the existing social and power asymmetries, and strive to legitimize the needs and priorities of both 
populations. USAID�’s own policies exert a meaningful effect on issues of asymmetry. At the grant making 
level, APS investments in projects explicitly aimed at addressing imbalances between Arab and Jewish 
citizens of Israel or Israelis and Palestinians are relevant for the present context. At the project level, 
APS resources and capacity-building efforts have provided a �“balancing�” effect for a number of grantee 
organizations and partnerships. At the same time, the 
prime-sub management relationship, as well as perceptions 
around the vetting and the anti-terror certification are 
seen as reinforcing existing power relations and conflict 
dynamics, and thereby somewhat tarnishing the image and 
reducing the overall potential impact of the APS.  

The Struggle for Legitimacy: Political Marginalization and Anti-
�“Normalization�” 

100% of APS grantees working in joint Israeli-Palestinian projects, and 80% of all grantees, described 
struggles for internal societal legitimacy as a primary contextual challenge. Both Israeli and Palestinian 
implementers portrayed their projects as facing tides of marginalization or de-legitimization from critics 
in their own societies�—at times escalating to public denunciations, vandalism of facilities, and threats to 
staff and participants. Among Palestinians, this legitimacy crisis is driven by a resurgent �“anti-
normalization�” campaign that caricatures most or all cooperative engagement with Israeli Jews as 
acquiescence to occupation. Among Israelis, extremist elements have committed �“price tag�” vandalism 
attacks against multiple APS grantee organizations, while P2P work is increasingly portrayed as irrelevant 
and outside the mainstream.99 In the face of these pressures, governmental and civil society support has 

                                                 

 

 
99 According to Israeli newspaper Haaretz, �“The 'price-tag�’ policy was adopted by Israeli settlers and right-wing 
activists, intended to pressure the government away from making concessions regarding settlement building in the 
 

 

 

�“Anti-normalization is one of the expressions of 
protest�…because the Palestinians have gone 
through so many years of working with Israelis, 
and they don�’t feel there is an impact�—there is a 
general exhaustion with dialogue because they feel 
it hasn�’t delivered. That has fostered an extreme 
sentiment that opposes any kind of joint work.�”  

-Palestinian implementer 
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been uneven and unreliable, deepening challenges to recruitment and retention of participants and to 
effective public outreach.  

Scholars of intergroup relations have long described societal legitimacy, or support from recognized 
authorities, as vital to the success of intergroup encounters�—one of several favorable conditions for 
productive cross-conflict contact identified in the literature. Paradoxically, such support is often elusive 
in the very situations of intergroup conflict which necessitate intergroup interventions. In the 
contemporary Israeli/Palestinian context, societal support is increasingly elusive at both 
official/government and popular/communal levels, among both Israelis and Palestinians. There is not 
blanket hostility in either case, but rather a drumbeat of de-legitimization that renders official sanction 
or public support for peacebuilding fragile and subject to constant criticism from hostile elements.  

This contextual challenge is new in degree rather than kind, a perennial problem exacerbated by current 
conditions on the ground. Studies of Israeli-Palestinian post-Oslo peacebuilding have consistently cited 
�“legitimacy deficit disorder�” as a condition endemic to the field. Herbert Kelman described the Israeli-
Palestinian relational dynamic as one of �“negative identity interdependence,�” a zero-sum equation in 
which the validation of one side�’s identity or humanity is perceived as inherently de-legitimizing the 
other side. In such a situation, P2P projects aspiring to �“humanize�” the other, to include both conflict 
narratives, or to treat the �“enemy�” as a legitimate interlocutor, can be seen as inherently suspect.  

For projects working across the Israeli-Palestinian divide, responding strategically to such criticism is 
especially difficult, as these initiatives need to simultaneously maintain a degree of legitimacy in both 
societies in order to operate. The dominant mutually exclusive vision of legitimacy generates a catch-22 
situation, a �“seesaw�” effect in which an organization that moves to burnish its reputation on one side of 
the conflict thereby undermines its reputation on the other side. In practice, the steps that 
peacebuilders take to build legitimacy among Israelis are often exploited by critics to undermine their 
legitimacy among Palestinians, and vice versa. 

Anti-Normalization 

Palestinian peacebuilders are acutely vulnerable to the anti-normalization stigma, which is often applied 
through public censure and can have debilitating social and economic repercussions for individuals and 
organizations.100. For years the Palestinian Academic and Cultural Boycott of Israel (PACBI) organization 
has published a blacklist of groups it accuses of �“normalizing relations�” with Israelis, a list that cites many 
APS grantees by name, and others by association.101 �“Anti-normalization�” advocates among Palestinians 
                                                                                                                                                          

 

 

West Bank. Attacks of the sort usually occur after the dismantling of an outpost or similar event, and are often 
directed at Israeli Arabs, Palestinians and left-wing organizations�” (�“Tags/Price Tag�” on Haaretz, 
http://www.haaretz.com/misc/tags/Price%20tag-1.477120, accessed June 10, 2013). See Jack Khoury, �“Wave of 
vandalism targets Palestinians in Jerusalem and the West Bank,�” Haaretz, May 29, 2013.  
100 See Ned Lazarus, �“Dialogue, Occupation and Normalization: The Palestinian Dilemma,�” in Evaluating Peace 
Education in the Oslo-Intifada Generation: A Long-Term Impact Study of Seeds of Peace 1993-2010 (Ph.D. Dissertation: 
American University, 2011), 278-331. 
101 See �“Palestinian Youth United Against Normalization with Israel,�” Palestinian Academic and Cultural Boycott of 
Israel, April 28, 2010, http://www.pacbi.org/etemplate.php?id=1220, Accessed January 2, 2013. 



 

Developmental Evaluative Learning Review: Synthesis Report 
Field Study of USAID/West Bank Gaza Annual Program Statement People-to-People Reconciliation Grants  155 

and in the Arab World have been persistent critics of P2P peacebuilding initiatives for decades102; in 
recent years, the failure of Oslo and political impasse have amplified the voices of anti-normalization 
forces in Palestinian society.103  

This is thoroughly reflected in the data; �“anti-normalization�” was unanimously cited as a challenge by all 
15 interviewees working on joint Israeli-Palestinian projects and in both focus groups. Survey 
respondents engaged in Israeli-Palestinian joint work cited �“Opposition in Palestinian Society�” as the 
most difficult contextual [non-USAID related] challenge. 71% of survey respondents stated that this 
issue is more difficult today than three to five years ago. 

In practical terms, a number of grantees described �“anti-normalization�” demonstrations taking place 
outside their events or facilities; some implementers were forced to cancel, postpone or relocate 
meetings. One Palestinian implementer explained, �“We wanted to have a meeting in Ramallah, and they 
came and kicked us out. At the Ambassador Hotel�…[Palestinian anti-normalization activists] came and 
threatened the hotel not to run this meeting, because it�’s normalization.�” An Israeli implementer 
described relocating meetings from a Palestinian metropolitan area to a remote facility, due to threats.  
Another Israeli implementer canceled a second round of scheduled bi-national meetings, despite the 
success of the first round due to outside pressures to not allow the two sides to meet. 

All implementers of joint Israeli-Palestinian projects spoke of pressures being applied on Palestinian 
participants and/or staff to boycott specific initiatives and/or P2P engagement with Israelis in general. 
One APS grantee repeatedly negotiated sub-contracts with multiple Palestinian partner institutions, only 
to receive retractions at the last minute:  

�“We found a partner who had experience with CMM�…but at some point, he started to get threats 
from local people�…And during those months, this anti-normalization campaign got much, much 
stronger. So at some point�…he told us that he gives up, he doesn�’t want to get into trouble, and he�’s 
sorry, it�’s really at the last minute, and he hoped that we would find another partner�…So then we 
decided to go community to community, and look for the local people we can work with.  

When we were in our vetting process with the partners in [West Bank]�—both schools were very keen to 
get into the program�—but then they started to get threats. The priest got threats that this is part of the 
normalization�…And no matter how we tried to think of creative ways, together, you don�’t need to show 
our logos, etc. It didn�’t work out in the end. We got an email, sorry guys, We cannot take part in the 
program.�” 

                                                 

 

 
102 See Mahmoud Mi�’ari, �“Attitudes of Palestinians toward Normalization with Israel, Journal of Peace Research 36 
(3): 1999, 339-348; Paul L. Scham and Russell E. Lucas, "Normalization and Anti-Normalization in Jordan: The 
Public Debate," Middle East Review of International Affairs 5 (3): 2001; Ghassan Andoni, The People-to-People Programs: 
Peace-Making or Normalization? (EuroMesco Briefs 1: January 2003); Walid Salem, �“The Anti-Normalization 
Discourse in the Context of Israeli-Palestinian Peacebuilding.�” Palestine-Israel Journal of Politics, Economics and Culture 
12 (1): 2005.  
103 Riman Barakat and Dan Goldenblatt, �“Coping with Anti-Normalization,�” in Palestine-Israel Journal of Politics, 
Economics and Culture 18 (2 & 3): 2012; Lauren Rauch, �“Experiences in Coexistence and Anti-Normalization: Arab 
Alumni of the Arava Institute (SIT Graduate Institute Capstone Collection 2464: 2011). 
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It is crucial to emphasize that despite these intense pressures, APS-funded initiatives have persevered�—
the vast majority of implementers adapted as necessary and successfully implemented their projects. A 
number of grantees described effective strategies that they have developed to counter this criticism. 
Nonetheless, strategic thinking about this problem must go beyond the level of individual projects; the 
struggle for legitimacy in Palestinian society is becoming an existential issue for APS grantees and the 
entire peacebuilding field. One Palestinian implementer urged USAID to engage groups in Palestinian civil 
society currently opposed to joint work, stating, �“This is something that USAID, if they want to continue 
any program between Israelis and Palestinians, cross-border, they need to be sensitive about the 
normalization issue, they need to work with the non-converted�…otherwise there will be no partners 
left in the West Bank.�” 

In such a climate, there are strategies through which Palestinian peacebuilders work to enhance their 
societal legitimacy. First, by effecting concrete change�—especially visible rollback of Israeli occupation at 
a local level, or tangible enhancement of Palestinian opportunity or quality of life. Second, by outspoken 
advocacy of Palestinian interests and, for programs involved in dialogue, through publicly visible 
validation of Palestinian perspectives by Israeli partners. Both of these strategies effectively counter the 
common �“anti-normalization�” critique that P2P programs somehow inherently serve Israeli interests or 
legitimize the status quo. Both of these strategies are effectively employed by some APS grantee 
organizations�—but, given the �“seesaw effect,�” often at the expense of building broader legitimacy in 
Israeli society. 

Marginalization From The Israeli Mainstream 

While Israeli implementers do not typically experience the blacklisting and socioeconomic repercussions 
endured by Palestinian peacebuilders, they face a growing two-pronged challenge to their societal 
legitimacy�—an increasingly vocal and mobilized minority of ideological opponents, on the one hand, and 
an increasingly indifferent silent majority on the other. Israeli implementers report enduring public 
accusations of disloyalty and acts of vandalism from extreme elements, while simultaneously being 
excluded from media coverage and treated with apathy and incomprehension in �“mainstream�” political 
discussion and social circles. 

In terms of opposition, a number of APS grantee institutions in Israel reported receiving threats or 
having facilities vandalized in �“price tag�” attacks carried out by radical Right militants. In the civil society 
sphere, APS-sponsored educational projects involving cross-conflict encounters, or presenting Israeli 
students with Palestinian perspectives, often faced condemnation by so-called �“watchdog�” organizations.  

It must be emphasized that notwithstanding this type of opposition, APS-funded projects reported 
persevering and succeeding with their work on campuses. At the same time, such insinuations of 
disloyalty have branded the field with an aura of controversy, making work in educational settings more 
difficult. One APS grantee recalled being surprised by the challenges of recruiting participants openly on 
a university campus:   

�“I hadn�’t anticipated that it would be hard for us to recruit on campuses, to advertise openly�—they will 
say you can�’t post flyers here, it�’s a �‘politics-free zone,�”�…At [one Israeli] University�—we were 
shocked�—we thought they�’ll be happy to get us in�—[the] university even has an Arab center for 
equality rights and democracy, established in the 1970s�—when we approached them, they said you 
cannot create any dialogue groups in this university.�” 

One Israeli implementer echoed this sense that the ground has shifted in terms of the public legitimacy 
of peacebuilding, by comparing his personal experience as a teen-aged dialogue participant in the 1990s 
with the experiences of youth participants in dialogue today: 

�“It has not become any easier in Israel to become an advocate of this kind of encounters. When I was a 
[youth] participant, we used to do these kinds of encounters in school. But now, my [youth participants], 
they say I would like to, �‘but I�’m afraid.�’ They use that word, afraid�—I�’m afraid what people will think, I 
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feel threatened if they think I�’m an Arab lover, a left winger�…to be honest, I find [participants] today 
much braver than I was as a youth. They come [to dialogue] when there�’s tons of criticism, in [the 
Palestinian Territories] and Israel.�” 

Our interviewees expressed a clear sense that it is peacebuilders, and not their critics, who are on the 
defensive in the public sphere. The majority of survey respondents described the issue of legitimacy in 
Israeli society as more difficult than three to five years ago; none described it as �“easier.�”   

In addition to this emboldened opposition, numerous interviewees described a perceived indifference of 
Israeli mainstream media and society towards anything associated with �“peace.�” At an APS-sponsored 
meeting between Israeli and Palestinian media professionals, 
facilitators asked participants whether they had discussed their 
participation in cross-conflict dialogue with their personal social 
circles. The Israeli participants repeatedly stated that their 
colleagues, friends and family expressed little opposition, but 
equally scant interest in the content of their discussions with 
Palestinians.  

A number of interviewees described this apathy as both reflected 
and reinforced by the media, which they portrayed as uninterested 
in positive Israeli-Palestinian contact. One APS implementer noted 
differential interest from Hebrew and Arabic news organizations, 
explaining that, �“We didn�’t make it into the Hebrew press. There was less interest by the Hebrew press 
than the Arabic press�—less interest to publish something positive on the issue. We offered, and there 
was no response.�” At a joint presentation by Israeli and Palestinian APS implementers on an Israeli 
college campus, one student asked why she had never heard of this type of joint project before. The 
Israeli presenter responded by saying, �“if my Palestinian colleague and I stand up and fight in front of you, 
there will be six media networks here in five minutes to cover it. If we have a serious, peaceful 
discussion of the conflict, that doesn�’t interest them.�” 

APS-funded initiatives have achieved numerous successes in breaking through apathy and garnering 
coverage in Israeli media. Recently, for example, one of Israel�’s major networks aired a 90-minute 
documentary, �“Two-Sided Story,�” depicting the APS-funded �“History Through the Human Eye�” dialogue 
project of the Israeli-Palestinian Bereaved Families Forum. Nonetheless, this impression of indifference, 
on the part of the media and general public, was widespread among interviewees.  

Unintended Impacts: USAID Policy and Societal Legitimacy 

As with the issue of structural asymmetry, the legitimacy crisis is an issue endemic to the conflict 
context. USAID is not responsible for the issue, nor could the Agency be expected to resolve it. 
Nonetheless, as a third-party intervening in the conflict, it is incumbent upon USAID to analyze its own 
role within the existing conflict dynamic, and to identify any unintended consequences of its 
intervention. On the issue of societal legitimacy, APS grantees consistently identified two aspects of 
USAID policy as leading to unintended, detrimental effects�—in this case, further compromising their 
legitimacy, particularly in Palestinian society, where APS grantees are most vulnerable. Perceptions 

At a presentation on an Israeli college 
campus, one student asked why she 
had never heard of this type of joint 
project before. The Israeli presenter 
responded by saying, �“if my 
Palestinian colleague and I stand up 
and fight in front of you, there will be 
six media networks here in five 
minutes to cover it. If we have a 
serious, peaceful discussion of the 
conflict, that doesn�’t interest them.�”  
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around 1) the required vetting process for participants and vendors and 2) the requirement that first-
tier organizations sign the ATC serve to stigmatize the assistance being provided by USAID through the 
APS.104   

USAID�’s adheres to a Congressionally mandated �“vetting�” policy, which requires the submission of 
personal information by most participants (Israeli and Palestinian) in APS-funded activities and certain 
vendors of materials used by APS grantees for review by US authorities. When vetting is triggered, 
official approval must be received before activities can proceed.105 The process, according to APS 
implementers, can take weeks. 90% of interviewees described vetting as problematic, raising a number of 
logistical and social/political concerns (detailed in Section 4).  

In terms of societal legitimacy, grantees repeatedly emphasized the negative impact of the vetting 
process on their reputation and relationships in the Palestinian community. Given the pre-existing 
controversy surrounding peacebuilding initiatives, particularly in Palestinian society, it is 
uncomfortable�—to say the least�—for APS grantees to begin their interface with prospective participants 
and vendors by demanding personal information for US government scrutiny. As one implementer 
explained, �“We are trying to foster positive relationships with the people we want to participate in our 
programs. When we start off those relationships by asking people for information in order to run a 
terrorist background check on them, it is�…counterproductive to our goals.�” Multiple interviewees 
described vetting as preemptively undermining trust; in the words of one implementer, �“[vetting] 
destroys trust before you start.�” Interviewees described vetting as hindering recruiting and even 
preventing projects; as one Israeli implementer testified, �“CMM was created to support�…cross-
boundary projects. But then there was the matter of the vetting, and subsequently we had [fewer] 
participants and [fewer] projects.�” Survey respondents ranked vetting among the three most difficult 
challenges they face (2.79/5), equally as difficult as the legitimacy problem in Palestinian society (2.82). 
Among Israeli/Palestinian projects, vetting received an especially high 3.32 difficulty rating. 

Grantees described the effects of the ATC in essentially identical terms. This policy requires that 
organizations sign the ATC, a legal document  stating that they have not provided and will not knowingly 
provide material support to terrorists. Multiple APS implementers recalled prospective Palestinian 
participants and vendors expressing personal offense, refusing to sign and withdrawing from APS-funded 
projects. It is perceived by some as implying Palestinian support for terrorism. Another Palestinian 
implementer indicated that the ATC has inspired public condemnation of USAID in the media. Other 
implementers echoed the sense that the vetting and ATC policies exacerbate Palestinian opposition to 
peacebuilding and resentment toward the United States. 

Thus, in a manner reminiscent of the interaction of USAID�’s prime-sub policy with structural 
asymmetry, vetting and the ATC are perceived as reinforcing harmful aspects of the conflict dynamic. 
This impact is of course unintended; USAID applies vetting and ATC policies equally to all Israeli and 

                                                 

 

 
104 Under USAID�’s Mission Order 21, all prime grantees, in addition to any sub-grantees who are receiving cash 
grants, are required to sign the ATC.  Individual participants are not required to sign the ATC, despite some 
perceptions to the contrary.  
105 Note: There is a $25,000 threshold for vetting.  Smaller vendors do not typically cross this threshold. 
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Palestinian prime grantees,106  but in this asymmetric context, the political implications are different for 
each group. The vetting and ATC policies exacerbate the legitimacy crisis of peacebuilding initiatives in 
Palestinian society, yet that carries implications across the joint partnerships, for overall project success 
and the reputations of grantees and USAID. �“When we�’re working so hard trying to get people to be 
part of the Palestinian programs,�” a Palestinian implementer explained, �“it makes that work so much 
harder.�”  

Conclusions  

The cultivation of legitimacy in both Israeli and Palestinian societies is an imperative for APS grantees, 
and for the field as a whole. This chronic legitimacy crisis, rather than the performance of any individual 
peacebuilding initiative, is the key obstacle preventing grantees and the APS program from achieving 
wider impact. Indeed, as detailed below, APS-funded projects have achieved positive outcomes with 
their direct participants and local/communal impact. Yet the de-legitimization of peacebuilding�—the 
stigma of �“normalization�” among Palestinians, and the marginalization of the �“peace camp�” in Israel�—
operates on a societal level, frustrating efforts to �“scale up�” their micro- and meso-level positive 
outcomes. Indeed, in this environment, APS grantees�’ widespread achievement of micro- and meso-level 
success is remarkable and not to be taken for granted, as illustrated below. 

2. Impact 

Despite the formidable contextual challenges detailed above, positive peacebuilding outcomes were 
evident throughout the team�’s site visits and encounters in the field and in documentation provided by 
implementers and USAID. APS grantees have devised adaptive strategies in response to contextual 
pressures, and demonstrated evidence of significant achievements, all the more remarkable given the 
current climate of opinion.  

For several years, CMM has required grantees to set their sights on impact beyond their direct 
participants.107 The FY 2009 APS instructs applicants to �“link the proposed activities to a higher-level 
decision-making and policy change agenda that seeks to impact a broader community beyond just the 

                                                 

 

 
106 In practice, the vetting requirements are actually more stringent for Israeli participants in trainee programs 
managed by USAID, because Mission Order 21 states that �“[n]on-U.S. individuals for whom USAID finances (a) 
training, study tours or invitational travel in the U.S. or third countries�” need to be vetted. Under this definition, 
written for implementation of assistance programming in the West Bank and Gaza, Israel qualifies as a �“third 
country�”, thus requiring all participants be vetted. Whereas for activities that take place in West Bank/Gaza, 
trainees are only vetted when activities last more than five consecutive work days.  Amended and Restated Mission 
Order No. 21, V.A.(3), pg. 4.   
107 Terms such as �“outcomes,�” �“impact�” and �“success�” are defined in diverse ways by practitioners, evaluators and 
scholars (Pearson d�’Estree et al. 2000; Church and Shouldice 2001). In this section, the team defines �“outcomes�” 
as direct results of a specific intervention on direct participants, and �“impacts�” as effects or products of such 
interventions that result in further-reaching, longer-term influence extending beyond direct participants to the 
communal, institutional or wider governmental and societal levels (Kelman 2005; Spurk 2009). The team sees both 
of the above as tantamount to degrees of �“success,�” particularly in light of the present context (Ross 2000). 
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project participants.�”108 In interviews, APS implementers typically articulated such linkages effectively, 
and in a number of cases provided evidence of such �“scaling up�” (detail below).  

The FY 2012 APS further identifies �“the most effective people-to-people projects to be those that 
explicitly and purposefully create linkages between their immediate objectives and high-level or large-
scale peace processes or structural reforms.�”109 On this point, for the purposes of evaluating impact, it is 
important to reiterate that there has not been a consistent �“large-scale peace process�” to which 
activities can be linked, excepting brief interludes, for more than a decade. Hence, it should not be 
surprising that the effects of APS projects are evident primarily at the interpersonal and local/communal 
levels�—which is the intended purpose of these projects�—and larger expectations are likely unrealistic. 
Indeed, CMM�’s P2P program guide acknowledges that, �“[I]t is not realistic to expect USAID or its 
implementing partners to achieve the delivery of peace writ-large from a singular peacebuilding program, 
let alone on a timeframe nicely aligned with fiscal cycles. The goal in most cases must be an incremental 
step on the path to larger impact.�”110 A number of APS-funded initiatives have clearly taken such 
�“incremental steps,�” establishing solid foundations with potential for larger-scale, longer-term impact in 
terms of structural reform. Though it is too early to gauge, we identify several examples of this potential 
in �“impact profiles�” below.   

While this study�’s scope and developmental methodology did not allow for thorough performance 
audits of individual projects, evaluators noted substantial achievements of APS grantees, enabled through 
support of the APS program. 111 This section will provide generalized examples of positive outcomes and 
foundations for larger impact achieved, listed according to some of the primary peacebuilding 
approaches funded through the APS, and with the caveat that�—due to limited time in the field�—this is 
only a partial list. It will then outline successful �“emergent�” strategies that have contributed to these 
achievements.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 

 

 
108 APS FY 2009, cited from �“Important APS Milestones 2012,�” draft document provided to evaluators by CMM. 
109 APS FY 2012, p.7. 
110 P2P Program Guide, p. 25. 
111 Terms such as �“outcomes,�” �“impact�” and �“success�” are defined in diverse ways by practitioners, evaluators and 
scholars (Pearson d�’Estree et al. 2000; Church and Shouldice 2001). In this section, the team defines �“outcomes�” 
as direct results of a specific intervention on direct participants, and �“impacts�” as effects or products of such 
interventions that result in further-reaching, longer-term influence extending beyond direct participants to the 
communal, institutional or wider governmental and societal levels (Kelman 2005; Spurk 2009). The team sees both 
of the above as tantamount to degrees of �“success,�” particularly in light of the present context (Ross 2000). 
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Achievements: Positive Outcomes and Foundations for Longer-Term Impact 

Diverse Approaches, Multiple Contributions 

Environment: APS-funded projects have facilitated strategic partnerships on environmental issues 
between Israeli and Palestinian individuals, municipalities and communities, establishing programs to 
engage youth from both sides and the wider region in environmental action, and engaging in creative 
problem-solving to protect the water, air, and landscape that they share regardless of barriers or 
borders. These environmental initiatives have resulted in regional partnerships developing alternative 
energy sources, in joint wastewater disposal and pollution reduction systems, and in concrete policy 
changes including the prevention of potential environmental damage by halting planned construction of 
Israel�’s Separation Barrier in at least two locations. In the process, they have pursued organizing 
strategies that engaged local and national governing institutions, developed vital infrastructure and 
meaningfully reduced environmental hazards, including preserving water sources in use since biblical 
times.112 

Education: APS grantees have designed innovative educational models and programs, developing projects 
transforming the way that Arabic is taught and bringing Arab teachers into Israeli Jewish schools; building 
a growing network of bilingual schools that foster cross-cultural communities in multiple Israeli localities; 
sport education providing a catalyst for empowering youth from peripheral areas, especially young 
women, both uni-nationally and across conflict lines; using technological and professional training as a 
catalyst for cross-conflict engagement; and designing cutting-edge courses that combine academic 
research, intergroup dialogue, professional training and joint action projects.  

Impact Profile: The Abraham Fund Initiatives 

Project: Language as a Cultural Bridge 

Content: Aims to transform the way Arabic is taught to Jewish students in the Israeli school system, by training 
and placing outstanding Arab teachers in Jewish-majority schools. Teachers implement original curriculum aimed 
at fostering conversational facility and cultural knowledge, blending language instruction, exposure to music and 
literature, and facilitated encounters with peer classes from Arab communities. 

Results: Program now being implemented at 5th-6th grade level in more than 200 schools across Israel; adopted 
as official curriculum for North and Haifa regional districts. Mid-term evaluation revealed wide satisfaction at all 
levels�—90% or more of participating principals reported improved student performance, parental support and 
successful integration of Arab teachers in Jewish-majority school, and recommended national adoption of the 
program; 95% of Arab teachers reported successful integration at school and 89% reported that their work 
positively changed students�’ perceptions of Arabic language, culture and people. 

[Sources: Annual Reports, Mid-Term Evaluation by Henrietta Szold Foundation (Hebrew)] 

 

Civil Society in Israel: APS-funded civil society and advocacy groups inside Israel are working together to 
push local government and institutions to fight discrimination, to equalize resource distribution, and 

                                                 

 

 
112 Joshua Mitnick, �“In Israel, a Modern Wall is Halted by Ancient Terraces,�” Christian Science Monitor, May 19, 2013. 
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improve policing and services, for the mutual benefit of all citizens, not waiting for the national 
government to take responsibility. In the process, these initiatives building an active civil society aimed at 
transforming citizenship and establishing shared civic space for Jewish and Arab citizens of Israel. 

Dialogue Methodology: APS-funded dialogue and peace education initiatives have developed explicit topical 
focus and elaborate methodologies, re-visioning the work of dialogue to direct its power of personal 
transformation toward motivating, educating and training effective advocates of social, cultural and 
structural change. One does not find APS grantees doing �“dialogue�” for its own sake. Veteran 
practitioners and organizations have internalized through years of experience, evaluation and self-
critique that dialogue is always necessary but never sufficient; it is a powerful educational mechanism but 
not, by itself, a strategy for change. Conscious of the critique that such interventions can change 
perceptions among participants at the interpersonal level without achieving wider impact, most APS 
dialogue/ education programs target specific groups of participants and focus on core conflict issues. 
Their curricula integrate uni-national and bi-national components, and combine intergroup encounters 
with professional training, specific academic or theoretical focus and encourage or require participants 
to design joint projects aimed at advancing social change.  

Impact Profile: Parents Circle Families Forum�—Bereaved Israeli and Palestinian Families Supporting Peace, 
Reconciliation and Tolerance 

Project: The Israeli Palestinian Narratives Project: History through the Human Eye. 

Content: 12 Israeli-Palestinian �“parallel narrative working groups�” with 20-30 participants each, designed �“To 
promote reconciliation through a more profound knowledge of each other's historic, national and personal 
narrative.�” Curriculum of 4-5 full-day meetings, featuring joint lectures by Israeli and Palestinian historians, joint 
visits to sites of destroyed pre-1948 Palestinian village, and the Yad Vashem Holocaust Museum in Israel, and 
dialogue sessions facilitated by specially trained Israeli and Palestinian members of the Bereaved Families Forum at 
each meeting.  

Results: Pioneering methodology and curriculum developed for narrative-focused intergroup dialogue. 94% of 
participants described program as �“very interesting,�” 88% as �“valuable.�” 86% reported �“increased belief in the 
possibility of reconciliation�”; 89% �“increased willingness to engage in peacebuilding�”; 77% �“increased support for 
peace.�” The program is documented in the 90-minute film, Two-Sided Story, broadcast on Israel Channel Two in 
January 2013. 

Quotes: �“I have never been exposed to the Israeli narrative before; I had heard the short version and never dug 
deeper�…we felt the human tragedy, and I would have liked it to be longer in order to know more.�” �“I left with 
essential, useful knowledge.�” �“One of the best, most powerful meetings�… during all my years of [peace] activity, 
impact-wise.�” 

[Sources: Interviews, Quarterly Reports, Mid-Term Report by Kahanoff and Shibly] 

 

Media: APS-funded media projects have brought to wider local and international audiences through film, 
radio, social networks and online platforms, providing alternative perspectives, the voices and untold 
stories of Israelis and Palestinians engaged in the everyday work of peacebuilding and nonviolence.  

Foundations for Broader Impact 

Expansion of Participation/Recruitment: Despite the recruitment challenges cited by numerous grantees, 
the vast majority of projects achieved or surpassed their recruitment goals, and many reported 
growth�—sometimes profound�—in participation and public demand in recent years. Among many other 
examples, the �“Good Water Neighbors�” environmental project partnering Israeli and Palestinian 
communities to solve shared environmental problems grew from 9 to 28 participant communities; the 
bilingual school network operated by the Hand in Hand Center for Arab-Jewish Education  grew from a 
single campus to growing schools in five Israeli cities and three additional start-up community programs; 
the �“Language as a Cultural Bridge�” project of the Abraham Fund Initiatives grew from a pilot in two 
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municipalities to official adoption by two regional school districts and implementation in over 200 
schools. 

Impact Profile: EcoPeace/Friends of the Earth Middle East 

Project: Good Water Neighbors: Cross Border Community Reconciliation Based on Shared Water Sources and 
Common Environmental Issues. 

Content: Establishes multi-dimensional partnerships for environmental problem-solving and sustainable water 
management between neighboring Palestinian, Israeli and Jordanian communities. APS grants have funded the 
implementation of cooperation agreements establishing and operating wastewater treatment, pollution reduction, 
sanitation, water source rehabilitation, educational �“ecofacilities,�” youth programs, advocacy campaigns, research 
projects and shared �“Neighbors Path�” environmental awareness hiking trail programs.  

Results: Good Water Neighbors has expanded to 28 current participant communities in 10 regional 
concentrations, involving hundreds of local officials, building infrastructure and programs reaching tens of 
thousands of beneficiaries. �“Neighbors Path�” environmental awareness hiking trails established for 21 communities, 
conducting more than 500 tours with over 15,000 participants. In two locations, Israeli and Palestinian partner 
communities led sustained, successful joint advocacy campaigns to prevent construction of Israel�’s Separation 
Barrier in areas of ecological and historical value on their �“Neighbors Path.�” 

[Sources: Grantee interviews, reports in Haaretz and Christian Science Monitor.] 

 

Institutional/Official Recognition: In interviews, APS grantees described facing severe challenges in soliciting 
governmental support for projects, due to bureaucratic inertia, political sensitivities, or both. 
Nonetheless, numerous implementers�—through perseverance and effective engagement�—succeeded in 
garnering official recognition and in some cases endorsement, financial support, policy changes and 
adoption of projects and models by relevant Ministries. In the best cases, official adoption led to scaling 
projects up from the local to the regional level, with potential for national adoption. These successes 
were achieved through sustained campaigns of local community mobilization, network building and 
persistent engagement of relevant authorities at multiple levels to obtain official recognition, resource 
allocation and policy changes. In one particularly sensitive example, the �“Policing in Divided Societies�” 
project of The Abraham Fund Initiatives has led to design and implementation of community/minority 
policing training by the Israel Police and convened an unprecedented Round Table Forum on the issue 
involving dozens of mayors of major Arab municipalities, civil society representatives and the top 
leadership of the police.   

Establishment of �“Touch points�”�—Public Space for Peacebuilding: The work of APS grantees has established 
myriad temporary and permanent public spaces, concrete and virtual, that provide �“touch points�” for 
Arab/Palestinian and Jewish/Israeli citizens to engage in dialogue, strategizing and advocacy for change, 
while providing concrete or virtual embodiment of cross-conflict engagement and nonviolent discourse 
in the public space. Among dozens of other examples, the Jaffa Convention organized by the Citizens�’ 
Accord Forum Between Jews and Arabs in Israel has become a unique annual gathering of key 
stakeholders from government, civil society, and academia for focused examinations of critical issues in 
the relations of Arab and Jewish citizens in Israel and of Arab citizens to the state. 

Building Networks of Educated, Motivated Agents of Change: Graduates of dialogue and peace education 
programs are counted among the directors and staff of multiple APS grantee projects, on the Mission 
staff, and in some cases as prominent public advocates of cross-conflict engagement and change�—all 
providing living examples of the long-term impact of effective youth empowerment and peace education 
work. Research has found that adult activists and peacebuilders commonly cite their participation as 
youth in intergroup dialogue and other cross-conflict initiatives as a direct inspiration for their adult 
engagement in the field, as indeed occurred with multiple interviewees in this evaluation. 
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Self-Assessments of APS Grantees 

On the survey, respondents were asked to rate on a five-point scale the success of their projects at a 
number of different levels. Their self-assessments, displayed in Table 3, mirror the evaluation team�’s 
conclusions from the field phase. Despite the challenging context, the majority of APS-funded projects 
are working effectively and often innovatively, adapting methodology through practice, and achieving 
positive outcomes for direct participants and contributions to peacebuilding at micro/personal and 
local/communal levels. Impact remains elusive, however, at societal/national/political levels, a condition 
that stems largely from the macro-contextual challenges identified above.  

Table 3. Self-Assessments of Success: Survey Respondents (n = 26) 

QUESTION: �“How do you rate the success of your organization�’s 
USAID-funded project in the following aspects?�” 

Mean Rating 
(/5) 

Implementing project activities as originally envisioned 4.74 
Providing positive experiences for direct participants 4.73 
Achieving the project's intended objectives/outcomes 4.64 
Contributing to peacebuilding at an interpersonal/grassroots level 4.52 
Responding to unexpected events and contextual challenges 4.39 
Reaching individuals/groups not previously engaged in peacebuilding 4.23 
Contributing to peacebuilding at a local community/institutional level 4.09 
Influencing individuals/groups beyond your direct participants 4.00 
Contributing to peacebuilding at the civil society level 3.91 
Contributing to peacebuilding at the national political level 3.47 

 

It is crucially important to note that few, if any, interviewees appeared content with the level of 
successes presented here. One APS grantee, the director of an Israeli-Palestinian youth dialogue 
program, embodied a widespread desire to have impact at �“the next level�”: 

�“We are at a point now where the structure of our programming has adapted to the conflict�…What we 
do know, and there�’s evidence and there�’s been research�…participants in our programs do go through 
an attitudinal change process, and many remain active the field for years as graduates. The question is 
how do they effect change in the broader conflict? We know that we effect change on an individual 
basis. I know that our graduates have stronger positive feelings toward the other, they know the other 
narrative, they have empathetic understanding of the other. The question is, what do we need to equip 
young people with, in order to take those individual changes and effect change or engage in collective 
action?�” 

A similar urgency animated the testimonies of the majority of peacebuilders interviewed, the desire that 
direct project outcomes will contribute to broader change. At the same time, it is important to 
acknowledge and value the development of proven models, the institutions and networks established, 
the micro- and meso-level changes created through the work of APS-funded initiatives. The project 
director quoted above is himself an indicator of long-term impact at the personal level; he and his entire 
program staff had themselves started their paths in peacebuilding as youth participants in the same 
program, 10-15 years and four wars ago.  

Conclusions 

The work of APS grantees has registered consistently positive impacts at the levels of direct participants 
and local communities. Their work has resulted in opportunities for meaningful, constructive 
engagement between tens of thousands of Israeli and Palestinians and Arab and Jewish citizens in Israel, 
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and had tangible positive impacts in dozens of areas throughout the region. In the present context, 
particularly, such continued participation and in some cases, growing demand for programs is not to be 
taken for granted. Moreover, when initiatives have been effectively linked to realistically achievable 
opportunities  for concrete social-structural change, effects have been significant�—such as the 
establishment or upgrading of environmental infrastructure, reform of educational policy, the 
establishment of educational and economic opportunities for local communities, and even re-routing of 
the Separation Barrier. Additionally, the motivation and training of new cadres of effective advocates for 
peacebuilding lays a crucial foundation for the continuation of effective P2P work in the future. 

The ensuing section will outline project strategies that have proved effective in contributing to these 
positive outcomes in the present context; strategies that show promise for �“scaling up�” to achieve 
broader impact; and the ways in which USAID can most effectively support ongoing innovation and 
improvement, and enhance the impact of the APS program going forward. 

3. Successful Strategies 

Grantees identified a number of strategies as contributing effectively to mitigating the contextual 
challenges and achieving the positive outcomes detailed above. In the cases highlighted here, the 
successful strategies articulated by grantees are spelled out in the language of recent APS proposals and 
CMM�’s P2P Program Guide�—evidence that these documents indeed reflect the �“state of the art�” in 
terms of P2P programming design.   

Table 4 illustrates the percentages of interviewees who emphasized key themes related to program 
strategy. Below is a detailed analysis of interview and survey responses, including quotes illustrative of 
widely shared sentiment or experience. 

Table 4. Percentages of Interviewees Citing Key Themes Regarding Programming/Strategy 

Program Strategy Themes All 
Interviewees  

Israeli-
Palestinian 
Projects  

Arab-Jewish Orgs in 
Israel  

Sample Size (projects)  20 15 4 
Concrete Changes/ Common 
Interest 

95% 93% 100% 

Uni-national Component 95% 93% 100% 
Bi-national Component 93% 97% 100% 

 

1. Framing: Working for Concrete Changes on Issues of Common Interest: In the current political climate, 
projects oriented toward resolving specific issues of shared interest or common concern for both 
populations�—e.g. environmental protection, civic equality, media literacy, educational and societal 
capacity, professional training, trauma healing, issue advocacy�—are widely perceived as more legitimate 
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and effective than dialogue or relationship-building for its own sake. CMM officially endorses this 
approach, explicitly recommending the identification of common interests in recent APS solicitations.113 

This is especially true in Palestinian society, where joint projects without clear goals are vulnerable to 
the charge of �“normalization�” or acceptance of the status quo. �“You cannot bring them now just by 
dialogue,�” explained a Palestinian implementer, �“not a meeting for the sake of a meeting, but with the 
purpose of building actual projects, producing something.�” Another Palestinian implementer cited this as 
a criterion for participation: �“In the political context, the fact that this is practical and action-oriented 
gives a response to the accusations of normalization. If it�’s practical and beneficial for our society, then 
we come; a project, not just talk�—action.�” An Israeli implementer echoed this effect on Palestinian 
participation, stating that  due to anti-normalization pressures, some do fear participating in projects 
with Israelis, but �“on environmental issues, we have no problems with Palestinians cooperating or being 
involved.�” 

This framing is of increasing importance among Arab and Jewish citizens of Israel as well, who 
increasingly mirror the skepticism of Palestinians regarding initiatives labeled as dialogue or relationship-
building for its own sake. An Israeli implementer working on environmental issues explained the effect of 
framing around mutual interest, and focusing on changes that can be feasibly and visibly achieved:   

�“You must identify the self-interest from the outset. Otherwise, you�’re gonna fail. If you cannot enable a 
resident, a schoolteacher, a mayor�—to explain why they choose to work with the other side�—it will 
become a one-time action. That�’s the reality of the level of animosity on the street�…Because we deal 
with concrete issues�—we don�’t say you�’re going to be a peacemaker�—we say you�’re going to improve 
your water, your sewerage. Not only do we enable someone to defend their actions�—they can convince 
other people. And that�’s how to be a peacemaker.�” 

Projects that can achieve concrete changes or visible benefits are therefore effective in countering anti-
normalization and political marginalization, and attracting, motivating, and cultivating societal support for 
participants to engage with their communities and produce the desired �“ripple effects�” that achieve 
wider and longer-term impact. Many interviewees echoed the enthusiastic recommendation of one 
survey respondent, who urged USAID to continue emphasizing the �“identification of common interests 
in its projects, a common interest for both Israelis and Palestinians, where each side can easily feel the 
benefits of working together.�”  

It is crucial to note that this is a reframing, not a refusal, of intergroup dialogue. In order to effectively 
address issues of common interest, such issues must be identified, strategies must be mutually 
developed, implemented, and modified, and results analyzed and evaluated�—all through intergroup 
communication processes, i.e. dialogue. This reframed approach typically requires, topically and 
strategically focused intergroup dialogue as a means to achieving clearly defined ends. For Arab-Jewish and 
Israeli-Palestinian intergroup engagement, dialogue remains absolutely necessary, even though the 
consensus now acknowledges that it is not sufficient. 

                                                 

 

 
113 APS FY 2012. 
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2. Integration of Uni-national/Intra-group and Bi-national/Inter-group Approaches: The deliberate, sequential 
integration of uni-national/intra-group and bi-national/inter-group encounters is now the industry 
standard for intergroup programs. APS grantees universally emphasized the essential contribution of uni-
national preparation and processing phases staged before and often after cross-conflict or bi-national 
encounters. This resonates with CMM�’s instructions for P2P program design first articulated in the 2010 
APS, which states, �“for those applications that utilize a cross-border approach, support on issues of 
mutual interest should be built within communities on respective sides of the border prior to engaging 
in cross-border dialogue in order to strengthen chances for success.�”114  

APS grantees describe these intragroup sessions as 
necessary and complementary responses to the 
dissonance between positive intergroup encounter 
experiences and separate, unequal everyday realities. 
As one implementer explained, �“Uni-national 
frameworks are a necessity, because [intergroup] 
meetings are exceptional, and there is a difference and 
segregation between [participants] in real life.�” 

Grantees cited a number of different reasons for their 
increased emphasis on intra-group elements in this classically intergroup field. First, intra-group 
discussions are characterized as crucial in terms of enhancing the dialogue process. In particular, they 
are seen as essential in preparation for an intergroup meeting. A Palestinian grantee emphasized the 
importance of group- and skill-building in advance, stating that uni-national meetings give participants, 
�“the skills, the maturity, the language, the terms�…to meet with Israelis. Another Palestinian implementer 
emphasized the importance of emotional/psychological preparation, due to the controversy and tension 
inherent in cross-conflict engagement:  

�“It is important not to go to bi-national dialogue immediately. Lots of frustrations of the Palestinians, and 
fears that this will lead to expulsion from the university, that it will influence their studies or their 
reputations. So after we recruit the students, we run only uni-national for a longer time, as long as 
needed, before we bring them together.�” 

After an intergroup encounter, grantees value uni-national meetings as spaces for participants to process 
their experiences. As an Israeli implementer explained, �“I find that the uni-national programs are very 
reinforcing, because the Israelis and Palestinians have the opportunity to elaborate in a much safer 
zone�…as a reliving, as a way to analyze what you�’re going through together.�” 

Uni-national work is also explained as a response to the asymmetry of the situation, and the different 
needs that each side brings to the intergroup process�—as articulated by an Israeli grantee: 

                                                 

 

 
114 APS FY 2010, quoted from �“Important APS Milestones 2012.�” The P2P program guide additionally asserts that 
�“Before such face-to-face encounters can occur constructively, it is frequently helpful to first lay a psychological 
and social foundation for the cross-conflict exchange through separate activities for the respective groups�” (p. 14). 

�“As a grassroots program in [the West Bank], we try to 
tell our people, before we talk about peace between 
Palestinians and Israel, we talk about the internal peace 
�– because if we can�’t achieve internal peace, then we 
can�’t achieve peace with the Israelis�… We are working 
on two sides - on one hand, internal peace, and the 
other hand, peace between Palestinians and Israelis.�” 

 - Palestinian implementer 
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�“For [Jewish Israelis], uni-national work focuses on working through cognitive dissonances and 
accusations, and aims at taking responsibility. For Palestinians, it means creating a particularistic identity. 
The Arabs feel that the existing atmosphere does not allow them to develop their own particularistic 
identity and that this takes a heavy toll among young people. Lacking the legitimacy to develop a unified 
identity of which they can be proud, they may move in radical directions.�” 

Yet beyond enhancement of the intergroup process, numerous grantees described uni-national meetings 
as critical dialogue forums in their own right�—spaces for dealing with �“internal�” issues of societal 
fragmentation and intra-group conflict. An Israeli implementer testified that, �“I deal a lot in the uni-
nationals with the issues of left and right wing in Israel.�” A Palestinian grantee described �“internal peace�” 
as a pre-requisite for Israeli-Palestinian peace: 

 �“As a grassroots program,�…we try to tell our people, before we talk about peace between Palestinians 
and Israel, we talk about the internal peace�—because if we can�’t achieve internal peace, then we can�’t 
achieve peace with the Israelis�…We are working on two sides�—on one hand, internal peace, and the 
other hand, peace between Palestinians and Israelis.�” 

An Israeli implementer likewise described rectifying the relationship of Arab and Jewish citizens in Israel 
as necessary for Israeli-Palestinian peace. Another Israeli grantee went so far as to reverse the common 
conception of uni-national meetings as secondary priorities, saying, �“I consider joint dialogue as 
something which nourishes the uni-national framework.�” The prevailing sentiment, however, was one of 
synthesis, as articulated by a survey respondent: �“Both Palestinian and Israeli societies are fragmenting. 
They each need to address internal divisions while concurrently tackling the Palestinian-Israeli divide.�”  

3. The Continued Importance of Bi-National Engagement: A few grantees advocated an entirely uni-national 
focus, primarily on the Palestinian side. The large majority of implementers, however, valued synergistic 

engagement on both tracks. As one Palestinian interviewee 
explained, �“There�’s a benefit to both uni-national and bi-
national�—you can�’t be isolated completely. If I don�’t speak to 
Israelis, then I don�’t challenge them�—[then] I�’m thinking by 
myself.�” One survey respondent echoed this sentiment, 
asserting that, �“Peacebuilding is, in my opinion, not effective if 
it happens only on one side.�” A Palestinian interviewee stated 
that, �“It is impossible to imagine how we can reach a peaceful 
solution without reaching each other, contacting each other, 
knowing each other.�”  

Indeed, multiple grantees argued that bi-national engagement is more important than ever, in light of the 
reality of increased separation. As a Palestinian implementer explained: 

�“There is zero interaction with the other side [today]�…it�’s not 
like [previous] generations, where there were open borders. This 
generation of Palestinians and Israelis has this wall between 
them�—and that�’s what we�’re trying to do�—is reestablish that 
contact, and to organize tours for Israelis to see what life is like 
on the other side�…the only hope that [Israelis] get involved is 
that they see [Palestinians] who are willing to communicate with 
them, to engage with them. Not necessarily compromising, but 
communicating.�” 

A survey respondent emphasized the importance of synthesis, explaining that, �“[the situation] has to be 
matched by a parallel approach�—working separately but together�—there are internal dynamics 
happening, we have to recognize them and work with them.�” According to the large majority of APS 

�“In the past, our client was the 
participants. Today, our client is the 
decision maker. We have many more 
participants now�—but they are the 
laboratory. We want to get the lessons 
learned from success, and scale it up.�” 

- Israeli Implementer 

�“There is zero interaction with the other 
side [today]�…it�’s not like [previous] 
generations, where there were open 
borders. This generation of Palestinians and 
Israelis has this wall between them�—and 
that�’s what we�’re trying to do�—is 
reestablish that contact, and to organize 
tours for Israelis to see what life is like on 
the other side�…�”   
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grantees, uni-national/bi-national synthesis is no longer a controversy within the field, but a consensus of 
best practice, whether between Israelis and Palestinians or between Arab and Jewish citizens of Israel. 

4. Strategic Engagement of Authorities and Institutions:  

Securing official support is often as difficult as it is valuable for projects struggling to establish societal 
legitimacy. For many grantees, this has required perseverance through periods of rejection, and 
engagement at multiple levels over significant periods of time. As one grantee explained, �“To succeed in 
this, you need stubbornness, because nothing will move if you don�’t keep pushing - because you�’re not 
going to get there overnight.�” Through patient, stubborn, strategic engagement, a number of grantees 
have succeeded in enlisting official support from multiple authorities, and subsequently reaching broader 
constituencies and �“scaling up�” programs to communal, municipal and even regional levels.  

One repeat APS grantee has reworked its operational strategy around the belief that, �“Social change can 
be achieved by getting the Israeli government to do something and to act.�” The organization, a veteran 
in the field of Arab-Jewish relations in Israel, moved from being a �“projects organization�” to a three-part 
strategy: Identifying needs, developing pilot programs to address the needs, and once a model is proven 
successful�—engaging in intensive advocacy and lobbying until the model is adopted, financed and 
implemented by the government in partnership with the organization. According to an organizational 
director, government engagement is integrated throughout the process:  

�“From the start, we get representatives from the government, to be part of the steering committee. We 
start the buy-in process very early. We want you to be part of the designing mechanism�…[then we 
work] To illuminate an issue, to understand, to define, to illustrate, to develop the language, to 
demonstrate the implications�—what are the potential benefits of doing something�—and what can be 
done�…the dangers and the potentials. And to bring before the government a variety of possibilities and 
alternatives, in regard to the how�—how they can do it.�” 

This strategy has multiplied impact for multiple initiatives; a labor-force training and employment 
program for Arab women has grown from 3 to 38 participant municipalities; a program bringing 
outstanding Arab teachers to teach the Arabic language in Jewish schools has been adopted by the 
Northern district of the Ministry of Education, growing from six pilot classrooms to more than 200 
schools around the country; a project working on the charged issue of Israeli policing in Arab 
communities has been adopted by the police, and the mayors and councils of major Arab municipalities. 
�“In the past, our client was the participants,�” explained an organizational director. �“Today, our client is 
the decision maker. We have many more participants now, but they are the laboratory. We want to get 
the lessons learned from success, and scale it up.�” 

To be sure, this organization�’s process of engagement has been fraught with difficulty, for the same 
reasons emphasized in previous sections. Personal 
contacts built through great investments of time have 
disappeared with changes in government; newly elected 
officials have rejected projects approved by the previous 
occupant. Yet by continuing work with lower-level 
contacts and local officials, �“We managed to push and 
advocate and get through some of the 
recommendations.�” When contentious issues arose 
during project implementation that threatened to end 

it�—through negotiations with multiple contacts and the support of participant schools, the crisis was 
resolved and the program has continued to thrive. 

Other grantees have exemplified this combination of patience and persistence in pushing government to 
change; one explained that, �“It took us three years to convince the Israeli government that they can 
support our activity�…we should not give in to despair!�” Another implementer described the 

�“When the governments wake up and figure out 
how to work together�—we will then give them a 
regional plan�…We�’ve done the work on the 
ground�—now go implement�…[We have] people 
in these countries�—they know each other, they 
work together and trust each other.�”  

-Israeli implementer 
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government as simultaneously a partner for cooperation, and an obstacle to be overcome: �“I suggest not 
looking at these issues as binary matters, as an either/or situation. The challenge is to find partners 
[inside the government], and form significant partnerships with them.�” 

This strategy appeared more popular for Arab-Jewish Initiatives working in Israel. Regional or country-
wide official adoption has never been an option for most Israeli-Palestinian initiatives, which must 
simultaneously navigate Israel�’s political and security systems and both Israeli and Palestinian authorities. 
Nonetheless, the director of one APS-funded initiative sees their project building capacity that the 
governments will need in the future: 

�“When the governments wake up and figure out how to work together�—we will then give them a 
regional plan. Here�’s the plan on the technical level so here go implement. We�’ve done the work on the 
ground and can show you the technical infrastructure�—now go implement�…[We have] people in these 
countries�—they know each other, they work and trust each other. Governments can reach down, draw 
down and implement the projects from the political end.�” 

5. Long-Term Support for Continuity, Knowledge, Model, and Network Building: If patience, persistence, and 
proven strategy are the keys to securing official support, they are all the more crucial to achieving long-
term impact. It is not coincidental that veteran organizations, which have often received multiple APS 
grants, have achieved many of the most prominent successes noted in this report, in terms of concrete 
change, institutional engagement, establishment of permanent public spaces and institutions, and 
methodological sophistication. It takes significant time for a program to train competent staff, to build 
social networks and a public reputation, to pilot and refine methods, and to secure public recognition 
and institutional support. Like government support, those objectives are achieved through patience, 
perseverance, ongoing strategic adaptation and expansion of activities and participant populations. The 
knowledge, repertoire, reputation built through experience and demonstrated commitment are valuable 
assets for specific organizations and the entire peacebuilding field. Programs cannot be expected to 
produce societal-level impact in the space of a single grant-cycle; however, long-term investment in 
successful models, organizations, and strategies can and will effect enduring change. 

CMM�’s P2P program guide eloquently describes these constraints:  

�“While peacebuilding requires sustained and long-term efforts, government funding cycles occur on a 
shorter cycle. As a result, the designs of peacebuilding interventions reflect funding cycles rather than the 
temporal needs of the peacebuilding intervention. P2P programming is based on a theory of change 
which depends on the community and key actors realizing attitudinal change, mutual understanding, and 
positive interaction. This organic process of change occurs over time through recurring constructive 
engagement, which can be both expensive and lengthy.�”115 

Yet CMM�’s awareness of the issue was not apparent to APS grantees on the ground, majorities of whom 
expressed criticism of current funding constraints. 55% of interviewees, and 67% of Israeli-Palestinian 
projects, criticized the �“innovation requirement�” of the APS�—the requirement that limits grants for a 
particular project to a single three-year cycle. Grantees spoke in severe terms and indicated that the 

                                                 

 

 
115 P2P Program Guide, p. 25. 
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inability to extend projects beyond a single two- or three-year grant cycle had created an atmosphere of 
uncertainty that limited expectations and commitment and foreclosed potential for lasting impact. A 
number of interviewees told of participants disappointed by the failure to continue successful programs. 
In one Israeli-Palestinian media training program, an implementer lamented that, �“after two years, the 
journalists started to write differently�—but then the program ended.�”   

Another implementer estimated that, �“if you want to have any impact in any community, you need five 
or ten years, you need a long process of evaluation�—it�’s called grassroots, you need to let things grow, it 
takes time.�”  

The same investment of time was recommended for educational processes, as explained by one 
implementer: �“The minimal time span is three to five years�—it takes time to build the staff, the 
discourse�…continuity�—two years is not enough. There�’s no understanding that an educational process 
demands time, as well as money.�” One APS-funded initiative designed multi-faceted graduate programs 
combining intergroup dialogue with professional training and intensive courses taught by leading Israeli 
and Palestinian academics. After a grant cycle, they felt that they finally had developed and refined a 
successful model�—and the project ended. �“Professors in universities teach a course at least three years, 
improve it�—and then teach it the rest of their lives,�” they explained; �“That is how we need to work, to 
learn from experience and then build on success.�” 

In addition to the �“innovation requirement,�” some programs cited the �“unique participants�” 
requirement�—the need to continually start from scratch with new participants�—as detrimental to long-
term impact. As one Israeli implementer explained:  

�“Once I�’ve done a program, I can�’t continue with [participants] who have already gone through the 
process, who have built relationships, who are hungry for follow-up and expanding their knowledge. I 
have to start from scratch with new people again. This keeps us from using what we know from the 
field. We�’ve worked in this for 30 years and we know what works.�” 

That assertion is supported by research. The most extensive empirical studies of Israeli-Palestinian peace 
education uniformly conclude that, even in this hostile context, educational interventions can achieve 
long-term impact, but only through long-term follow-up and sustained support.116 

A number of grantees offered recommendations for extending the APS�—creating a five-year grant for 
educational programs, or an extension clause for models proven successful.  

Understanding that USAID is constrained by complex funding and accountability requirements, the 
evaluation team recognizes that significantly extended timetables for grants may not be feasible. 
However, the team concurs with the strong sentiments expressed by grantees�—the �“start-up�” funding 
model is not appropriate for grassroots peacebuilding in this context. Innovation is important, but 
peacebuilding is more akin to long-term community building and organizing than �“social 
entrepreneurship.�” If it is possible, USAID might do well to dedicate the long-term APS appropriation to 
build sustainable long-term frameworks from its successful innovations. 

                                                 

 

 
116 See Gavriel Salomon, �“Recent Research Findings by the Center for Research on Peace Education.�” Retrieved 
from: http://cerpe.haifa.ac.il  
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Conclusions 

The strategies listed above, among others, have proven particularly effective in enhancing legitimacy, 
perceived relevance, and potential impact of projects in the current atmosphere of popular skepticism, 
and in some cases, hostility towards P2P. The very same strategies are reflected in the language of 
recent APS solicitations and endorsed by key local USAID Mission staff, evidence of sound contextual 
analysis by CMM. These strategies, developed in such a challenging operational environment, carry 
potential for replication in other contexts of ongoing conflict. As such, they constitute important 
contributions of the APS program to the global peacebuilding field. 

Regarding CMM�’s role, support for strategies framed around concrete issues and/or social-structural 
change can be made more explicit by expanding the conceptual framework of reference in official  CMM 
APS documents beyond exclusive or dominant emphasis on the �“contact hypothesis.�”117 Additionally, the 
time limits of the current project cycle and the �“innovation�” requirement limit implementers�’ ability to 
bring successful strategies to reach their full potential impact in the field. 

4. USAID Grant Management 

Table 5. Percentages of Interviewees Citing Key Themes Regarding USAID Grant Management 

 
GRANT MANAGEMENT THEMES 

All 
Interviewees 

Israeli-Palestinian 
Orgs and 
Projects 

Arab-Jewish Orgs 
in Israel 

Sample Size 20 15 4 
USAID �— Positive Assessments  75% 80% 50% 
Challenge: Bureaucracy 90% 93% 75% 
Challenge: Vetting 90% 100% 50% 
Challenge: ATC 70% 80% 25% 
Challenge: Limited Grant Length 55% 67% 25% 
Challenge: Culture/ Communication with USAID 80% 93% 50% 

A paradox defines Israeli and Palestinian peacebuilders�’ descriptions of their experiences as APS 
grantees. Almost universally, grantees expressed profound appreciation for the magnitude of APS grants 
and the vital resources the APS has provided to the entire peacebuilding field; grantees also praised the 
contextual fluency of the local USAID Mission staff and the capacity-building effects of the USAID grant 
process. At the same time, grantees criticized USAID management and oversight practices that, in their 
eyes, have magnified the challenges they face and impaired their capacities to achieve the very objectives 
to which APS resources are originally dedicated.  

In the big picture, APS grants are lauded as the most generous available in the contemporary Israeli-
Palestinian context; there is almost unanimous acknowledgement among grantees that the APS program 
has contributed to the resilience and development of their organizations. As, their strategies and the 
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field as a whole. Additionally, as Tables 6a and 6b illustrate, 80% of survey respondents asserted that 
�“working on a USAID project has helped to build organizational capacity,�” primarily in terms of 
administrative and financial management, monitoring and evaluation, and strategic planning. 

 

Tables 6a and 6b. USAID Contributions to Organizational Capacity Building: Survey Respondents   

QUESTION: �“Has working on a USAID-funded project helped to build 
your organizational capacity?�” (25 respondents) 

Response 
Percent 

Yes, very helpful 48% 
Yes, somewhat helpful 32% 
Not very helpful 12% 
Not helpful at all 8% 

 
QUESTION: �“What organizational areas were improved through your 

work with USAID?�” (23 respondents) 
Response 
Percent 

Administration and Financial Management 78% 
Monitoring and Evaluation 48% 
Long-Term Strategic Planning 44% 
Organizational Communication 39% 
Programming 39% 
Networking and Sharing Knowledge with Similar Groups 35% 
Fundraising 22% 
Relations with Participant Populations 17% 
Relations with Local Government Institutions 17% 

At the same time, however, USAID�’s administrative policies evoke emphatic criticism. 90% of grantees 
describe these as imposing unsustainable burdens on their organizational structure, time and resource 
allocation, and everyday operation, enabling yet simultaneously complicating their already challenging 
work. As one survey respondent explained, �“While the funding helped us to grow as an organization and 
thus became stronger/more effective, the same funding from another source would have been much 
more efficiently used given the bureaucratic hurdles involved with USAID-related support.�”  

As detailed in previous sections, specific criticisms are directed at specific policies�—for example, the 
Vetting and ATC policies are cited as undermining recruiting efforts and reinforcing negative images of 
peacebuilding and USAID itself in the Palestinian community, and rendering it impossible to include 
participants from politically opposed constituencies, precisely the people it is strategically necessary to 
reach. Above all, however, grantees described the sheer burden of overall administrative requirements 
as excessive to the point of being detrimental. Interviewees repeatedly described USAID�’s regulations as 
imposing disproportionate burdens on small organizations and shifting focus away from programming. As 
one grantee explained, �“the administrative aspects of the project are so intensive that�…instead of 
investing 10% of time on administration and 90% on activities, I invest 60% on bureaucracy and maybe 
40% on activities�—and it should be vice versa.�”  

As Table 7 illustrates, clear majorities of survey respondents rated USAID as �“somewhat more 
challenging�” or �“much more difficult�” than other funders regarding multiple forms of oversight. 
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Table 7. Comparison of USAID Administrative Process with Other Donors: Survey Responses 

QUESTION: �“If your organization has received support from other funders, how would you 
describe the following aspects of the USAID grant process in comparison to other donor 

institutions?�”  
(22 respondents) 

 

[USAID is] 
Simple, 
Straightforward 

Ordinary, 
More or 
Less the 
Same 

Somewhat 
More 
Challenging 

Much 
More 
Difficult 

Response 
Average (/4) 

Accounting/Financial Management 0% 5% 36% 59% 3.55 
Monitoring & Evaluation 0% 14% 41% 45% 3.32 
Application Process 0% 23% 32% 45% 3.23 
Overall Grant Relationship 0% 14% 59% 27% 3.14 
Programming 5% 36% 45% 9% 2.62 

 

Numerous grantees emphasized the sense that USAID regulations are not designed for the grassroots 
NGOs that make up most of the Israeli/Palestinian peacebuilding field. As one survey respondent 
explained: 

�“As an organization which mainly focuses on grass roots work the amount of administrative work is not 
proportional to the work on the ground, as well as it in some ways changes our approach of work as an 
organization (in a negative sense). All of a sudden we have a full position of someone who is just doing 
[USAID compliance] work. These demands are nothing like any of our other many donors. Furthermore 
in our experience these high demands steer away the focus/attention from the work on the ground- as 
they take a lot of the time and energies from those who do the work in the field.�”  

One interviewee despaired of the situation, �“For a project like ours, it�’s an overkill [sic] to impose this 
kind of bureaucracy�…we cannot handle [it]. You cannot treat a one million dollar project like a ten 
million dollar project. It�’s unproductive and it�’s detrimental to CMM�’s interests.�” Multiple interviewees 
stated that they would advise small organizations to avoid USAID grants; in the words of one 
implementer, �“If you�’re not a large organization, you can�’t cope with these rules. The vetting, 
tremendous inflexibility, tremendous bureaucracy�—if you�’re a small organization, I would not advise you 
to take a grant from CMM.�” These sentiments were nearly unanimous among interviewees and survey 
respondents, and typically expressed in no uncertain terms.  
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CMM has taken significant steps to address these concerns, by providing frequent training sessions to 
assist with administrative compliance, and by introducing FOGs in 2011. These grants, offering up to 
$100,000 for shorter-term projects with reduced oversight, were �“introduced to make application 
process easier for smaller organizations, coinciding with USAID�’s broader efforts to reach local 
grassroots organizations through USAID Forward.�”118 

Local USAID Mission staff are well aware of these issues; they advise applicants of the rigorous nature of 
oversight in advance, and devote significant proportions of their own staff time to training grantees, both 
individually and through mandatory training sessions for all grantees, to perform the myriad tasks 
necessary to fulfill oversight requirements. Yet this further underscores the complex nature of the 
regulation regime�—Mission staff, like grantees, are forced to allocate disproportionate time and 
resources to administrative oversight rather than focusing on supporting effective peacebuilding in the 
field.  

USAID is fully aware of the additional management burden administering a USAID award creates.  As 
such, USAID allows for the payment of the salaries for an additional compliance officer under the 
awards, usually up to a half-time position. But even the addition of a compliance officer was insufficient 
for some organizations to manage the load; a repeat grantee organization reported the resignation of a 
leading program officer, who cited inability to focus on programming due to the administrative burden, 
this despite having a compliance officer on staff. Such outcomes are not in the interest of the grantees, 
USAID, or the goals of the APS program. 

Some expressed awareness that local USAID Mission staff are not responsible for the regulation 
requirements, and that they may not be empowered to change it. As one survey respondent stated, 
�“While I feel that the USAID staff do understand the local context, its seems beyond their control to 
address changes to their requirements that would make working in the local context more feasible 
(vetting, ATC, branding and marking etc.).�” Another survey respondent explained, �“The USAID staff 
with whom we have had contact have tried to show flexibility where possible and on a personal level 
seem to have an understanding of the complexities on the ground. The problem is that they are bound 
by very stringent rules.�”  

Such views, voiced by multiple grantees, portray rigid oversight requirements as detracting from the 
work of both Mission staff and grantees, neither of whom possess the agency to enact changes that both 
understand as necessary for effective work. This framing articulates a profound sense of 
disempowerment on the part of parties immersed in the local context vis-à-vis decision-making 
authority at USAID�—a spirit at odds with the principle articulated in the 2012 APS, which states that 
�“peacebuilding is most effective when locally owned.�”119  

Multiple interviewees interpreted the oversight regime as signaling a lack of trust or respect; as one said, 
�“There�’s not a drop of trust [from USAID] in our work�—they want to check, they don�’t believe�—there 
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is a difficulty they have to respect our methods, our work�—not to interfere in meetings. [Our] 
organization also has rules of work and needs that they have to respect.�”  

One survey respondent encapsulated the overall dynamic as precluding a genuine sense of �“partnership�” 
between grantees and the Agency, saying, �“In terms of calling our relationship with USAID a 
�‘partnership,�’ I appreciate that USAID is going through a reflective process by doing this evaluation�…but 
in general, our relationship is really only a transactional relationship where we comply with rules and 
regulations that have little room for change.�” This opinion was not universal; 52% of survey respondents 
agreed with the statement, �“our relationship with CMM is a partnership.�” However, grantees most often 
described the same relationship in explicitly hierarchical or bureaucratic terms - particularly in 
interviews and open-ended survey responses. Moreover, both grantees and USAID staff repeatedly 
expressed doubt that any of the controversial USAID regulations could actually be changed in practice. 
Such skepticism about the possibility of changing administrative regulations ill befits organizations�—
whether grantees or USAID itself�—dedicated to changing the dynamics of larger conflicts.  

As the DNH framework cautions, the impact of aid in conflict environments only begins with the 
transfer of funds. The operational practices of aid agencies carry significant, often unintended 
consequences for local partners and must be subject to systematic scrutiny.120 Given CMM�’s 
endorsement of DNH and USAID�’s internal emphasis on evaluation quality, it is imperative to rigorously 
assess the effects of the Agency�’s own grant management policies on overall impact.121  

Conclusions 

This section�’s findings raise questions regarding the utility of specific practices as well as the overall 
burden of USAID administrative requirements, which are counter-productive to the strategic objectives 
of APS grantees and the APS program alike. These policies, as well as the requirement that 
(predominantly Israeli) prime grantees supervise (predominantly Palestinian) sub-grantees further 
complicate the inherently sensitive working relationships of Israeli and Palestinian partners.  

These policies are harmful not solely because they place excessive demands on organizations working in 
an incomparably challenging environment, but because it puts additional strains on embattled 
organizations already facing significant challenges in the environment in which they operate. In 
contextual analysis, these policies exacerbate the legitimacy deficit and structural asymmetry that APS 
grantees, scholars and practitioners all cite as the paramount challenges of the Israeli/ Palestinian 
peacebuilding field.122  

Additionally, the time horizon of single APS grants is too narrow to achieve significant influence beyond 
direct participant and local communal levels. This problem is symptomatic of the field and by no means 
                                                 

 

 
120 Anderson and Olson, Confronting War1999; CDA. 
121 P2P Program Guide, pp. 4, 9, 19, 24; �”USAID Forward,�” U.S. Agency for International Development, 
http://www.usaid.gov/usaidforward, Accessed January 2, 2013. 
122 See Maya Kahanoff, Walid Salem, Rami Nasrallah and Yana Neumann, The Evolution of Cooperation Between 
Palestinian and Israeli NGOs: Report for UNESCO�’s �‘Civil Societies in Dialogue�’; Avivit Hai and Shira Herzog, The Power of 
Possibility: The Role of People-to-People Programs in the Current Israeli-Palestinian Reality  
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unique to the APS�—indeed, CMM�’s P2P Program Guide explicitly states that it is unrealistic to expect 
initiatives to �“produce long-term results with short-term resources�…let alone on a timeframe nicely 
aligned with fiscal cycles.�”123 This common problem is amplified, however, by the �“innovation 
requirement�” of the APS�—the mandate that organizations design new projects in order to solicit new 
funding. Grantees expend prodigious efforts in order to secure and manage a single APS grant. Once 
that investment is made and the steep USAID organizational learning curve is overcome through 
experience, then sustaining support for successful projects becomes a clear interest of both donor and 
grantees.  

Studies of peace education interventions in conflict contexts emphasize that long-term programming is 
crucial to achieving lasting impact. A hostile context inexorably erodes the positive effects of an initial 
encounter program for most participants; however, follow-up programs provide a �“restorative�” effect 
for some, and sustained follow-up can lead to lifelong impact.124 Long-term investment is necessary to 
achieve lasting impact at the personal level; it is all the more so to inspire change at communal and 
societal levels. To date, APS grants have empowered grantees to implement outstanding short-term 
projects, establish fledgling networks and institutions, design innovative models and develop adaptive 
strategies, all in daunting circumstances. With long-term investment in successful programs and 
strategies, strategic advocacy, and targeted reform of grant management practices, the APS has the 
potential to truly empower peacebuilders, amplify their voices, and increase their influence in Israeli and 
Palestinian society and politics.  

Recommendations 
1. Context 

Establish a strategic approach to empowering APS grantees to address macro-level contextual challenges 
identified in this report, particularly structural asymmetry and societal legitimacy. Work with grantees, 
leveraging their strengths and USAID�’s resources, to enhance capacity to respond to these issues�—as 
individual initiatives and jointly across the local P2P field. 

2. Program Strategies 

Continue and expand support for successful strategies identified in recent APS documents and validated 
in this report: 

 Projects that effectively integrate uni-national and bi-national elements; 
 Projects framed and focused on issues of shared interest/common concern; 
 Projects effectively embedding dialogue within larger social change strategies; and 

                                                 

 

 
123 P2P Program Guide, p. 25. 
124 See Salomon, �“Recent Findings from the Center for Research on Peace Education�”; Lazarus, �“Evaluating Long-
Term Impact in Volatile Context�”; Sumanasiri Liyanage, and Deepak Malhotra, �“Long-Term Effects of Peace 
Workshops in Protracted Conflicts.�”  
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 Projects strategically designed to effect concrete social-structural changes or provide visible 
benefit to participant individuals and their communities. 

Expand the explicit theoretical basis for APS programs, as described in official documents, to reflect the 
range of approaches and theoretical debates in the field. Recommend that projects be grounded in a 
valid theoretical framework, including but not limited to the �“contact hypothesis.�”   

Allocate grant support to projects addressing conflict across multiple �“fault lines�” relevant to the overall 
conflict dynamic, e.g. 

 Israeli-Palestinian  
 Arab-Jewish citizens of Israel 
 Internal Palestinian (religious-secular, Muslim-Christian, West Bank-Gaza, etc.) 

Internal Israeli (religious-secular, socioeconomic, etc.) fund initiatives explicitly designed to engage 
religious, political, or socioeconomic constituencies beyond the traditional �“peace camp.�”  

3. Impact and Evaluation 

Make long-term investments in successful programs and strategies; revise the �“innovation�” requirement 
to allow continued support for proven projects.   

Revise indicator policy to reflect the diverse types of work already funded by the APS. Develop a list of 
multiple suggested indicators specifically designed to fit different types of interventions and target 
populations; use �“changing perceptions�” as an indicator where appropriate, but should be avoided as a 
measure of comparability across activities, given the broad range of project types and their respective 
theories of change. 

4. Grant Management 

Establish standards for reducing the administrative burden on grantees (and Mission staff), within the 
confines of United States law and USAID policy, such that APS grants enable grantees to concentrate 
time and resources on programming, rather than compliance. 

Evaluate the unintended impacts of grant management policies identified as problematic by majorities of 
grantees. Each policy can be evaluated in reference to two standards: a) a �“DNH�” analysis of the impact 
of these policies on grantees in the contemporary IWBG context, in order to prevent inadvertent 
reinforcement of existing conflict dynamics; b) analysis of the impact of these policies on the overall 
goals and impact of the APS program with the aim of deriving measures to mitigate specific unintended 
impacts. 
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Annexes 

Annex A: Evaluation Methods and Limitations 

Methodology: Research Schedule and  Charts 

 

(For detailed description of methodology and limitations, see methodology section of report) 

 

Table I: Research Schedule 

Phase Timing  Methods TIER  

Field I September 3-15 
(2012) 

Interviews, site visits Tiers I & II, Mission staff 

Field II: Out-Brief 
Consultation 

September 14 Presentation of 
preliminary findings, 
facilitated discussion 

Tier III (All APS grantees), Mission 
staff 

Field III: Focus 
Groups 

September 15 
(Ramallah) 
October 25 (Tel 
Aviv) 

Focus Groups Sept 15: Palestinian implementers 
(4 projects) 
October 25: Israeli implementers 
(5 projects) 

Initial Field Data 
Analysis 

September 16-
October 

Data analysis, survey 
design 

 

Survey Design November-
December 

Online survey 
distribution 

Tier III (All APS grantees). 

Analysis & 
Reporting 

December-January 
(2013) 

Final data analysis, 
report drafting, CMM 
review, report 
submission. 
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Table II: Sampling 

Tier Methods Groups/projects Sample 
I �— Maximum Depth Interviews, site visits (as 

possible), focus groups, 
out-brief consultation, 
surveys, document 
review  

I. CMM/Mission staff 
 
II. Repeat Grantees  
 
III. Projects focused on 
Issues of Shared 
Interest/Common 
Concern 
 
IV. Projects with 
communal or societal 
impact strategies 
 
V. Inclusion of Israeli, 
Palestinian and joint 
organizations 
 

I. Mission staff 
responsible for APS 
implementation 

 
II. Project directors, key 

implementing staff 
and possibly 
beneficiaries 

II �— Focus Groups Focus groups, out-brief 
consultation, surveys, 
document review 

o Israeli implementers 
o Palestinian 

implementers 

Project directors and/or 
key implementing 
staff 

III �— All APS Grantees Out-brief consultation, 
surveys 

All APS Grantees Project directors and/or 
key implementing 
staff 
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Annex B: Methodology  

The DE approach is designed �“to inform and support innovative and adaptive development in complex, 
dynamic environments.�”125 As such, it is especially suited to this exploration of Israeli-Palestinian 
peacebuilding initiatives during a period of profound political upheaval in the Middle East. Effective 
peacebuilding in a context of entrenched conflict is driven, by nature, by an aspiration to transform 
existing realities and establish new relational dynamics�—hence, peacebuilding inherently seeks to 
innovate; conflict, of course, is inherently complex. 

DE provides conceptual lenses for focused inquiry rather than prescribing particular research methods; 
in particular, DE demands attention to a project�’s ongoing development within a context defined by 
emergence, nonlinearity and dynamism. Thus, the team employed traditional research methods�—
interviews, focus groups, site visits, surveys�—while focusing analytically on identifying common themes 
regarding contextual challenges and adaptive strategies, among other key evaluation questions.  

In the words of Dr. Quinn Patton, �“The only way to truly inquire into unanticipated consequences is 
through open-ended fieldwork�…to find out what�’s happening from the perspectives of participants and 
staff as it unfolds.�”126 Thus, rather than measuring performance according to specified indicators, the 
evaluation team conducted an open-ended qualitative inquiry in the grounded theory tradition�—
soliciting candid feedback from the implementer�’s perspective to inform future CMM grant making.  

CMM aspired to include substantive data from as many current or recent APS grantee organizations as 
possible, within the logistical and financial scope of the evaluation. The evaluation team employed 
multiple methods of data collection in a tiered, phased approach designed to maximize breadth and 
depth of data collection given the range of projects, limited time and logistical constraints in the field.  

Data Collection 

Data Collection proceeded in three consecutive phases, with time reserved for analysis in between: 

1) Field Evaluation: During 12 days of fieldwork in Israel and the West Bank (September 3-15), 
evaluation team members conducted interviews with directors and staff from 20 grantee organizations 
and seven project site visits, as well as informational meetings with USAID Mission and US Embassy staff. 
This phase culminated in a presentation and discussion of preliminary findings with APS grantees and 
Mission staff, at the USAID office in Jerusalem on September 14th. 

Given the contextual sensitivity demanded by a developmental approach, the evaluation team conducted 
seven site visits and held interviews, whenever possible, at the offices of grantee organizations. 
Evaluators conducted research in the Haifa, Jericho, Jerusalem, Ramallah, and Tel-Aviv/Jaffa areas and the 
campuses of Givat Haviva and Neve Shalom/Wahat Al-Salaam. 

                                                 

 

 
125 Dr. Michael Quinn Patton, conversation with CMM/Social Impact Learning Group, March 8, 2012. 
126 See Kathy Charmaz, Constructing Grounded Theory: A Practical Guide through Qualitative Analysis (Sage, 2006). 
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2) Focus Groups: Local evaluators facilitated a pair of focus groups with directors and staff of APS 
grantee organizations�—an Arabic-language focus group with Palestinian implementers in Ramallah 
(September 15), and a Hebrew-language focus group with Israeli implementers in Tel Aviv (October 25). 

3) Survey: Evaluators designed a 24 question online survey focused on salient themes that emerged in 
data analysis from Phases I-II. The survey was distributed to all current and recent APS grantees in late 
November. 
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Annex C: Survey Results 

SECTION I: BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 

What types of peacebuilding work does your organization perform? Please mark all 
that apply. 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

Dialogue 71.0% 22 

Education 67.7% 21 

Youth Empowerment 67.7% 21 

Leadership Training 54.8% 17 

Women�’s Leadership 45.2% 14 

Economic Development 32.3% 10 

Environment 32.3% 10 

Research 32.3% 10 

Advocacy 29.0% 9 

Policy 25.8% 8 

Media 22.6% 7 

Sport 19.4% 6 

Human Rights 16.1% 5 

Psychosocial/Trauma Healing 12.9% 4 

Technology 6.5% 2 

answered question 31 

skipped question 1 
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Which term best describes your participant population? Mark all that apply. 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

Bi-National Israeli-Palestinian  

(Israeli Jews and Palestinians from East Jerusalem/West 
Bank/Gaza) 

69.0% 20 

Arab-Jewish citizens in Israel  

 (Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel) 
48.3% 14 

Single Identity: Palestinians  

(involving only Palestinians in East Jerusalem/West 
Bank/Gaza) 

6.9% 2 

answered question 29 

skipped question 3 

 

 

Which term best describes your organization? Please choose one. 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Israeli organization 

 
37.0% 10 

Joint Bi-National Israeli-Palestinian organization (Israeli-Palestinian 
partnership) 25.9% 7 

International organization 22.2% 6 

Joint partnership of Jewish and Arab citizens of Israel 22.2% 6 

Palestinian organization in Jerusalem/West Bank/Gaza 3.7% 1 

Other (please explain)  5 

answered question 27 

skipped question 5 
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Gender  

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Female 58.1% 18 
Male 41.9% 13 

answered question 31 

skipped question 1 

 

Has your organization received two or more grants from USAID or the US Embassy? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent Response Count 

Yes 54.8% 17 

No 41.9% 13 

I don't know/not sure 3.2% 1 

answered question 31 

skipped question 1 

                                                 

 

 
127 Figures have been revised to reflect information provided in the �“other, please specify�” category �– 4 
respondents stated that they identify as �“Palestinian citizens of Israel.�” 

Please mark the choice that best describes your identity and citizenship. 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Jewish citizen of Israel 68.0% 17 

Arab citizen of Israel 24.0% 6127 

International (please note citizenship below) 16.0% 4 

Palestinian from East Jerusalem/West Bank/Gaza 16.0% 4 

answered question 31 

skipped question 1 
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How often did you personally interact with USAID staff during the grant period? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent Response Count 

Sometimes 51.6% 16 

Frequently (every week) 38.7% 12 

Constantly (every day) 3.2% 1 

Never 3.2% 1 

n/a 3.2% 1 

If none of the above choices are correct in your case, 
please explain your level of interaction with CMM staff.  1 

answered question 31 

skipped question 1 

 

 

Were you personally interviewed by the Social Impact evaluation team between 
September 4-14? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent Response Count 

Yes 43.3% 13 

No 53.3% 16 

I don't know 3.3% 1 

Other (please specify)  1 

answered question 30 

skipped question 2 
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SECTION II �— PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION: CONTEXT AND STRATEGY 

 

In previous interviews, some grantee organizations have described the following factors as 
challenges for their work. For this question, please rate the degree to which each factor is, 
or is not, a significant challenge to the successful implementation of your project. 

 

Answer Options 

1 - Not an issue for my project at all 

2 - A rare, minor issue for my project. 

3 - Sometimes a significant issue for my project 

4 - Often a serious issue for my project 

5 - A constant, difficult issue for my project 

Challenges 1 2 3 4 5 Rating 
Average 

Response 
Count 

Overall USAID administrative 
requirements 

2 4 9 8 6 3.41 29 

Criticism/opposition to your work in 
Palestinian society 

7 5 7 4 5 2.82 28 

USAID Vetting requirements 

 
8 1 11 5 3 2.79 28 

Recruiting Israeli Jewish participants 

 
5 7 10 4 3 2.76 29 

Criticism/opposition to your work in 
Israeli Jewish society 

3 9 13 3 1 2.66 29 

USAID indicator development policy 

 
7 5 5 8 0 2.56 25 

Recruiting Palestinian participants 

 
11 5 7 2 4 2.41 29 

Relations with the Israeli government 
or security forces 

7 8 11 1 2 2.41 29 

USAID length of grants (1-3 years) 
policy 

12 3 9 2 3 2.35 29 

Recruiting Arab citizens of Israel as 
Participants 

11 8 4 3 2 2.18 28 
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USAID Anti-Terror Certification 
(ATC) requirement128 

14 5 5 4 1 2.07 29 

Relations between Israeli Jewish and 
Arab/Palestinian project staff or 
partner organizations 

13 6 8 1 1 2.00 29 

Relations with the Palestinian 
Authority 

13 6 8 1 1 2.00 29 

Criticism/opposition to your work 
among Arab citizens of Israel 

12 9 6 1 1 1.97 29 

USAID prime/sub grantee policy 

 
13 8 5 2 0 1.86 28 

 

Explain your �“most difficult�” ratings. 

Top 5 Common Themes in Open-Ended Comments (18 Total Responses) 

 

Theme Total Comments (/18) 

1. Overall USAID oversight 14 

2. Palestinian opposition/Anti-normalization 9 

3. Vetting/ATC 6 

4. Indicators 4 

4. Recruitment/Retention of Participants 4 

5. Israeli apathy 3 

5. Length of Grants 3 

  

 

 

                                                 

 

 
128 From open-ended responses, it is apparent that a number of respondents conflate the ATC policy with 
�“vetting,�” 
 i.e. they consider ATC part of vetting and may have offered their opinion of it under that heading. 
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This question is intended to understand how the context of peacebuilding work has changed in recent 
years. Do you find the following issues more difficult, or less difficult, for your project today, in 
comparison to 3-5 years ago? 
 
Answer Options 

1 �— Much more difficult 
2- Somewhat more difficult 
3- The same difficulty 
4- Somewhat easier 
5- Much easier 
6- This was always easy/never difficult 
N/A- I don't know/not applicable 

Answer Options 1 2 3 4 5 6 N/
A 

Rating 
Average Response Count 

Legitimacy in Palestinian society 
7 8 5 1 0 0 8 2.00 29 

Overall ability to do successful 
peace work 

5 15 5 1 0 0 3 2.08 29 

Relations with Israeli 
government or security forces 

5 5 8 3 1 0 7 2.55 29 

Recruiting Palestinian 
participants 

1 8 9 2 0 0 9 2.60 29 

Legitimacy among Arab citizens 
of Israel 

1 6 11 1 0 1 7 2.80 27 

Recruiting Israeli Jewish 
participants 

2 9 12 0 1 2 3 2.81 29 

Legitimacy in Israeli Jewish 
society 

1 12 10 0 0 3 3 2.81 29 

Relations with Palestinian 
Authority 

1 5 6 2 0 1 13 2.87 28 

Recruiting Arab citizens of Israel 
as participants 

1 6 12 1 0 3 6 3.09 29 

Relations between Jewish and 
Arab/Palestinian staff  

0 5 9 1 2 4 8 3.57 29 

answered question 29 
skipped question 3 
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What do you expect will be the influence, if any, of the current crisis (November 
escalation of violence in and around the Gaza Strip) on your project and/or your 
organization? Do you plan to address any issues related to that crisis, and if so, how? 

Themes re: Effects of December 2012 Gaza Escalation Total Comments (/23) 

1. Opportunities for engagement/increased interest 6 

1. Deferral/revision/cancellation of programs 6 

2. Recruitment issues 5 

3. No major effect 4 

4. Polarization of staff/participants 4 

 

 In your opinion, how important is bringing the following groups together for people-to-
people peacebuilding in today's context? 

Answer Options 

1- Not at all important 

2- Not very important 

3- Somewhat important 

4- Important 

5- Very important 

Answer Options 1 2 3 4 5 Rating 
Average 

Standard 

Deviation 
Response 

Count 

Bi-National Israeli-Palestinian: 

Israeli Jews with Palestinians from 
J'lem/West Bank/Gaza 

1 1 2 3 19 4.46 1.05 26 

Arab and Jewish citizens of Israel 0 2 0 9 15 4.42 .84 26 

Palestinian single-identity: 

Palestinians in J'lem/West Bank/Gaza 
focusing on issues in Palestinian 
society 

0 0 3 12 10 4.28 .67 25 

Israeli Jewish single-identity: 

Israeli Jews focusing on issues in 
Israeli Jewish society; 

0 1 5 11 8 4.04 .82 25 

Arab citizens of Israel, single-
identity 0 3 4 10 8 3.92 .98 25 

answered question 26 

skipped question 6 
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What are the main reasons for your highest or lowest ratings? Please explain. 

 

Themes re: Which groups to bring together Total Comments (/19) 

1. Bi-national Israeli/Palestinian  14 

2. All of the above (uni- & bi-national) 9 

3. Critiques of bi-national P2P approaches  5 

 

 

SECTION III: PROGRAMMING STRATEGIES 

 

How do you rate the success of your organization's USAID-funded project(s) in the 
following aspects? 

 

Answer Options 

1- No success at all 

2- Not very successful 

3- Mixed 

4- Moderately successful 

5- Highly successful 

6- Not applicable/ Don't know 

Rate your organization�’s success 
in: 1 2 3 4 5 N/A Rating 

Average 
Standard 
Deviation 

Response 
Count 

Implementing the project activities 
as you originally envisioned 0 0 0 6 17 3 4.74 .44 26 

Providing positive experiences for 
direct participants 0 0 0 6 16 4 4.73 .45 26 

Achieving the project's intended 
objectives/ outcomes 0 0 0 8 14 4 4.64 .48 26 

Contributing to peacebuilding at an 
interpersonal/ grassroots level 0 0 2 7 14 3 4.52 .65 26 

Responding to unexpected events 
and contextual challenges 0 1 1 9 12 3 4.39 .77 26 

Reaching individuals/groups who 
were not previously engaged in 
peacebuilding 

0 1 2 10 9 4 4.23 
.79 

26 

Contributing to peacebuilding at a 0 1 5 8 9 3 4.09 .88 26 
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local community/ institutional level 

Influencing individuals/groups 
beyond your direct participants 0 0 3 15 3 5 4.00 .54 26 

Contributing to peacebuilding at the 
civil society level 0 1 6 9 6 4 3.91 .85 26 

Contributing to peacebuilding at the 
national political level 0 2 7 3 3 11 3.47 .96 26 

answered question 26 

skipped question 6 

 

 

Themes re: Measuring Success Total Comments (/18) 

Attitudinal/perceptual change 7 

Social action/activism/behavioral change 5 

It�’s too early to assess 5 

Broader Social/Structural/Political Impact  5 

Participation Level/Local Legitimacy 5 
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In your opinion, how important are the following types of peacebuilding work in today's context? 

 

Answer Options 

1- Not at all important 

2- Not very important 

3- Somewhat important 

4- Important 

5- Very important 

N/A- I don�’t know. 

Rank the importance of 
peacebuilding work: 1 2 3 4 5 N/A Rating 

Average 
Standard  
Deviation 

Response 
Count 

Policy 0 0 1 4 20 0 4.76 .51 25 

Media 0 0 1 4 19 1 4.75 .52 25 

Education 0 0 0 7 17 1 4.71 .46 25 

Youth Empowerment 0 0 1 6 16 2 4.65 .56 25 

Leadership Training 0 0 3 4 18 0 4.60 .69 25 

Human Rights 0 0 2 6 16 1 4.58 .64 25 

Women - Empowerment 0 0 2 6 16 1 4.58 .64 25 

Advocacy 0 0 1 9 14 1 4.54 .58 25 

Economic Development 1 0 1 8 15 0 4.44 .90 25 

Environment 0 1 2 9 12 1 4.33 .80 25 

Dialogue 1 1 3 6 13 1 4.21 1.08 25 

Research 0 1 4 8 11 1 4.21 .87 25 

Psychosocial/ Trauma Healing 0 1 5 7 12 1 4.20 .89 26 

Technology 2 2 6 5 10 0 3.76 1.27 25 

Sport 4 3 6 3 9 0 3.40 1.47 25 

Other (please explain below) 0 0 0 0 2 0 5.00 0 2 

answered question 26 

skipped question 6 
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SECTION IV: USAID GRANT MANAGEMENT 

 

 

From what other types of institutions has your organization received grants? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent Response Count 

Private international or foreign foundations 95.5% 21 

Foreign Government 72.7% 16 

Local (Israeli or Palestinian) non-governmental 
donors/foundations 45.5% 10 

International institutions (UN, World Bank, etc.) 36.4% 8 

Local (Israeli government or Palestinian Authority) 
institutions 18.2% 4 

Regional (Middle Eastern) institutions or foundations 18.2% 4 

Bilateral Donor 9.1% 2 

answered question 22 

skipped question 10 

 

 

 

 

 

Has your organization received grants from other sources besides USAID, either 
before or after the CMM Grant? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent Response Count 

Yes 88.9% 24 

No 11.1% 3 

answered question 27 

skipped question 5 
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If your organization has received support from other funders, how would you describe 
the following aspects of the USAID process in comparison to other donors? 

 

Answer Options 

1- USAID is simple, straightforward 

2- USAID is ordinary, more or less the same as others 

3- USAID is somewhat more challenging 

4- USAID is much more difficult 

Compare USAID on Aspects of 
Grant Process 1 2 3 4 Response 

Average 
Response 

Count 

Application Process 0 5 7 10 3.23 22 

Accounting/Financial Management 0 1 8 13 3.55 22 

Monitoring & Evaluation 0 3 9 10 3.32 22 

Programming 1 8 10 2 2.62 21 

Overall Grant Relationship 0 3 13 6 3.14 22 

answered question 22 

skipped question 10 
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Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. 

 

Answer Options 

1- Strongly Agree 

2- Agree 

3- Mixed/Neither Agree nor Disagree 

4- Disagree 

5- Strongly Disagree 

6- Don't Know 

Answer Options 1 2 3 4 5 6 Response 
Average 

Response 
Count 

We became a better, 
stronger and/or more 
effective organization by 
working with USAID 

5 8 7 3 0 0 2.35 23 

USAID is helpful with all parts 
of the grant process 

4 8 8 2 0 0 2.36 22 

USAID support is 
strengthening the 
peacebuilding sector in this 
region 

4 12 2 3 2 0 2.44 23 

USAID staff understand the 
local context 

4 8 7 2 1 1 2.46 23 

Our working relationship 
with USAID is a partnership 

4 8 7 2 2 0 2.57 23 

USAID is flexible when it is 
necessary to make changes in 
project implementation 

0 10 10 1 0 1 2.57 22 

USAID is willing to take risks 
and to support innovative 
programs 

0 11 6 3 1 1 2.71 22 

The mandatory training 
sessions organized by USAID 
are useful 

3 5 8 2 2 3 2.75 23 

USAID understands how to 
work effectively in a complex, 
dynamic conflict environment 

2 8 6 4 2 0 2.82 22 
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Has working on a USAID-funded project helped to build your organizational capacity? 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

Very helpful 48.0% 12 

Somewhat helpful 32.0% 8 

Not very helpful 12.0% 3 

Not helpful at all 8.0% 2 

Don't know 0.0% 0 

answered question 25 

skipped question 7 

 

 

If yes, what organizational areas where improved through your work with USAID? (Select 
all that apply) 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

Administration and financial management 78.3% 18 

Monitoring and evaluation 47.8% 11 

Long-term strategic planning 43.5% 10 

Organizational communication 39.1% 9 

Programming 39.1% 9 

Networking and knowledge sharing with similar groups 34.8% 8 

Fundraising 21.7% 5 

Relations with participant populations 17.4% 4 

Relations with local government institutions 17.4% 4 

Other (please explain) 8.7% 2 

answered question 23 

skipped question 9 
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Will you apply to USAID for additional grants in the future, if the opportunity arises? 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes, absolutely 65.4% 17 

Yes, if there are some changes (see previous question for detail) 3.8% 1 

No 3.8% 1 

Don't know 11.5% 3 

answered question 26 

skipped question 6 
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Annex D: Sources of Information 

Interviews and Focus Groups: Personnel 

 

Interviews and focus groups included 63 total APS grantee organizational personnel: 

 23 Project Directors 
 40 Project Staff 
 35 Israeli Jews 
 17 Palestinians 
 9 Arab citizens of Israel 
 4 Internationals 

 

Additionally, the team gathered data from 12 USAID Mission-Tel Aviv and US Embassy Staff involved in 
management, monitoring, selection and supervision of the APS program. 

 

Interviews and Focus Groups: Organizations 

 

1. Abraham Fund Initiatives 
2. Adam Institute for Democracy and Peace 
3. All for Peace Radio 
4. Arava Institute for Environmental Studies 
5. Catholic Relief Services 
6. Center for Democracy and Community Development 
7. Center for Educational Technology - Israel 
8. Citizens�’ Accord Forum Between Jews and Arabs in Israel 
9. Economic Cooperation Foundation 
10. Friends of the Earth - Middle East 
11. Givat Haviva 
12. Hand in Hand: Center for Jewish-Arab Education in Israel 
13. Israel-Palestine Center for Research and Information (IPCRI) 
14. Just Vision 
15. Keshev: The Center for the Protection of Democracy in Israel 
16. Merchavim: The Institute for the Advancement of Shared Citizenship in Israel 
17. Neve Shalom/Wahat Al-Salaam 
18. Parents Circle Families Forum�—Bereaved Families Supporting Peace, Reconciliation and 

Tolerance 
19. Peres Center for Peace 
20. Right to Play - Palestine 
21. Seeds of Peace 
22. Sikkuy�—The Association for the Advancement of Civic Equality in Israel 
23. Tawasul 
24. Windows: Channels for Communication 

 

Site Visits 

1. Neve Shalom/Wahat Al-Salam, September 5, 2012. 
2. Hand in Hand: Max Rayne School in Jerusalem, September 6, 2012. 
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3. Citizens Accord Forum: Jaffa Convention Conference on �“Land and Soil in Jewish-Arab Relations 
in Israel,�” September 9, 2012, Jaffa. 

4. Givat Haviva educational campus, Givat Haviva, September 11, 2012. 
5. Hand in Hand: Opening of Haifa School, Haifa, September 12, 2012. 
6. Right to Play - Palestine: Program facility visit, Ramallah, September 12, 2012. 
7. Friends of the Earth - Middle East: Annual Good Water Neighbors Program Mayors 

Conference, �“Celebrating a Decade of Problem Solving on Water Issues,�” September 12-13, 
2012, Intercontinental Hotel, Jericho. 

8. Friends of the Earth�—Middle East: Environmental Education Center and Water facilities, Al-Auja 
Village, September 12, 2012. 

 

Since 2004, the APS program has funded 60 different projects, implemented by 42 different 
organizations in the IWBG region; 34 in recent cycles (FY 2008-2012). Given finite resources and time 
in the field, CMM and the evaluation team focused on meeting APS project directors and staff 
extensively involved in implementation - meeting with 60 total personnel from 25 organizations. 
Organizations were classified according to specific criteria of interest, as determined amongst the team 
leader, SI, and CMM staff during evaluation design, and selected for three tiers of research priority: 

Tier I: In-Depth Research (Interviews, Site Visits)�—20 Organizations 

Repeat APS grantees: Ten organizations have secured two or more APS grants since 2004; these 
organizations were selected for in-depth interviews and site visits where possible, given their extensive 
working experience in the field and with CMM; 

Shared Issue Focus or Target Population: The evaluation team identified �“thematic clusters�” of projects 
sharing specific issue areas, methodologies and/or target populations of interest with repeat grantee 
organizations, and prioritized ten of these organizations for in-depth research. The themes selected 
included: Civil Society, Environment, Media, Arab Minority-Jewish Majority Issues in Israel, �“Mixed 
Cities,�” Single Identity/Uni-national work, Dialogue/Education, Sport. 

Organizational Identity/Structure: APS grants have gone to a number of organizational types�—bi-national 
Israeli-Palestinian partnerships, Arab-Jewish partnerships in Israel, uni-national Palestinian or Israeli 
organizations, and international organizations working with local sub-contractors. The team included all 
of the above organizational types in the research sample by design. 

Communal or Societal Impact Strategy: The majority of APS grantees in the IWBG region work primarily at 
the grassroots level; CMM and the evaluation team selected a number of grantees implementing projects 
explicitly designed to effect change at a communal or societal level. 

The evaluation team conducted semi-structured, open-ended interviews with the directors and/or staff 
primarily responsible for implementation and management of 20 APS-funded projects�—60 interviewees 
in total. 13 interviews were conducted at grantee�’s offices or project sites; eight interviews took place at 
hotel facilities, by grantee request and/or due to logistical necessity. Multiple members of the evaluation 
team were present for 18 interviews; three interviews were conducted by individual team members, due 
to logistical necessity. Interviews were structured according to the protocol established by the 
evaluation team; evaluators added targeted clarifying questions as necessary. 14 interviews were 
conducted primarily in English; three were conducted primarily in Arabic, three in Hebrew, due to 
interviewee request or the linguistic facility of specific interview teams. Washington-based CMM staff 
accompanied the evaluation team, with grantee consent, on seven interviews.  

Tier II: Focus Groups and Additional Research�—Five (additional) Organizations 

The focus groups were designed to provide comfortable, uni-national forums for APS implementers to 
present and discuss experiences, contextual analyses, and perspectives on the evaluation questions and 
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themes emerging from Phase I data. The evaluation team sought to include, in each focus group, 
organizations and personnel who had not participated in Phase I research, in order to broaden the 
sample. In addition to including new individual perspectives, the Israeli focus group added the additional 
topical area of joint economic development. 

Tier III: Out-Brief Consultation and Survey�—All recent APS grantees 

All recent APS grantees (FY 2008-2012) received via email a) invitations to the evaluation team�’s 
presentation of preliminary findings in Jerusalem, and b) requests for the 1-2 staff members most directly 
involved in implementation and/or management of APS-funded grant projects complete the online 
survey. 32 grantees responded to the survey; 22-29 respondents answered most substantive questions. 
See �“Annexes�” for survey questions and quantitative results. 

Analysis 

Survey Respondents 

31 APS grantee organizational personnel completed the online survey, among them: 

 

 17 Israeli Jews 
 6 Arab citizens of Israel129 
 4 Palestinians 
 4 Internationals 
 18 Women 
 13 Men 

 

Respondents were not asked to specify organizational affiliations or staff position, in order to protect 
personal and organizational identity and preserve anonymity and confidentiality. 

 

During the field phase, evaluators created audio recordings and detailed notes of all interviews and focus 
groups. The evaluation team engaged in debrief discussions to share impressions and identify emergent 
themes of grantee testimonies, in advance of presenting preliminary findings on September 14th. 

After completion of the field phase and focus groups, evaluators conducted thematic analysis of all 
interview and focus group transcripts, coding data relevant to each evaluation question and a number of 
widely shared themes (see findings). Evaluators compiled files of quotes according to salient themes 
(taking editorial measures to protect the anonymity of interviewees. Additionally, evaluators compiled a 
chart to track the salience of themes among the total research sample. 

In order to enhance analytical perspective, guard against bias and threats to validity, data collection and 
analysis were systematically triangulated across methods, sources and researchers at every stage of 
                                                 

 

 
129 �“Arab citizens of Israel�” is the term of official USG discourse; four of six respondents in this category 
emphasized that they identify themselves as Palestinian citizens of Israel. 
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research. All team members participated in drafting interview and focus group protocols. Two or more 
researchers were present at 18 of 20 interviews and both focus groups. At least two team members 
reviewed the content of every interview and both focus groups. All team members participated in 
development of the online survey and analysis of responses.  

Limitations and Influences 

The evaluation team identified the following limitations of the research design, and potential influences 
on grantee testimonies: 

Time constraints 

The scope of the evaluation allowed for less than two weeks of field research, thus limiting the sample 
and scope of in-depth interviews and site visits; 

No systematic incorporation of beneficiaries 

Due to time constraints and the goal of casting the widest possible net in terms of grantee organizations, 
the evaluation team was unable to incorporate the perspectives of project beneficiaries in a systematic 
manner. Evaluators did meet and converse with beneficiaries while on site visits, but this possibility was 
available with only a small number of organizations. 

Inability to travel to Gaza 

Due to the political situation, evaluators were unable to travel to Gaza for research purposes, and 
therefore unable to interview grantees or beneficiaries there or indeed to observe the context firsthand. 

Presence of USAID staff 

Washington-based CMM staff accompanied evaluators to seven interviews in the field, by request and 
with grantee consent. Their presence constituted a potential influence on grantee testimonies. To 
mitigate this potential influence, the CMM personnel stated explicitly that they sought and welcomed 
honest and potentially critical feedback, that details of specific conversations would not be shared with 
local CMM Mission staff, and that this research contributed solely to evaluation of the APS program, and 
had no connection to performance evaluation of any individual APS grantee. 

Evaluators�’ prior relationships  

Evaluators were deliberately selected on the basis of their extensive prior experience working in and 
researching the Israeli/Palestinian peacebuilding field. Evaluators therefore had prior collegial or personal 
connections to a number of grantee organizations and individual staff members. In order to mitigate the 
potential influence of these ties on grantee testimonies, two or more evaluators were present at each 
interview in which a prior relationship between an evaluator and a grantee, and these interviews were 
led by evaluators without any prior relationship to the organizations or individuals in question. 
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Language  

The majority of interviews (14/20) were conducted primarily in English, which was often not the native 
language of interviewees. All interviewees were given the option to conduct discussions in Arabic or 
Hebrew, and all who opted for English asserted their comfort with the language and encountered little 
or no difficulty expressing their views effectively. In cases in which Arabic or Hebrew was deemed 
preferable or necessary, evaluators with appropriate linguistic capacity conducted the interview.130 

Evaluation Questions 

The evaluation centered on the three primary evaluation questions, each with individual sub questions, 
presented below.  

1. How has the context of P2P peacebuilding in Israel/WB/G changed in recent years, due to 
Israeli/Palestinian and regional political developments? 

a. What have been the contextual factors�—at local, national and regional levels�—that have 
most influenced project strategy, design, and outcomes? 

 

2. How have APS-funded projects sought to analyze, adapt programming, assess impact and remain 
relevant as the conflict context has evolved in recent years? 

b. How have projects adapted/responded to challenges and opportunities that have 
emerged in the wider conflict context? 

i. Design, implementation, outcome, strategy, theories of change 

c. How do projects measure effectiveness/impact? How has that evolved in response to 
context? 

d. Which adaptive strategies have proved effective and/or ineffective? 

e. Which types of projects are most relevant in contemporary context? 

f. Are APS projects integrating the guidelines from �‘People-to-People Peacebuilding: A 
Program Guide? Which guidelines, why and why not? Are those guidelines still relevant? 
Have APS projects developed these further? 

 

3. In contemporary context, are APS projects producing effects at the communal or societal level 
(beyond the individual persons who participate directly in project activities)? What are features 
of the contemporary context that enhance or limit wider impact? 

g. Are APS projects appropriate responses to recently identified drivers of conflict in the 
Israel/West Bank/Gaza conflict context? 

                                                 

 

 
130 The evaluation team included one trilingual member, two members with bilingual English/Hebrew capacity and 
one member with bilingual English/Arabic capacity.  
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h. Are APS projects designed in response to a dynamic analysis of the conflict 
environment? 

i. Are project type vis-à-vis identified conflict drivers, and also adaptability, significant 
determinants of impact? 

j. Is there effective synergy between different projects and/or funders�—a cumulative 
effect? 

 

4. How do APS grantees experience the grant process? How can CMM most effectively strengthen 
grantee capacity and enhance project impact in the contemporary context?131 

k. What CMM policies or practices do grantees identify as most effective/beneficial? 

l. What CMM policies or practices do grantees recommend changing, why, and how? 

m. How does CMM evaluate the effects of grant management policies and practices on the 
overall impact of the APS. 

                                                 

 

 
131 This was not part of the original three evaluation questions mentioned throughout the report, but rather 
emerged during the field evaluations in response to the data gathered during the course of the field work. In the 
spirit of developmental evaluation, this was incorporated as a fourth, unofficial question. 


