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I. Introduction
International humanitarian organizations (IHOs) play a key role in global responses to emerging or existing armed conflict. Their mandates revolve namely around values of neutrality, impartiality, and independence that collectively aim towards the alleviation of human suffering. In addition, these organizations’ strategic frameworks have contributed directly and indirectly to peace and stability beyond emergency responses in their areas of operations. In recent years, a developed policy, such as the Humanitarian-Development-Peace (HDP) nexus, has positioned humanitarian action as a connecting bridge to long-term peacebuilding outcomes by reducing vulnerabilities, mainstreaming protection, whilst focusing on community engagement and empowerment. Building on this positioning, IHOs are framed as agents of “negative peace”, in Johan Galtung’s terms; one of the founding figures of peace studies that described negative peace being the absence of war and direct violence. IHOs perceived as agents mitigating the impact of war, stabilizing societies affected by conflict, and overall reduction of violence. 
However, in practice, humanitarian interventions and engagements in contexts of conflict are highly complex and paradoxical. Drawing reflections on recent research and case studies, shows that IHOs can also become entangled in war economies, local and social tensions, and expanding circles of violence. Humanitarian resources, such as suppliers, logistics, and finances can be exploited and diverted by armed parties, becoming part of the political economy of the existing conflict. A widely document example, that’s still presently used as a case study, is the refugee camps in Goma after the Rwandan genocide in 1994, in which armed groups exploited humanitarian assistance to sustain their operations and regroup as a fighting force for their cause.  Other similar patterns and examples have been observed in countries such as Somalia and Afghanistan, in which militant would intercept and impose taxes on humanitarian aid serving their own political and economic fronts, on the expense of vulnerable communities. These dynamics reflect Galtung’s concept regarding structural violence, in which practices and systems can foster further marginalization, inequality, and harm even in the absence of direct physical violence. 
Such contradictions have shaped up the current humanitarian settings over the past decades, giving birth to concepts such as the “Do No Harm” and “Local Capacities for Peace” frameworks. These frameworks were developed by one of the most influential contributors to conflict sensitivity in aid delivery, Mary B. Anderson, a peacebuilding practitioner. Anderson in her book Do No Harm: How Aid Can Support Peace, or War (1999), discussed how humanitarian interventions can unintentionally reinforce divisions, support war economies, and deepen social gaps when delivered without careful attention to local power dynamics (Anderson, 1999). These frameworks emerged because of sector’s self-recognition that humanitarian interventions can indirectly contribute to worsening conflicts if they ignore local power dynamics, social divisions, or political economies.
The essence of Anderson’s work showcased how humanitarian interventions can unintentionally cause harm by reinforcing the root causes of conflict it seeks to mitigate. She prompted organizations to adopt a conflict sensitive approach in their approaches, one that focuses on examining how interventions interact with local settings. Such institutional guidance emphasizes the need and responsibility for programs to understand the context first and then adapt to sociocultural dynamics, various political identities, and how communities related to one another.
Drawing on literature and a reflection of twelve years of professional lived experience in the humanitarian sector, this paper examines the following question: To what extent do humanitarian organizations contribute to positive peace, and under what circumstances do their interventions directly or indirectly fuel conflict and feed structural inequalities? 
For the purposes of this analysis, the term “international humanitarian organizations” refers primarily to internationals NGOs and UN agencies operating in conflict setting in regions such as the Middle East, particularly Lebanon. This paper also aims to examine the challenges of humanitarian interventions faced in working on positive peace, shedding light various factors, such as donor pressures, institutional constraints, and limited engagement with communities. It also analyzes cases in which humanitarian interventions overlook and insufficiently understand local cultural contexts, can increase tensions and reinforce unequal power dynamics.










II. Literature Review and Theoretical Framework

1. Defining Peace: Negative, Positive, and Structural Dimensions
It is essential to define peace through the lens of Johan Galtung; to understand it’s role in humanitarian organizations, and how organizations interact with the concept. Galtung is regarded as a pioneer figure in peace studies, due to his significant contribution to the field. Galtung drew a distinction between two concepts of peace: negative and positive peace. He viewed negative peace as the absence of direct violence, and positive peace as the presence of justice and the transformation of structural inequalities (Galtung, 1969). This distinction offered a shift in perspective from understanding peace from a limited security-based interpretation to a broader outlook and analysis of power relations and social justice. Later in his work, he expanded on these concepts to include the ideas of structural and cultural violence. He defined structural violence as being a form of harm embedded in social and economic systems, whereas cultural violence defined as aspects of a culture (beliefs, ideologies, symbols) that justifies direct and structural violence, legitimizing such harm (Galtung 1996). These concepts combined explain that the absence of armed conflict is not sufficient to end inequality and suffering.
Overall, he viewed peace not as a state of stopping fighting, but as a transformative state where social structures, cultures, and overall attitudes actively promote human development and flourishment. Looking at peace, Galtung viewed it as a tool to cure root causes of suffering, shifting beyond actions such as ceasefires to true integration and justice. Such frameworks enable the analysis and assessment of humanitarian interventions and where they’re positioned on the spectrum of negative and positive peace; to determine if such interventions are mitigating immediate violence, or if they’re contributing to a broader scope of transformative state of peace.

2. The Paradox of Humanitarian Interventions: Do No Harm and Conflict Sensitivity
The principle of the “Do No Harm”, came from the recognition and observation that humanitarian interventions and aid can lead to harm and further escalation of an existing conflict even if not intended. This principle was developed by Mary B. Anderson, who’s a peacebuilding scholar and practitioner; it was developed in the 1990s as a result of extensive field research. Anderson (1999) showcased that if humanitarian interventions were not carefully designed and if effort was not made to have a meaningful understanding of the context of operation, organizations can unintentionally reinforce local divisions, sustain war economies, or deepen social inequalities (Anderson 1999).  As Anderson notes, “Aid can support war when it feeds into and exacerbates the divisions that separate people and sustain conflict” (Anderson, 1999, p. 37). This revelation led organizations to adopt the “Do No Harm” principle as a central core value in which it encompasses and dictates how humanitarian organizations operates. It has become fundamental in which organizations have to adopt a conflict sensitive approach as a guiding principle, ensuring that aid programs analyze their interactions with local power dynamics, engage and consult with the affected population, and monitor the development of social tensions. As Anderson emphasized, “The key question is not whether assistance is needed, but how it is provided so that it supports peace rather than war.” (Anderson, 1999). 
UN agencies and other major INGOs have since till our present day, incorporated conflict sensitivity into their operational guidelines, with emphasis on the need to understand the socio-economic, political, and cultural dimensions of the context before delivering aid or engaging with the affected populations (UNICEF, 2020). Additionally, the Humanitarian Development Peace (HDP) nexus represents a policy that positions humanitarian actors as key players leading to long-term sustainable peacebuilding (United Nations, 2019). Such collaborative approach aims to improve and harmonize coordination between various actors from humanitarian, to development, and peacebuilding. HDP nexus prompts sustainable solutions through the identification and management of the root causes of the conflict; whilst working with communities (United Nations 2022). This nexus provides humanitarian organizations a framework for a harmonized and coherent work with development and peace-building actors; shifting organizations role from a narrowed role of alleviating suffering to a broader one that revolves around engaging local communities for a sustained and durable peace solutions.
3. Holistic Peace and the Role of Culture and Community
Contemporary scholars like John Paul Lederach and Schetro Gill & Garett Thomson draws emphasis on the notion of holistic dimensions of peace, going beyond the nexus of negative and positive peace. Lederach argues that to work towards sustainable peace, one must consider local relationships, cultural practices, and the “moral imagination”, in which roots for peace is embedded in. Acknowledging these dimensions whilst inclusively engaging with them, empowers communities to envision and create new social realities and innovative resolutions (Lederach 2005). Lederach also extends the invitation to so beyond technical or institutional approaches of peace building, as he stated that “Peacebuilding is ultimately a relational process. It cannot be reduced to the technical or the institutional.” (Lederach, 2005, p. 29). Similarly, Gill and Thomson add that peace should be viewed and understood from the lens of a multidimensional state that includes cultural, ethical, and spiritual dimensions of human flourishment and development. They described, “Peace is best understood as a holistic condition of human flourishing grounded in dignity, equality, and the relationships that sustain life.” (Gill & Thomson, 2019). These various perspectives imply that peace is not only about the elimination of violence but also about meaningful engagement with local communities; since such engagement is essential to ensure the presence of just, equitable, and culturally relevant structures and approaches.
The added value of integrating such holistic perspectives into humanitarian practices emphasizes the importance of engaging communities and valuing their culture. In other words, it suggests that humanitarian organizations must consult with and empower local communities beyond basic aid delivery. It also suggests that to attain sustainable peace, indigenous practices and local knowledge should be identified and integrated. This approach echoes the concept of ‘local capacities for peace’, and the need to incorporate the affected communities’ cultural and social considerations in all humanitarian interventions (Lederach, 2005; Gill & Thomson, 2019).
4. The Political Economy of Conflict and Humanitarian Aid
The concept of the political economy of conflict refers to how economic factors interact with political structures in how a violent conflict is caused, sustained or even resolved. This concept emerged in the 1990s as scholars were trying to understand why civil wars often persist despite the existence of large-scale humanitarian interventions and peace building efforts. Scholars such as David Kee, Mark Duffield, and Pail Collier emphasized that to understand conflict, one should analyze and understand networks of economic incentives, distribution of resources, and political power dynamics, not solely through viewing ideological clashes (Keen, 1998; Duffield, 2001; Collier & Hoeffler, 2004). 
Keen argued that in conflicting settings there are always actors that generates economic benefits from wars, noting that “war can be understood as a system that creates profiteers as well as victims” (Keen, 1998, p. 11). Hence these embedded economic gains would create strong incentives for powerful actors to prolong violence and disrupt peace initiatives. In parallel, Collier and Hoeffler discussed how economic incentives such as access to natural resources, opportunities for looting and control of key trade routes often outweigh clashes of ideologies that are often perceived as being the root causes of conflict. Their analysis highlights that “the viability of a rebellion depends not only on grievance but on the financial opportunities available to insurgents” (Collier & Hoeffler, 2004, p. 564).
By understanding the political economy of a conflict, humanitarian interventions can be better assessed and analyzed, especially when valuable humanitarian aid becomes incorporated into the war economy. This additional lens is vital for viewing the conflict, in which it helps determine where humanitarian interventions are situated within broader structures of structural violence. As Duffield notes, “contemporary conflicts are sustained by political and economic networks that blur the boundary between war and peace” (Duffield, 2001, p. 13). Such understandings reveal how humanitarian interventions designed to serve the best interest of the affected communities can unintentionally cause harm through the reinforcement of existing inequalities or power dynamics; if not holistically managed.  
III. Case Studies: Humanitarian Interventions and Peace Dynamics in Lebanon
Since 2011, due to the war in Syria, Lebanon has hosted the highest number of refugees per capita in the world, which resulted in heavy interventions of humanitarian organizations playing a significant role in responding to the needs of both refugees and vulnerable Lebanese. Making Lebanon an important example of international humanitarian organizations (IHOs) contributions to peace, both positive and negative. IHOs focused on strengthening social cohesion, supporting existing local institutions, and improving relations between host communities and Syrian refugees. At the initial stages of the interventions, IHOs focused namely at responding to immediate vulnerabilities with the intention of alleviating suffering and reducing various risks of the affected populations, which fell under the approach of negative peace. However, with time this approach led to an escalation of social tensions as aspects of cultural sensitivity and community engagement were overlooked and deprioritized.
Over the period, and through various humanitarian interventions, the Lebanese Crisis Response Plan (LCRP), recognized that emergency relief on its own was not enough; stating “projects that deliver humanitarian assistance or basic services alone will not be sufficient to maintain social stability” (UNDP Lebanon, 2015, p. 4). This recognition marked a shift from focusing only emergency response (negative peace), toward the inclusivity of social and institutional factors (positive peace). As a result of this recognition, IHOs incorporated approaches of conflict prevention, dialogue initiatives and focused support to local governance. All the latter mentioned are areas that fall directly under the conditions of positive peace as per the description of peace theorists reflected in the literature review.
A focused example, is the Social Stability Sector under the LCRP that was co-led by UNHCR and UNDP, reflects IHOs attempts towards building positive peace. Prior to the Syrian crisis, Lebanon was already historically burdened with deep regional divides, inequalities, weak public services, and a chronically paralyzed sectarian political system (Makdisi and El-Khalil, 2013). On the long-term, these socioeconomic and political drawbacks created what the world bank described as having “high levels of pre-existing vulnerability in the North, Bekaa, and South” (World Bank, 2012), making the host community’s tolerance for hosting and integrating an increased influx of refugees unbearable. Hence, the Social Stability Sector was created as a result of the rising tensions between communities, to municipalities that were overburdened with pressure of housing, public services, and job opportunities. According to LCRP, the sector aimed to “capacitate communities and institutions to deal with tensions” so that anticipated disputes are “managed peacefully, in a way that is not conducive to collective violence or rights’ abuse” (UNDP Lebanon, 2015, p. 5). Such approach reflects Galtung’s description of shifting from negative to positive peace, especially due to the sectors focusing on targeting deeper social and institutional factors.
In further expansion to the positive peace approach, IHOs supported municipalities through a range of initiatives, varying from improving service delivery, rehabilitation of community and municipal centers, livelihood programs hosted by municipalities that targeted both the host and refugee communities alike. This approach reflects Galtung’s emphasis on positive peace when it comes to the creation of an equitable structure that is inclusive and accessible to all fragments of the communities; shifting from crisis containment towards addressing structural inequality and improved accessibility to resources.  Through close coordination with local municipalities, building their capacities, and the provision of the necessary resources, humanitarian actors directly contribute to the creation of an environment in which local institutions can respond to community needs in a fair and just way.
Another significant example that highlights IHOs shift in paradigm from a negative peace approach to a positive one, is the cash assistance that was initially exclusive only to Syrian refugees in Lebanon. Multiple cash payment modality was designated to assist refugees, and one of the most common ones was the Cash for work (CFW) programs that were implemented in partnership with municipalities. Such programs were intended to provide immediate relief from the economic burden that refugees has experienced in an already economically burdened country, it also aimed to prevent refugees from resorting to negative coping mechanisms that would eventually lead to social tensions and unrests. Cash assistance demonstrated the clearest form of IHOs causing unintentional harm, in which the very issue that’s intended to be mitigated would give birth to another.
 Several reports and studies showed that CfW programs in Lebanon, which focused on employing Syrian refugees for municipal maintenance involved activities such as waste collection and/or rehabilitation work, triggered frustration amongst the Lebanese residents who faced similar or even worse levels of unemployment and vulnerabilities (ILO, 2015; UNDP, 2016). This notion gave the perception to the host communities that IHOs favored refugees and that these programs were exclusive and biased. According to one of UNDPs reports mentioned that “the exclusive targeting of refugees in employment-related interventions risked exacerbating social tensions in already vulnerable host communities” (UNDP, 2016, p. 12). In several municipalities it was observed and documented an increase in pushbacks, social tensions, and in some areas protesting IHOs and refugees, leading to cases of programs suspension and an increase of acts of violence against the refugees.
Such dynamics clearly reflects Anderon’s warning that aid can lead to unintentional harm by reinforcing “dividers” when IHOs fail to understand local power relations and cultural perceptions. As she notes “aid can support war when it feeds into and exacerbates the divisions that separate people” (Anderson, 1999, p. 37). Reflecting on this example, although the intention behind the CfW programs is to reduce overall vulnerability and maintain social stability, it has contributed to further tensions and conflict when the design of the program overlooked existing socio-economic dynamics and local voices.
In response to these challenges, IHOs started adapting their approaches to mitigate these tensions by being more inclusive and contextual with the design of their activities, shifting gradually to a practice that is more aligned with positive peace. The obvious and key adjustment involved the redesigning of the CfW programs to be inclusive of both vulnerable Lebanese and Syrian refugees, in which an agreed upon quota was decided in coordination with municipalities.  By broadening the beneficiary criteria, IHOs were able to decrease tensions, and benefit both entities equally. This shift was not only technical, in terms of the program design, but also relational and political. The international Labour Organization reported that inclusive employment schemes were crucial to avoid “the perception of unfair competition and unequal assistance” (ILO, 2015, p. 18).
With the effort of mainstreaming this approach and expanding it to other kinds of interventions besides CfW, humanitarian actors recognized the need for consultation and participatory planning. In several cases, IHOs interventions often were executed without meaningful engagement with local authorities or communities, which led to distrust and rejection. Drawing from lessons of the Social Stability Sector under the LCRP, nation-wide program adaptations were made in which stronger emphasis was placed on municipal consultation, community meetings, and joint problem analysis. The LCRP stated that interventions must be rooted in “multi-stakeholder dialogue and participatory approaches to ensure community ownership and social cohesion” (UNDP Lebanon, 2015, p. 6).
As Lederach argues, “sustainable peace requires the engagement of local people in shaping the processes that affect their lives” (Lederach, 2005, p. 35). Drawing from the case studies above in Lebanon, it puts weight on how crucial it is for the creation of sustainable peace to include host communities in the decision-making process, engaging local authorities (in this case municipalities), and recognizing aspects of cultural sensitivity. It’s about a shift of perception from viewing local actors as equal partners in creating sustainable positive peace, instead of passively engaging with them as mere beneficiaries or implementers.



IV. Challenges that limit IHOs from advancing positive peace

1) Donor priorities and political agendas
A central challenge that limits IHOs’ ability to effectively contribute to positive peace is the political and financial constraints that dictate humanitarian funding. Donors often limit humanitarian organizations’ contributions to positive peace primarily through the prioritization on short-term funding that focuses on immediate life-saving aid over long-term integrated approaches required for sustainable peacebuilding. Even though agencies do recognize the need to address structural drivers of conflict and inequality. ALNAP’s State of the Humanitarian System notes that the “prevailing model of short-term funding” is perceived to be the main barrier to bridging the nexus of humanitarian, development, and peace, and that “Humanitarian aid tends to be earmarked at a short-term project level” (ALNAP, 2022). The main reason is that donors have the tendency to prioritize speed, compliance, visibility and risk management over community led processes that are costly and time consuming. 
On another level, donor agendas heavily shape where and how agencies operate, due to political agendas and/or affiliations, restrictions on engaging with particular actors, locations, or populations are often imposed limiting interventions. This pushes IHOs to focus on designing “safe” programs that reduce immediate suffering and aid distributions serving the notion of negative peace. Such limitations prevent IHOs from concentrating on engaging with deeper sources of injustice and exclusion. In sum, donors can unintentionally lock agencies from designing and delivering long-term and sustainable solutions, adding another risk of dependency from the affected population (including local governance) on services that focuses on immediate relief. As ALNAP further adds, “the pressure to demonstrate quick results discourages experimentation, adaptation, and locally driven solutions” (ALNAP, 2022). In addition, the International Council of Voluntary Agencies (ICVA) notes that donors’ risk management frameworks often “prioritize accountability to donors over accountability to affected populations,”, hence constraining community engagement practices and participatory approaches (ICVA, 2021).
2) Socio-political constraints and host governmental restrictions
Another challenge that IH interventions face are binding socio political and government restrictions in which actors maybe be overburdened with expectations of filling up governance and service delivery gaps. With their existing limited authority and funding capacity, actors are faced with pushbacks and pressures to ‘bend a knee and comply with governmental needs and expectations, by delaying paperwork, limiting accessibility, or imposing conditions. The ICRC stated clearly in a public policy that: “Humanitarian action cannot be a substitute for, nor should it distract from the lack of political solutions” (ICRC, 2024). 
Nationally, host-state policies and political dynamics can often impose restrictions on the movement towards positive peace. ALNAP notes that humanitarians are often “constrained by short-term funding cycles or host governments restrictions” on longer-term development activities and support in protracted settings (ALNAP, 2022). In Lebanon particularly, municipalities play the role of gatekeeping imposing a challenge to organizational accessibility, in addition to other constraints such as regular shifting of regulatory practices by the government, and political sensitivities around refugees and labor markets. “Humanitarian actors must constantly negotiate access with local authorities, whose political calculations often shape which activities are permitted and where.” (Fakhoury, 2017, p. 22). Making participatory governance work, advocacy efforts, and suggested structural reforms politically difficult.
3) Counter-terrorism clauses and sanctions
A third major constraint in conflict affected contexts is the legal and operational environment that’s created by counter terrorism measures and regimes sanctions. Such measures and sanctions can directly limit humanitarian efforts in gaining accessibility to vulnerable areas, partnerships, negotiation practices, and financial transactions. Pushing agencies to focus more on risk mitigation, compromising practices, and again, aid that revolves around immediate relief of vulnerability; pushing it further away from positive peace. ICRC warns that “counter-terrorism legislation and sanctions, can criminalize and restrict impartial humanitarian action,” and adds to stating that sanctions regimes can create a “chilling effect” that prevents and discourages frontline response for both local and international actors (ICRC, 2021).
Such pressures and sanctions narrow operational areas of interventions, in which agencies would avoid areas controlled by sanctioned actors. Which is due to the compliance risk of working or being in contact with certain authorities, overall restricting community engagement and compromising inclusivity. Over time, these limitations can jeopardize community trust and perception of the organizations’ neutrality which are the building blocks of establishing positive peace. As the UN security council affirmed, in response to concerns that sanctions regimes could restrict essential relief work, that “the provision, processing or payment of funds … or the provision of goods and services necessary to ensure the timely delivery of humanitarian assistance … are permitted and are not a violation of the asset freezes imposed by [the] Council or its Sanctions Committees” (UN Security Council, S/RES/2664, 2022, para. 1). Thus statement can be viewed as a recognition that indeed sanctions can limit humanitarian interventions, except to some very specific cases.
V. Conclusion
This paper is intended to examine the role of international humanitarian organizations they play in contributing to peace, under what circumstances their interventions contribute to positive peace, or on the contrary, reinforce conflict and structural inequalities. Drawing on the literature review that examine peace theories, humanitarian frameworks, and practical examples (Humanitarian interventions Lebanon as a case study), the analysis showcases that humanitarian interventions operate in highly complex and paradoxical settings. In which various factors determine and often dictate the methods of operations and approaches of humanitarian actions, swinging between the pendulum of contributions to negative and positive peace. While humanitarian organizations play an indispensable role elevating suffering and providing relief to vulnerable communities, their role in acting as agents of positive and holistic peace remains both conditional and constrained, despite its urgency and added value.
From a theoretical perspective, Johan Galtung’s distinction between positive and negative peace provides a metric tool for understanding the nature of humanitarian action and means to maximize its contributions to meaningful and sustainable efforts. Humanitarian organizations are structurally designed to provide life-saving services, protection and stabilization efforts by reducing direct violence and harm. However, for positive peace contributions, it invites humanitarian organizations to go beyond their structural design and tap into co-building just social structures and equitable access to resources. To achieve the latter, organizations would have to engage with the local context through community engagement, culturally sensitive approaches, and socio-economic and political comprehension of the context. However, their contribution to positive peace depends on how interventions are designed, implemented, and most importantly adapted to a given context.
The case study on Lebanon illustrated this dynamic clearly. The initial humanitarian response to the huge influx of Syrian refugees focused on emergency relief and vulnerability reduction. With time, this focus soon triggered various levels of tensions and conflicts between the host community, local authorities, refugee community and humanitarian organizations. Reasons for such escalation of conflict and unintended harm, were linked to overseeing local power dynamics, cultural sensitivity and the lack of community consultations. Experiences such as the Cash for Work programs, reinforced Anderson’s argument that aid can indeed deepen dividers when delivered with sufficient understanding and engagement with the context. 
Within the Lebanese experience, it also showed that humanitarian organizations can work toward elements of positive peace through mechanisms such as the Social Stability Sector and the Lebanon Crisis Response Plan. In which such platforms would enable humanitarian actors to maintain mainstream dialogue, participatory decision making, and meaningful support to local institutions. This also reflects that sustainable and long-term peacebuilding cannot be achieved by only relying on service provision alone, but also requires mindful investments in local capacities, building relationships, and empowerment of local governance. Acknowledging that this shift from negative to positive peace does not happen easily or linearly, it’s also a process of navigating among multiple backlashes, constrains, and ‘trail & error’, within complex humanitarian environments such as the case in Lebanon.
	Setting aside the above-mentioned adaptations and suggested approaches, other structural constraints impose even more complex challenges on humanitarian actors. Donor’s prioritization of short-term funding and risk management frameworks, prioritizing rapid outcomes over long-term sustainable results. In addition to donor’s political agendas and affiliations that they are mandated to abide by, adding more restrictions on the actor’s scope of intervention and targeting of populations. Such dynamics can lead to reinforcing aid dependency from vulnerable populations, depriving them from any sense of empowerment or self sufficiency within the larger context. Simultaneously, other socio-political constraints such as municipal gatekeeping, changes in regulatory practices, and sensitivities regarding refugees and labor markets, narrow the space further for humanitarian actors from structural reforms and advocacy efforts. Finally, counter-terrorism legislation and sanctions further restrict operational mobility, overall accessibility, and other means to approaching positive peace. 
In summary, the examination of the central question, the extent of international humanitarian organizations’ contribution to peace can be concluded as follows. IHOs are natural contributors to negative peace by default; however, experience has shown that the sustenance of negative peace overtime on its own is not enough, on the contrary is counterproductive. As extensively illustrated above, it would lead to the rise of new conflicts and unintentional harm to the affected population, especially when social, political, and economic dimensions of the context are overlooked. While positive peace offers a more durable direction, humanitarian organizations undeniably face various significant constraints that hinder their ability to be inclusive, engaging, and culturally sensitive in their program design and delivery. Donor priorities and political sensitives add another layer of complexity that deviates humanitarians from focusing on positive peace. Overall, whenever applicable and feasible, adopting a contextual approach that puts communities in the center of its decision making, humanitarian organizations can contribute significantly to social cohesion and equity. As such, humanitarian contributions to peace should be viewed from a conditional and context dependent lens, with positive peace acting as a guiding direction rather than a guaranteed expected outcome. 
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