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1. CORE'’s Objectives'

CORE's critical purpose is to contribute to the swidation of a fourth generation of
postliberal or postcolonial peace (Richmond 20028tawing on a range of postcolonial and
other innovative theorisations and non-rationairgerpretative methodologies that help it to
break out from the narrow ethical, ideological dadhnological focus in liberal peace- and
statebuilding (theory and practice) and to explive@ hybrid and fragmented practices and
archives that make up (post-)conflict societies &owhl-regional-state-international-global
interaction in such environments. In particular, REDaims at recovering and adding to the
emancipatory impulses that initially fuelled libegeace theories, impulses related to the
notion of positive peace. It stages a debate betvpeacebuilding and conflict resolution
research and a range of critical thinkers assatiatéth postcolonialism, feminism,
anthropology, sociology and other fields of studiose insights into the global, local,
indigenous, universal, hybridity, culture, resistanthe everyday, emotions and agency have
so far been ignored in mainstream research onalilpgrace. Also, CORE aims at critically
engaging with local, critical and subaltern agesanepost-conflict settings while avoiding the
orientalist trap of creating new meta-narrativepast-liberal peace and of speaking on behalf
of liberal peace’s others and filtering local kneddes and ways of sense- and meaning-
making through dominant Western or metropolitanvoausavoir. In this way, CORE aims at
critically engaging with and consolidating emergingorid knowledges about a fourth or
postcolonial generation of peace, which represanteveryday peace that goes beyond the
currently dominant third-generation approaches wlikir focus on institution-building, the
prioritisation of rights over everyday needs andagustice, depoliticising good governance,
the reconstruction of state sovereignty, the pagjcof territorial borders and with their
distancing of local and critical agencies and theilpging of western forms of subjectivity as
supposedly universal. CORE aims at investigatidtural agencies, local and often marginal
peacebuilding practices, contextual needs and thybstitutional forms that are indicative of
this emerging postcolonial and, possibly, post-seiga peace that is based on the re-
politicisation and post-sovereign deflection ofrieclogised peace- and statebuilding and the
mutual de-romanticisation of and agonistic negaimbetween the global, national, regional
and local.

2. CORE'’s Postcolonial Methodology

Postcolonialism is at the heart of the projectterms of methodology and the research
agenda. Here the former dimension of postcolommlis discussed. The more concrete
research implications of postcolonialism for CORE kaid in section 4, which highlights the

originality and added value of CORE. Conceived jpoat-positivist register, methodology is

concerned with reflections about the ontologicahisemological assumptions and

perspectives underpinning research, the ethicaloresbilities of researchers towards their
subjects and method choices. Methods will be dssdiurther below.

CORE postcolonial methodology involves, first, antoitment to disrupte and undermine
‘asymmetric ignorance’ (Chakrabarty 2000) in peadebng research brought about by
‘muscular’ forms of positivism. The global Southurderstood as a hyperreal category that

! The document is based on input by many. The principal guidance and input came from Oliver Richmond.
Thanks also to the comments provided by Roger Mac Ginty. The input of others is highlighted in the text. The
framework is a living document that will be adjusted as our research unfolds.



refers to contestable and contested imaginarieghwthough reifying, do influence how we
think about the world (Chakrabarty 2000) — knows Mew York peacebuilding consensus,
which is dominated by Western ontologies, epistegies and methods of peacebuilding.
Western-dominated peacebuilding research knows nessh about non-Western modes of
peacebuilding, though there has been a recentesiten and research into indigenous
peacebuilding practices, which, however, oftensfafito the trap of essentialising and/or
romanticising local agencies (Richmond 200®&c Ginty 2008 2010a). Second, CORE
wishes to provincialise, anthropologise and deadice the EU and the Indian state
(Chakrabarty 2000Scott 1999), subjecting their peacebuilding prastito each other’s
critical gaze and comparisons. It aims at creadimgbate between the EU and Indian cultures
of peacebuilding and conflict resolution as parthef move towards stimulating hybrid forms
of postcolonial peace that critically engage anfiece upon both Indian and European
experiences and critiques. In particular, CORE aiatsopening up liberal peace to
modification by the other, including the non-libeogher, and to think about how this can be
achieved and what forms of hybridity it might ind&y without trying to come up with a de-
contextualised checklist of determinants. Third, REDadopts an across-level approach to
exploring cultures of peacebuilding and conflictaleition. It goes beyond mainstream work
by studying conflict governance from the bottom tgking seriously the contextual and
everyday life of ordinary people and local authestin their struggles to build or disrupt
peace. At the same time, CORE is cognizant of thportance of doing institutional
ethnography (Escobar 1995) to understand and &rtervn the powerful peacebuilding and
conflict resolution machinery. Also, as part ofatsoss-level approach CORE critically looks
at local elite-subaltern relations and local-regiemational-international-global relations,
interactions and negotiations in order to expltwe transversal connections among different
analytical and practical levels of conflict govemna, which affect each level and the actors
located there.

Fourth, CORE goes beyond the essentialism thatacterses much peacebuilding and
conflict resolution research. Hence, it does ndfiy rféberal contemporary peacebuilding &
conflict resolution as monolithic practices but alsvays already fractured by internal
differences and hybridity. Equally, the local ist am essence either something timeless and,
before it came into contact with the internatioqmalre and authentic. CORE is attuned to the
ambivalence, instability and hybridity charactecisdf all social structures and discourses
(Bhabha 2004Butler 2006 Prakash 1999). Hence, CORE refuses homogenisinfying
conceptions of the social structures and proceasstsdies, and recognised hybridity as the
ontological terrain on which any social practicecluding peacebuilding and conflict
resolution unfolds. Moreover, CORE acknowledges th@tological hybridity has to be
correlated with an epistemological hybridity that 6pen to difference in everyday settings’
(Richmond 2011b: 9). In short, contra positivisttnoelologies, CORE does not simplify and
fix social phenomena so that they can be more Isedbught under the gaze of seemingly
objective researchers and more easily counted abdlated so as to produce uncritical
problem-solving theory. Fifth, unlike positivists@arch that treats subjects and objects as
separated by an epistemological barrier, CORE aingiving local, everyday, subaltern,
critical and resisting agencies a voice in its aesie (de Certeau 200Blaynes and Prakash
1992 Highmore 2002Elden 2004 Gupta 1998). This focus on uncovering the infrajpdi—
the hidden transcripts of critical and resistingrages (Scott 1989Richmond forthcoming
2011a) of peacebuilding — goes hand in hand witkriagating the mostly unquestioned
assumption of mainline research according to wigehce is to be lodged at the regional,
state or international level. Yet, sixth, CORE @ maive. It is fully aware that knowledge
production, however much influenced by postcolosalsitivities, cannot escape relations of
unequal power (Spivak 1993999 Kapoor 2003 Bhabha 2004 Spivak 1988). However,
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these power inequalities can be limited throughmgiation. The issue of translation is
underestimated, if it is recognised as at all bedal peacebuilding and conflict resolution.
Translation is both an epistemological and ethigadblem. It flags the problem of the
differential cultural contexts in which claims, inding knowledge claims are made (Butler
2000). It flags the problem of translation- as-gimte among unequal languages and the issue
of linguistic imperialism when ‘translators’ refuse allow their language and conceptual
systems to be affected by the translated languhgs, producing the translated language in
translation as subordinate (Spivak 1998ngoyan 2003). Its flags the problems of whether
the subaltern can speak and the dialogic conditibas have to be created to allow it to be
heard in its own idiom, rather than filtered throu@e conceptual framework of the listener,
since ‘no speech is speech if it not heard’ (Spi2@k0). More generally, translation is a
problem beyond semiotics in that it concerns dtrens across different pouvour-savoir
(Spivak 1993).

Seventh, CORE is aware of the dangers of oriehtdiscourses in peacebuilding research.
Ever since Edward Said (Said 1978) we know how seglgnobjective scholarship can be
complicit in and even facilitate relations of domtiion, say, by using Western
presuppositions, concepts and frameworks to stumly iaterpret local needs, cultures and
behaviour. CORE does refrain from imposing readylenaoncepts on local contexts and
proceeds inductively (see method section). Eig@®RE is committed to doing critical
research in the sense that it sketches a pictuat@ative forms of peacebuilding (Cox
1981), although it does not seek to establish a m&ta-narrative - a global challenger to
liberal peacebuilding and conflict resolution. CORMEtopia, albeit one that is already
emerging in practice, however inchoately, is a tiogeneration of postcolonial and post-
liberal peace that it understands as ‘an everyday fof peace [that] offers care, respecting
but also mediating culture and identity, institap and custom, providing for needs, and
assisting the most marginalised in their localtestaegional and international contexts’
(Richmond 2011b: 3-4).CORE’s epistemological programme thus involves ethical
repositioning of liberal peace to engender ‘an lmgical commitment to care for others in
their everyday contexts, based upon empathy, resped recognition of difference’
(Richmond 2009a). Last but not least, CORE takese nof various critiques of
postcolonialism. In particular, it avoids the padtmial bias that privileges the semiotic and
the cultural over the material as embodied in cfasstion and relations (Kapoor 2002) and
that marginalises the materiality of everyday dotifa, say, the materiality of rights in
peacebuilding (Richmond 2011b). Also, it seeksaiwaxt the bias in much of the postcolonial
literature that privileges the micro — the locatlaninute, the study of which is crucial — but
which neglects to trace the connections betweemadt the international in shaping macro-
political and social phenomena such as the lig@atebuilding.

Turning to more narrowly conceived methodologicaingiderations related to CORE’s

method toolbox, CORE will carry out both experiemaar and experience-distant research
(Geertz 1974). It will carry out research that amcerned with the subjective experience of
the agencies of conflict governance, notably @aitiocal ones but also national, regional,
international and global ones. This is an undeeasshed area. CORE will also contextualise
subjective experiences through methods that sitsabgectivity in broader discursive and

material structures such as discourse analysisnandhtive process tracing. To this end,
CORE, firstly, is committed to a dialogue betwebaadry and empirics — in the manner of
grounded theory. Grounded theory is opposed ta gwéori formulation of a rigid or rigorous

2 Important for CORE, the EU is one of the international actors that explicitly aspires to a fourth-generation
peace (Richmond, et al. 2011), though much of its practice is still stuck in third-generation approaches.



theoretical framework. Instead, it calls for théma and methodological openness and
flexibility and the willingness to consider caseidies as ‘inconvenient facts’Second,
CORE uses inductive and contextualised methodsdbatot betray orientalist attitudes by
assuming that positivist methods based on logic @thability are universally portable to
any locale and suitable for any social sciencearebeproject. It draws on an interdisciplinary
methods toolbox including tools developed and usednthropology, sociology, feminisms,
postcolonial studies and poststructuralism to ehgiatally understand and critically engage
with the everyday in conflict governance; to uncover the hidden infrapolitics of
peacebuildig; enable local agencies in post-conflict societiesspeak for themselves
explore the relations between the local, regionatjonal, international and global and the
ways they mutually affect each othenderstand the organisation and day-to-day materc
semiotic workings of the liberal peacebuilding maehand the views and practices of those
working in them. To this end CORE will use andpéicessary, further refine methods such as
ethnography, including institutional, multi-sitechda auto-ethnography, discourse analysis,
genealogy, participant observation, open-endednvit@s, conversations and empathetic
reconstructions (Fairclough 20032009 Foucault 1991 Brigg and Bleiker 2010Escobar
1995 Burawoy, et al. 20Q0Comaroff and Comaroff 20035eertz 1974 Haraway 1988
McLaren 2002 Ackerly, et al. 2006Marcus 1995).

3. CORE'’s Critical Engagement with Mainstream Research

3.1. Conflict Resolution, Management and Transformation and Their Limits

Conflict resolution research is a broad church arahy of the peacebuilding, statebuilding
and governance strategies that pertain to the C@BjEct can be contained within it. Studies
that can be placed in this category are truly waleging and interdisciplinary. Developed
from the 1950s onwards, the field of conflict regmin went through different waves. In very
brief terms, we can see a progression from the mahst conflict management, through
conflict resolution, to the more expansive confli@nsformation (Mac Ginty and Williams
2009: 9-14). Conflict management accepts confliotl a&onflict actors, and attempts to
manage that conflict to acceptable levels. It iemfrestricted to the politics of the possible
and recognises that fundamental change (perhapsviaion of power asymmetries) is
impossible. Traditional peacekeeping that inteetidietween combatants, but did little else to
address the causes of conflict, fits the conflielnagement model. Conflict resolution (often
used as a generic, catch-all term for many formsowiflict amelioration) attempts to be a
little more ambitious and holistic. In particul#rbelieves that conflicts can be resolved, and
that we should pay attention to the causes of miniThe goal of ‘conflict resolution is not
the elimination of conflict, which would be both pwssible, and [...] sometimes undesirable.
Rather, the aim of conflict resolution is to trasrsh actually or potentially violent conflict
into peaceful (non-violent) processes of social palitical change’ (Miall, et al. 1999: 30).
Conflict resolution draws on liberal notions of theformability of institutions and human
behaviour. It has been criticised as being ‘toot’reead technocratic, believing that conflict
can be compartmentalised and that people can mawve(Lederach 1997). Conflict
transformation is the latest iteration of thinkiagout how to deal with conflict. It is interested
in the deepest foundations of conflict and questitie constitution of the individuals, groups
and institutions that make and sustain conflict, &ther than accepting Israelis and
Palestinians as they are, it questions what makaslls and Palestinians act in the ways that
they do. It seeks to transform individuals, soeetnd institutions so that they can recalibrate
their relationships and worldviews to the extet ttonflict is unnecessary.

3 Roger Mac Ginty used the phrase during the workshop in Brussels, 10 February 2011.



Conflict management, resolution and transformateémnain a vibrant research area and many
of its insights and analytical concerns have besvorked and incorporated into both liberal
peacebuilding (research and practice) and emancipanodels critical of it. CORE, too,
draws on its insights. CORE may be regarded asxéension of this research agenda.
Conflict resolution is an umbrella concept withirhish peacebuilding and conflict-related
governance initiatives can fit.

Its diversity notwithstanding, much of the conflicesolution and especially conflict
transformation research subscribes to a numbentefrelated assumptions, which give it its
identity. To begin with, it has a far-reaching ad@nwhich is not limited to managing
conflicts and ensuring order (international andamatl) but resolving underlying conflicts.
This ethos informs the massive social engineelag today is, tellingly, often referred to as
whole-of-government approaches to peace and siltwigy Second, it adopts a human
security centred approach to conflict and peaces Whs truly a revolutionary departure when
it was developed in the 1950s. Placing the indigidand the structures in which she is
embedded, at the centre of research constitutezhtaf attack on the orthodox state-centrism
of political studies, especially International Redas. The focus on human security, which is
defined broadly by the conflict resolution litereguretains its critical force at a time when
statebuilding has stripped away much of the emanmaig ethos initially fuelling liberal
peacebuilding. Third, the focus on individuals amisuo a focus on universal human needs
and what happens when they are not fulfilled (Burt®72). This needs-based approach is
closely related to a reconceptualization of violntn a conflict resolution perspective,
violence includes not only direct physical violenioaet also structural violence (Galtung
1969). The terms refer to oppressive political,reeoic but also psychological structures,
which prevent individuals to fulfil their human mi=e such as well-being, freedom and
identity. Thus, building sustainable peace is natpyy about stopping direct violence —
negative peace — but about the construction oftipegpeace — peace with justice that caters
to the everyday needs of people in conflict soegetVirtually all critical approaches to liberal
peace subscribe to this view. Fourth, the cengrgiiten to individuals in conflict resolution
goes hand in hand with the assumption that humamayyg including that of the conflict
parties and the victims of conflict, is crucial bringing about sustainable peace. This
assumption is clearly present in the current tewards indigenous peacebuilding and the
new focus on resistance to international peace-statébuilding. In line with the ontological
and epistemological commitments of conflict resolut proponents have developed and
advocated both official and unofficial, public apdvate, traditional and unconventional
intervention technologies such as third party mesha multi-track diplomacy, peace
education and bottom-up approaches to conflictiuéiso.

Conflict resolution, management and transformatiesearch has for many years been
dominated by rationalist approaches. For instaanamportant mainstream literature argues
that built into peace processes is a commitmenbleno. Combatants find it difficult to
commit credibly to peace, even if they wish to d¢ Isecause the concessions involved in a
peace settlement increase their vulnerability amat kheir ability to ensure their opponents
comply with the treaty’s terms. In particular, orem@mbatants they lay down their weapons,
‘it becomes almost impossible to either enforcaifeitcooperation or survive attack’ (Walter
1997: 336). This creates an incentive structuré tesembles a Prisoner’s Dilemma game.
While the parties to the conflict prefer peace tr,veach side has an incentive to defect from
the settlement so as not to endanger its securdyt@ avoid being worse off than before the
settlement. This research suggests that intervgntieacekeeping, and peacebuilding has to
be able to wield real material incentives, or ef@mce (Bercovitch 2009Bercovitch, et al.
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2008 Bercovitch and Jackson 2Q0@/alter 2001 Stedman, et al. 200Ramsbotham, et al.
2005 Keating and Knight Crocker, et al. 20Q8Berdal 2009 Collier, et al. 2003 Jeong
2009). Importantly, the world of rationalism is reotwvorld without ideas. However, ideas are
construed as discreet factors that people carrynaran their heads. As such they can
relatively easily be manipulated by policy entremners. Rational choice research regards
conflict entrepreneurs as actors who manipulateiddials for instrumental reasons to stir up
or maintain relations of violence that benefit thesay, by cementing their grip on power.
Conversely, external peacemakers can manipulates itke promote peace (Crawford 2007
Kaufman 2001). Recently constructivists have madgortant inroads into conflict
resolution, management and transformation reseditoty emphasise socialising individuals
and communities into cultures of peace or a secwdmmunity and other discursive
technologies such as education, tools which thggprceas important because they reshape
conflict identities (Tocci 20L0Diez, et al. 2008Paffenholz and Spurk 201&ousseau and
Garcia-Retamero 2007).

CORE builds on the insights and analytical concefnsonflict resolution, management and
transformation research, including the importancegives to taking seriously the actual
experiences of the conflict parties and the victivst it also takes note of and seeks to
transcend its limits, notably the cleart distinction between a negative and a positive peace;

the approach to universal human needs, which hamgsits on the generalisation of Western
experiencesand the neglect of cultural and emotional aspects of conflict structures and peace
practices (Richmond 2010: 21).

3.2.Liberal Peace and Its Critics

Liberal peace has recently become the target ofepgolvand theoretically sophisticated
critiques for its cultural biases and its focustlba constitutional and institutional parameters
of peace at the expense of other equally impodanensions and for its empirical failures.
The critics argue that neoliberally deflected pearel statebuilding leads to virtual peace and
is more concerned with creating and maintainingrimational order rather than with the
emancipation of populations from conflict & conflistructures and the tutelage of
internationals.

Liberal peacebuilding has been defined in a nunolbevays. A by now classic definition is
that by the United Nations Secretary General BauBoutros-Ghali in his 1992 ‘Agenda for
Peace’. There peacebuilding is defined in termeffairts ‘to identify and support structures
that will tend to strengthen and solidify peaceomder to avoid a relapse into conflict’
(Boutros-Ghali 1992). As the 1990s progressed, dbepe of peacebuilding operations
increased beyond security and constitutional istnefncompass a wider range of social and
economic issues. Peacebuilding can be carried wuaply by domestic actors or with a
substantial and often determining internationalolagment. Some analysts prefer the term
peace process for domestically owned peacebuil@etoy 2008 Darby and Ginty 2000). In
the 1990s, a peacebuilding consensus emerged inténeational community — the New York
consensus (Richmond 2Q04ugh 2002). It is about the international promotioh
democracy, the rule of law, human rights, civilisbg and capitalist markets in post-conflict
societies. In the new millennium, the liberal pdackling consensus evolved into a more
pragmatic direction. As international peacebuildersountered ever more problems and

* Risse and Sikkink define socialisation as the induction of new members into the ways of behavior that are
preferred in a society (Risse and Sikkink 1999: 11). Barnett and Duvall (2005) define ‘socialization is the process
of turning compulsory power into productive power’.
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critics pointed out deformations and unintendedsegaences in peacebuilding interventions,
the New York consensus evolved in a seeminglyllbssal direction. Powerful stakeholders,
such as the United States, the United Kingdom atetnational financial institutions such as
the IMF and World Bank have promoted models of pesapport interventions that prioritise
institutionalisation before liberalisation (Pari®02). In many cases, this has involved
significant emphasis on statebuilding and assatigfeod governance’ tasks. Peacebuilding
failures in the 1990s created great interest (anadand political), with particular attention
devoted to spoilers or ‘groups and tactics thaivelst seek to hinder, delay, or undermine
conflict settlement through a variety of means &wnda variety of motives’ (Newman and
Richmond 2006: 1Stedman 1997). Spoiling effectively challengesnbé/e assumption that
all conflict parties want peace or that all partvesnt liberal peace. Spoiler analyses have
shown that local actors may well seek to shapeptece process and peace settlement in
accordance with their own non-liberal interests aistbns (Richmond 2006). For example,
this was the case in Bosnia.

Statebuilding can be understood as a harsher varidiberal peacebuilding more focused on
security and institutions (Richmond and Franks 20@9 main difference is that it introduces
an explicit security agenda into peacebuilding an@xplicit concern with state institutions as
well as (formal) sovereignty, borders and terrdabty (Paris and Sisk 20085hani and
Lockhart 2009 Chandler 201QaCall and Wyeth 2009). International statebuildiagéeen as
an effort to give peace an institutional framewaon,, to ground it, render it sustainable and
to lock it in. The dominant players in the currendrld order (select Western states, donors,
IFls, and international organisations) play thedleale in building post-conflict states. The
term statebuilding belongs to the same conceptietd fas the term state-formation, but
represents another more externalised dimensiorhief dpectrum. The former denotes a
deliberate political project and the latter refdcs a contingent historical process that
constrains, enables and generally shapes stawidgii{domestic or international) (Berman
and Lonsdale, cited in Bliesemann de Guevara 2QU® Tilly 1975). Accounts of
statebuilding thus have to pay attention to theatlen context (political, economic, cultural,
etc.) of state formation to be able to make serigbeochallenges, deformations, successes
and failures of statebuilding (Richmond forthcon)ing

The official purpose of peace- and statebuildintpignaintain international order and protect
vulnerable people from their own predatory or f@ittate elites. Its record is at best uneven
(for a more positive assessment, see Berdal ;200)e Fortna 2008Paris 2010).
Peacebuilding of a liberal type — and statebuilding closely associated with the governance
turn — they institute governance states rather gfowernment states (Chandler 2010a).

3.2.1. Variations of Liberal Peace

Richmond usefully identifies four distinct strand$ thinking about liberal peace which

statebuilding and peacebuilding are crucial fore thictor’'s peace, institutional peace,
constitutional pace and civil peace. These stramds$urn, can be seen to underpin three
gradations of the basic liberal peace models (Rafa2007 Richmond and Franks 2009).

The victor’s peace is built on the foundation ofitary victory on the battlefield by one of the
parties to the conflict, which either succeedsterown or with the active military support of
external actors. The successful party then donmsndte peacebuilding process. The
proponents of the victor's peace argue that itddadsustainable peace because it ensures that
the political institutions and the policy process post-conflict societies reflect the actual
distribution of power among local social forcesstitutional peace embeds post-conflict
societies in international legal and normative @tites and assigns international actors the
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role of monitoring domestic conduct and, if necegsacorrecting deviations from
international standards. Constitutional peace restshe Kantian triad of democracy, free
trade and cosmopolitan values. Finally, civil peastich is an ideal rather than existing
practice, is formed by politically mobilised citize who play a lead role in a dialogical
construction of peace that takes on board bothrnatmnal standards and local traditions.
These four strands of thinking about liberal peace the ingredients of three basic peace
models — the conservative, orthodox and emancipatadel (Richmond 20Q7Richmond
and Franks 2009).

The conservative model expresses the victor's pdaeelvocates an authoritarian approach
(such as the institutionalisation before liberdima model associated with Roland Paris
(2004)) that relies on top-down strategies andiniqgosition of conditionality to channel the
peacebuilding process in the desired direction. ®hkodox model represents the current
peacebuilding consensus and is informed by thetutisnal strand of thinking about liberal
peace. Many current UN, EU, and IFI peacebuildingtegies embody this orthodoxy. It goes
beyond the conservative model by combining top-dawd bottom-up strategies, though the
stress remains on the former. Also, this modeésetin conditionality, though its harder edges
are softened by the discourse of local ownershgfofn advocacy zeroes in on security
sector reform (SSR), institutional reform, good @mance projects, rule-of-law
programming, the promotion of human rights and deany, economic reconstruction and
development. The rationale underpinning the ortiamlodel is not primarily the balance of
power and institutional checks and balances, thdbgi are considered to be important, but
an institutional framework that allows for and faates political deliberation and
argumentation among local actors and a transpagéfitient and accountable policymaking
system.

Finally, the emancipatory model is a regulativealdas to how liberal peace ought to/might
look like. Central to it are the everyday needspopulations in post-conflict societies,
specifically understood in policy terms as civicety and a social contract and their roles in
defining the emancipatory roles to be carried guekternal actors. So this model involves
meaningful engagement between top-down and botipnras well as internal and external
actors. This model takes seriously local traditiandg contexts, and transcends donor-driven
peacebuilding that prioritises the requirementsexternal actors. It is based on an ethical
reading of liberal peacebuilding. Richmond defirgisical peacebuilding derived from this
model as being grounded in ‘an ontological committrte care for others in their everyday
contexts, based upon empathy, respect and recogwitidifference’ (Richmond 2009a: 566).
CORE is designed to carry out comparative reseantbh the precise and variable
configuration of the elements of liberal peace fbun concrete India and EU conflict
governance initiatives. Richmond’s typology sen&s a basic framework for such a
comparison.

Liberal peacebuilding has developed on an ad hatshka the post-Cold War period. Its
practice and rhetoric have attracted a significamical literature. Two broad types of critique
can be identified: mainstream and radical critiques

3.2.2. Mainstream Critique of Liberal Peacebuilding

Given the great, and with hindsight unjustifiableectations of a brand new era of global
liberal peace, the difficulties encountered by rinédional peace- and statebuilders and the
deformations their work led to was bound to gemensiderable criticism. Much of this
criticism has a narrow policy-orientation and adaes technical fixes and can be said to be
in the problem-solving paradigm. A non-exhaustisg includes the following complaints:
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The sponsors of international peacebuilding haweiffitient political will and stamina to
commit sufficient resources to the job and to remain engaged as long as it takes to do finish it;
they have limited knowledge of the situation on the ground; there is a lack of coordination
among different internationals involved in peac&bng and between them and local
authorities; civil-military cooperation often leaves much to be dakiin situations in which
the construction of peace goes hand in hand with combating insurgents; there remain
intractable difficulies in objectively assessing success and failure of projects; international
peacebuilders often subscribe to a one-sizexfitshueprint for building peace; and they leave
too large an expatriate footprint, which puts thstainability of their reforms at risk once
they leave the country.

Yet there is also a deeper mainstream criticismlilmdral peace- and statebuilding. In
particular, critics (academics and NGOs) have deplothe refocusing on security in
peacebuilding after 9/11 and the morphing of libepgacebuilding into the more

authoritarian, top-down and security-centred buagdiof state institutions — statebuilding
(Duffield 2007). Roland Paris (2010) has been ohéhe most influential voices of the

moderate critics, who remain committed to the baea of liberal peace- and statebuilding.
His main argument is that all good things do notagether in the outside-in construction of
peace. Democratisation and marketization are noessarily mutually reinforcing, nor are
sustainable peace and quick political liberalisat{®aris 2002). In particular, democratic
elections are not a panacea and may even entremthct parties if elections are held too
early after the conflict. Also, the introduction adpitalist markets and economic liberalisation
are likely to aggravate economic inequalities, Wwhmay have been one of drivers of the
conflict in the first place. Paris developed histical position into a problem-solving

approach, which highlights the importance of fbratlding political and economic institutions

before democratising and liberalising post-conflgicieties — institutionalisation before
democratisation (Paris 2004).

3.2.3. Radical Critique of Liberal Peace- and Statebuitglin

More important for CORE’s research agenda is tloicah criticism of liberal international
peace- and statebuilding, which has accumulateddent years (the discussion that follows
overlaps with the discussion of the criticism ofvgmance presented below). The general
thrust of the critique is nicely captured by RichhdoLiberal peace- and statebuilding in its
current configuration is considered ‘ethically bank, subject to double standards, coercive
and conditional, acultural, unconcerned with soei@lfare and unfeeling and insensitive
towards its subjects’ (Richmond 2009a: 558).

One of the most common radical criticisms of libéngernational peace- and statebuilding is
that it amounts to a depoliticisation of an emihempblitical task — to build good order in
post-conflict societies. As this overlaps with thigique of governance, it will be discusses in
the next section. A second critique is that the idamt neoliberal peace-and statebuilding and
conflict resolution approaches fail to positivelfyeat the everyday lives of citizen in post-
conflict societies and thus undermining the emesgesf a social contract between state and
society (Tadjbakhsh and Schoiswohl 2008ichmond 2009a). Neoliberal interventions
presuppose that ‘the freedoms derived from politicgnts are more significant that need or
material gain for individuals in post-conflict siions’ (Richmond 2009a: 568-9).
International peace-and statebuilders are incapableesponding to social and economic
inequality and insecurity other than by furtheregxiing the reach of markets and limiting
public policies designed to contain the free playupply and demand (Pugh, et al. 2008
Divjak and Pugh 2008). Neoliberal prescriptionsénédeen mainstreamed into peacebuilding

11



interventions, to the extent that few question #ngomatic way in which unelected
international financial institutions such as therld@ank assume a seat at peace negotiations.
Not having a positive agenda for addressing theyelay needs and aspirations of individuals
and communities, especially marginalised ones, ety unable to deliver a peace dividend,
neoliberal peace- and statebuilding zeroes in @ilaiges to itself — spoiling, criminality,
corruption, etc. In this way, critics argue, intaionals fail to live up to their ethical
responsibility — the responsibility to care for tit@er.

Third, radical critics often zero in on the powesymmetries between peacebuilders
(international NGOs, dominant states, 10s) andlfoead the consequences that flow from
them. This raises the issue of epistemic violenog the disturbing continuities between
colonialism and the failed modernisation strategiethe 1950s and 1960s on the one hand,
and internationally-sponsored peacebuilding, onother. ‘Liberal peace has followed liberal
imperialism in asserting a superior moral orderpwiedge, justice and freedom and
devaluing, indeed discounting, local experiencepezfce and politics and their relationship’
(Richmond forthcoming: ABendafia 20Q3_acher 2007Jahn 2007;g82007b). Closely related,
liberal peace has been used to maintain and pdthieelife-chance divide between the
developed and the underdeveloped, ensured lifeuantsured life (Duffield 20072008
2010). Fourth, critics argue that outside-in cardtons of peace are mostly donor- rather
than context-driven. They employ increasingly stadded construction blueprints that
universalise a narrow Western experience. When ,usettom-up approaches often are
makeshift or make-belief: civil society ‘is often donor-sponsored artifice’ (Richmond
forthcoming). Legitimate local traditions (politicacultural, economic) are sidelined or
instrumentalised, often after having been duly msa&ieamed’ and thus de-localised, to
advance external agendas under the banner ofdecsrship (Mac Ginty 200&2010a). This
contributes to a lack of local groundedness anifitegcy of peace- and statebuilding guided
by a remote metropolis (EU or Indian state elit€#}h, international statebuilding engenders
the informalisation and internationalisation of tpest-conflict state and these processes
create structural obstacles standing in the wayafstructing liberal democratic states
(Bliesemann de Guevara 2010). Sixth, the radicique charges that liberal peace- and
statebuilding lacks reflexivity. It is not sufficidy reflective about its ontological,
epistemological and methodological presuppositidimés gap engenders a lack of sustained
reflection on who liberal peace is for and whangans in post-hostility theatres (Richmond
2009a). Finally, and fundamentally, critics chatgat dominant forms of internationally-
supported peacebuilding and statebuilding produp®a quality or virtual peace. This is
often characterised by continuing physical and enua insecurity, the capture of the peace
by local elites, and the failure of the peacebuagdor governance interventions to deal with
the fundamental issues maintaining the conflicusHor example, the Dayton Peace Accords
dealt with the manifestations of conflict but failéo tackle the conflicting nationalism that
sustained it. In the case of development-relatedflicts in India, dispute resolution
interventions by governments fail to take serioubly role of a development model based on
capital accumulation by entrepreneurial elites @it political supporters.

3.3.Governance and Its Critics

Recently there has been a governance turn in a ewofbsocial sciences. The concept is

understood to reflect fundamental changes in polaking and polities. Governance theory

attempts to explain collective decision-makinghe tontext of a multitude of actors and the

absence of a clear hierarchy between them. Onrteénand, many such as Keohane and Nye
may see governance as a way of maintaining ordmrding to the highest standards of the

dominant states which form international institn8o Governance thus informs government.

On the other hand, it is a term which as ChandeiQa) points out represents a step back or

12



a watering down in some ways of the ambitious claims made about liberal rights and states. It
amounts to a devaluing of local autonomy and of international responsibility.

The traditional ‘Westphalian’ or Weberian state represents hierarchical rule. It possesses the
legitimate monopoly of the use of force and rules by fiat. Markets represent anarchical rule in
which order emerges from the back of the decentralised decisions and actions of self-
interested individuals. Governance differs from both forms of ordering. It is premised on the
fragmentation of state authority and the diffusion of sovereignty to actors and arrangements
below (regional and local governments, NGOs) and above the state (international
organisations and regimes, close policy coordination among states, international NGOs).
Public and private actors work together in policy networks. A key feature of governance is
thus that it encourages and relies on the involvement of civil society actors (business,
scientists, NGOs, etc.) in public policymaking and implementation. Cooperation is based on
shared interests and/or norms. Given the differences in actor constellations and the complex
set of relationships between the state institutions and sub-state actors, governance takes
different forms in different places (see Table 1 for the link between governance and levels of
analysis in the context of peace and conflict studies). Important for CORE’s comparative
research design, the modernizing state of India and the EU with its postmodern institutional
set-up may be confronted with different challenges while having a different set of governance
tools at their disposal. To tease out the similarities and differences in how these two very
different actors govern or engage conflicts (conflict governance), and the differences they
make on the ground, are key objectives of CORE.

Table 1:
Governance and conflict resolution
Levels of analysis Literature
_EU / Inc_:lia: = Multi-level governance /
institutions & agendas global governance (Strange
1996, Douglas 1999, Virilio

regional / local 1995, Kohler-Koch &
implementation of Rittberger 2006, Hooghe &
central policies Marks 2001, Murphy 2000)

= Domestic agency (Salamon
2001, Sorensen 2006,
McGinnis 1999)

Civil society: networks,
NGOs,

The table was created by Sandra, St Andrews

While for mainstream scholars and practitioners, the promotion of governance is the best way
to promote peace and democracy, critics point out that its record shows that it neither
promotes stable peace nor democracy. For supporters of current forms of peacebuilding and
conflict resolution the promotion of governance is about the international monitoring and
control of the exercise of outmoded forms of sovereignty, understood as policy autonomy, by
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non+esponsive and/or oppressive state elites; nurturing and developing local civil society and
the private sector whictan check the influence of predatory elites and spoilers of the peace;
promoting broadased policy networks of stakeholders that constrain and penetrate the state;
establishing good governaneehere none was before; speeding up the recovery of post-
conflict societies, or their development more galtgrby connecting them to transnational
flows (capital, expertise, culture, etc.); shifting the focus from the political to the technocratic

in order to avoids the conflictual nature of eleatgolitics and the ideological contingencies
of party politics.

Critics of contemporary modes of peace- and stdtdbg stress the downsides of
governance (Chandler 200P006 2010a Bickerton 2007). As Chandler (2010a) argues, a
key feature of really existing liberal governansehat it actually represents a form of post-
liberal governance (governing as discourse andipegdhat differs from what government in
liberal-democratic states has traditionally beedenstood to be about. In his view, the post-
liberal reversal of the meaning of key liberal teremgenders a disdain for policy autonomy —
self-government and representational legitimacylicikoautonomy is considered to be
problematic since it generates the risk of interaggerimprudent, irresponsible, populist and
so on policies that disrupt technocratic requiretmei good governance and international
policy coordination. After the post-liberal termowgrnance is primarily about relationship
management, which involves domestic as well ageakactors in arrangements of pooled or
shared sovereignty (for affirmative views, see Rasel995Krasner 2004Keohane 2002).
Governance is not, Chandler claims, about howeasisztake charge of shaping political order
around democratically legitimated collective goalypproaching the issue differently,
Richmond argues that post-liberal governance hae tistinguished from post-liberal peace,
which emerges from the interaction and hybridisatd both local and international norms
and expectations and agencies — from local actas iastitutions to states, regional
organisations like the EU and international orgathss (Richmond 20Q72011b). The
contradiction between post-liberal governance avst-fiberal peace represents a key area of
interest for this project.

Closely related, Chandler defends Westphalian soyety against its dilution by governance
promoters. Sovereignty has morphed from a right\bey state can claim to a responsibility
of post-conflict states to act (domestically andetinationally) in accordance with
international standards. Non-Western states arsti@ned to anchor themselves tightly to
international institutions over which they havdlditinfluence. Through the re-framing of
sovereignty as capacity for good governance, thisadto disempowerment of post-conflict
states is represented as the empowerment of tht@ers and civil societies. Thus for
Chandler governance promotion in (post-)conflicttisgs is a discourse and a set of
technologies (global surveillance, disciplinarisati reduction of politics to biopolitics) that
disempower all local agency and enable and legtniarge-scale policy interference by
Western states (or the metropolis) in the non-Wesi®rld (or the periphery surrounding the
metropolis). Paradoxically, this interference isrieal out and legitimised in the name of the
powerless and the victims of conflict. Such intetwens, Chandler argues, lead to the faking
or mimicry of liberal order and peace. Behind tbefal facade of Western-style institutions,
the operation of power is shaped by traditionalp-kidestern practices (Chandler 2000
Bliesemann de Guevara 2010). In short, Chandlerfelimv critics argue that liberal peace-
and statebuilding amounts to the promotion of goaece states which depoliticise what
ought to be a highly political endeavour: to bugdace and good order in post-conflict
settings.
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Richmond concurs that third-generation peacebugldireates a virtual peace that often has
little relevance for the everyday lives of indivals and communities, marginalise them and
fails to understand their agency and the legitimdm®y produce (Richmond 2007). Yet he
also argues that while what Chandler and othersritbesas the top-down constructions of
governance states may be a fantasy of the offipralgramme of liberal peace- and
statebuilding, when internationals meet the logad #he everyday hybridity emerges and
novel forms of peace are created that often, thawghalways, harbour the potential for a
repoliticisation and emancipatory transformation liberal peace- and statebuilding. In a
similar vein, the work of Mac Ginty (2010B011) and others suggest that the depoliticisation
argument marginalises local and critical agenciad averlooks resistance to outside-
constructions of peace and the effects they havgomernance and peace. Bliesemann de
Guevara (2010: 115) goes further, claiming thathsudews rest on Euro-centric
conceptualisations of state and society, which aloreflect organisational forms prevalent in
non-Western states. One of the main items on CORB&arch agenda is to trace and theorise
local-liberal encounters, the agencies (local,amati, regional, global) involved in them, the
agonistic negotiations and translations charaaberigheir relations, the facilitating conditions
and the blockages they face and their unintendedirsended effects (for clarification, see
below).

3.4. Globalisation and Regionalisation as Conceptsin Peace and Conflict Studies

Globalization has been described in abstract texsnbeing about the transformation of our
fundamental categories through which we understexadexperience the world. Globalisation
engenders transformations in conceptions of tinak space — with the former speeding up
and the latter shrinking. In associated albeit mawacrete terms, the term refers to ‘the
intensification of worldwide social relations amdaractions such that distant events acquire
very localized impacts and vice versa. In involeesescaling of social relations’ as they are
stretched across territorial boundaries (Held andGhMw 2007: 4-5). The driving forces
behind globalisation include capitalism, technatadjichanges and the pluralisation of salient
world political actors such as terrorist networRéGOs, and international institutions.
Globalisation involves the globalisation of goveroa mechanisms or political technologies,
with international organisations and internationah-state actors playing an increasingly
important role in contributing to the governancetloé Global South and especially post-
conflict societies. Some authors refer to this las internationalisation of the state or the
governmentalisation of world politics (Ferguson &upta 2002).

An important aspect of globalisation is that itggeds unevenly. Thus, a key defining feature
of globalisation is that it makes borders (terrdafr biopolitical, intellectual, etc.) more
porous. Yet while things such as ideas, valuesdgamd diseases can cross borders more
easily, other ‘things’ remain more or less placeximh For instance, movements of the poor of
the global South to the global North are heaviltnieted. Some researchers argue that peace-
and statebuilding is one of the ways to keep & Way, to prevent underdeveloped and post-
conflict societies from threatening the social ®be and bio-economic equilibrium of
employment and social insurance in the Global NdPgacebuilding and other technologies
of governance are used to ‘restrict or manage thaulation of incomplete and hence
potentially threatening life, or return it from wiee it came.’ (Duffield 2008: 148006
2010). An alternative take on globalisation is th@&ngenders ‘the development of a common
consciousness of human society on a world scaleS2000: 11-2Linklater 2005). In this
perspective, humanitarian interventions and pealdkbg (UN, EU, etc.) are an expression of
this new cosmopolitan ethos and the global humgimtsirevolution (R2P, etc.), which it has
created.
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An important strand of the globalisation literatdieks the phenomenon to conflict. One
common argument is that by challenging state sayetg both from below the state and
from above, globalisation undermines the legitima€ythe state and weakens its steering
capacity. What is more, the destruction or wealgroh traditional modes of life by the
globalisation of life styles and the distributionr@nsequences of global capitalism cause
economic, moral and other grievances in poorer tmsthat may then be picked upon by
conflict entrepreneurs. As previously mentioned this view economic globalisation may
become a cause for conflicts (ethnic, culturaligrelis) when it is used by entrepreneurs to
mobilise disaffected people. In a similar vein, ftiots may be seen as a defensive reaction by
disaffected populations to the liberalisation of aspects of life and deterritorialisation
brought about by globalisation (Ben-Porat 2006).other take on the link between
globalisation and violence is that the globalisatiof culture disrupts local systems of
meaning-making, which in turn makes nation-buildingre difficult and violence correlated
with it more likely in the Global South (Blum 2007)

Yet not only is globalisation often a source of flioty it also makes war and peace a
phenomena in which the local and the internatiaral inextricable connected. CORE is
explicitly designed to take account of these lontdfnational connections. Both war and
peacebuilding are at the same time local and iatemmal, with the latter taking the form of
diplomacy, increasingly standardised internatiop@hce- and statebuilding practices, arms
shipments, cross-border identity politics, etc. falgsation shapes the conditions in which
conflicts are fought out and peace is built (Jamed Friedman 2009). The speeding up of
time and the shrinking of space are doubtlesslgraabling and facilitating condition of the
rise of liberal international peacebuilding, thougls we shall further below, CORE is more
interested in how the everyday and local resistteanasform practices of peacebuilding and
conflict resolution. Instant and empathy-generatiagld-wide reports about conflicts, either
by 24 hour t.v. or, more recently, by ordinaryzgts using social media such as twitter and
mobiles, have shaped the discursive environmenwhich the dominant states of the
international community, international organisaticemd ordinary people around the world
relate to conflicts and peace. This has createdish gor and legitimised humanitarian
interventions and peacebuilding. Moreover, a keement of the globalisation of
peacebuilding is what we referred to above asrhernationalisation (some authors use the
term transationalisation) of the state. Internatlopeacebuilding thus involves ‘a form of
“shadow alignment” where mechanisms replicate statections, [...] without being
controlled by the state. It is argued that, infiiilness of time, the fragile state will grow into
and take over such shadow mechanisms’ (Duffieldb2Q)

An important element of globalization is the simnkous process of increasing
regionalisation (Cooper, et al. 2008), a processnodlefined as cooperation or the pooling of
resources for common ends on a level distinct foath the national and the global (Graham
2008: 160), that has some basis in human or pHygsémayraphy (Danspeckgruber 2005: 30).
Regionalisation can be seen as an answer to prebtd@ntoordination and public good
provision but also as a reaction to decreasing stapacity (Milward 20Q0Wolf 1999). In
any case, conflict resolution and peacebuildingehbeen significantly affected by these
developments, primarily along two main dimensioRsst, regionalisation has become a
buzz-word, highlighting where the primary respoigibshould lie for external efforts at
conflict resolution, accentuating the obligations w&ell as the primacy of local actors
(Graham 2008). This, in turn, can be seen as @oedao a number of concerns: it is meant to
keep interventionism by the great powers at bagileyg priority to regional initiatives and
concerns; it aims at responding to the increased awareness of the regional dimensions and
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dynamics of conflicts (Richmond 2002: 155\allensteen and Sollenberg 1998), where
regions are often seen as entities “whose secigitndivisible” (Vaclav Havel, cited in
Zielonka 2007: 50) in some cases it can build on the greater legitimacy of regional
intervention; and it is used to try to deflect responsibilities, ahd tosts associated with
them, to other international actors (Chandler 201Bbth India and the EU are central actors
to their region, and therefore the more the rediaspect of conflict management comes to
the fore, the more these two are seen as primalgeiso of responsibility for conflict
resolution and peacebuilding within and aroundrtherders.

Second, and more importantly for CORE, regionabsais now also seen by the New York
consensus as an effective tool of peacebuildingfamsas it can provide an answer to calls for
autonomy by ethnic or other identity groups withogtanting them sovereignty
(Danspeckgruber 2005), while also increasing iratgn and interdependence, themselves
considered to be conducive to peace accordingatalatd International Relations theory. This
is of special importance for the European Uniongseénhistorical roots reach down deep into
such grounds, for its foundational form, the Ewap Coal, Iron and Steel Community was
originally conceived as a radical form of econommi@gration in order not only to solve the
problems of economic development after World Warblit simultaneously to constitute a
peace project, making war between the participdmth physically impossible and
unimaginable (Dedman 1996hody 1997 Laffan, et al. 2000). The EU has a history of using
the enlargement of its membership as a tool tolstalyegions, ensure peace and secure its
borders (Diez, et al. 2008occi 2007 2010). Such arguments weighted heavily in favour of
the accession process of the post-communist cegntfi Central-Eastern Europe and of the
Western Balkans (Hill 20Q2zielonka 2007). Regionalisation is also applied in relatton
regions that cannot aspire to full membership i@ tlear future: the EU's set of policies
aiming at managing its border regions include theoEMediterranean Partnership, its
primary financial tool the MEDA Programme and therd&ean Neighbourhood Policy
(ENP)(Bjorkdahl, et al. 2009).

Regionalisation, then, is often seen as a ‘a mfmtebffering a community the most sought-

after freedoms, while also assisting other neighibgicommunities and avoiding the difficult

path of redrawing international boundaries’ (Damggeuber 2005: 36). While regionalisation

holds out the promise of a hybrid peace that tisagethe local, national, regional and global,
its current form denies this potential throughathministrative, technocratic and managerial
approach to peacebuilding-through-governance, whnchddition, neglects the everyday and
the critical agencies embedded in it.

4. CORE’s New Horizons: Exploring Transitions from Liberal to Postcolonial Peace

4.1. Postcolonialism

CORE'’s innovations are crucially related to postodlism. Based on the conceptual and
theoretical departures discussed in this sectiod,farther concretised in a series of research
guestion listed in the section 3, CORE aims at@axpj the enablers and blockages standing
in the way of a transition from neoliberal to padtmial peace. It does so by drawing on and
putting into conversation a broad range of criti@lthors, who share postcolonial
sensitivities, even if they are not postcoloniadeachers themselves. As mentioned at the
outset, postcolonialism influences CORE in two walfgst, post-colonial sensitivities
characterise CORE’s general approach to knowledgguption and relations between Indian
and EU researchers (see section 1). Second, posigolssues are a major concern of the
research project. In general terms, postcolonialisnconcerned with analysing the lived
experience of global power inequalities and thé-aathorisation of cultural, political and
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economic superiority (Seshadri-Crooks 2000). Ad W discussed below, postcolonialism
critically engages with issues of autonomy, indgjgn the subaltern, agency (especially in its
marginal forms), resistance, justice, hybridity arahslation.

The first generation of post-colonial researchersestigated the genealogy of Orientalism,
paying particular attention to the effects of cadbriextuality, namely how it produced the
Orient as colonisable. They used their genealogiparoach to criticise scholarship for its
neglect of its own complicity in producing and ntaining centre-periphery relations
characterised by physical violence, epistemic vioe the deformation of subjectivities,
material inequality and the differential applicatiof norms and rules — injustice (especially
Said 19782006 Fanon 2005). Postcolonialism thus was from the beginning a platform
for critically and constructively engaging with dorant forms of life. Later generations of
postcolonial scholars expanded this critical ageith@y explored how dominant discourses
are appropriated, misappropriated and mocked by subaltern agencies; how hybridity emerges
from the complex interplay among and translatioesvieen colonial and subaltern agencies
(political, economic, social and culturafubaltern rebellion and more hidden transcripts of
resistance; genealogies of modernisation and development policies; the forms and effects of
unequal cultural and discursive exchanges in thecptonial age between the supposedly
modern and the non-modern, the supposedly develapedhe nonleveloped; the political
economy of postcolonial relations; and the psychological effects and conditions of (post-
)colonialism (among many others, see Nandy 19&¥abha 2004 Spivak 1993 1999
Kapoor 2008 Chakrabarty 20Q0Ferguson 1997Escobar 1995Gupta 1998 Prakash 1999
Chatterjee 1995Haynes and Prakash 1993cott 1999 Mitchell 2002). These literatures
have implications for any research that seeks iticalty engage with and intervene in
governance, peacebuilding and conflict resolutisnsacial, political and cultural practices
(Richmond 2011b).

CORE'’s post-colonial research agenda, which wiltbtiled below, flags a number of issues
that are, by and large, ignored or sidelined bynstaeam peace- and statebuilding research.
To begin with, CORE studies the technologies of godeployed by Indian and EU conflict
governance and the rationalities underpinning th&ngoes beyond mainstream work by
paying attention to seemingly minor practices, oacfices seemingly far removed from
peacebuilding (e.g. the use by the Indian statbiahetrics in conflict zon&) to show the
manifold ways in which governors seek to govern steer the conduct of subaltern agencies.
Second, CORE goes beyond a concern with the eredfispower and its effects and
investigates local agencies, notably critical orzes] their interaction with outside-in peace-
and statebuilders. It studies how they accommodat@ement, deflect, modify, ignore, resist
and hybridise the liberal peace agenda. It expltnesoften inconspicuous ways in which
supposedly powerless subjects in post-conflict etees, who are seemingly in help of
external expert assistance, engage in modes oftpgbat resist and modify liberal peace
(Richmond 2009a forthcoming). Third, CORE studies the everyday ieage- and
statebuilding, as opposed to the public-polititags on which the drama of politics is played.
The everyday is a site in which local peacebuildiggncies, solidarity and needs emerge and
in which the local, regional, national, interna@biand global meet and transform each other.
Fourth, CORE pays attention to culture. Yet it deesin a manner fundamentally different
form mainstream work. It neither conceives of adtas a pathological or quaint relic that
liberal peace has to brush aside nor as an exagaurce that can cure third-generation peace-
and statebuilding from its many shortcomings. CORBards conflict governance as a
semiotically mediated, i.e., as culturally embeddad transacted phenomenon, involving the
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production and systematization of particular laprsa images, rhetorics (cf. Kapoor 2008:
19). Fifth, CORE investigates indigenous peaceinglé&and hybridity. It does so not in an
instrumental mode — what can we take from thesetipess to plug the holes in liberal peace —
but in a postcolonial mode that critically interabgs the epistemic violence of the West,
which presents its intellectual, moral, politicatc. orders as superior to those of less
developed or less modern others. It carries outintsrrogation by engaging with and
supporting local knowledges, tracing the hybriditteat emerge when they meet with their
liberal/international/global others and by intemtigg the potential of hybridities to ground
sustainable everyday peace that speaks to the reewtisaspirations of individuals and
communities and that combines liberal and non-éibetements. The presupposition of this
line of research is that the next generation ofcpeand peacebuilding must be the hybrid
product of a centre-periphery world system - a tdgzhenomenon’ as Dussel put it in a
different context (Enrique Dussel, cited in Mey@®08), in which ‘the weak and the strong
[work] together, as jointly responsible for makihgptory’ (Barkawi and Laffey 2006: 333).
Fifth, CORE analyses the historical continuitieswas| as discontinuities of EU and Indian
conflict governance, the intellectual and cultuedources on which they draw, their mutual
interaction and historical lineages and the knog#sdand practices they marginalise or
supress. Finally, CORE takes note of a weaknessany postcolonial studies, namely that
they focus on discourse and culture at the expehseateriality (Kapoor 2003). Not unlike
Gupta, Ferguson or Kapoor, CORE places its exptoratof agency, everyday, resistance,
culture and hybridity into the structural contextinstitutionalised international capitalism
and the connections it has with and the constratintsposes on peace- and statebuilders as
well as individuals and communities in post-corffiocieties. In what follows these themes at
the heart of CORE will be further explicated.

4.2.Cultures of Conflict, Peace and Liberal Conflict Governance

Culture is not just a contested term but a not@lpuague one. In positivist research, a thin
approach to culture is favoured that sees it ast @fsvariables among others that influence
war and peace. CORE adopts a richer and more hetmeroncept of culture. In this view,
culture can be defined as a particular way of kmgwand labelling difference (Brigg 2010:
338) or as a semiotic practice (Geertz 1973), giedrin everyday life, through which shared
signs and symbols are deployed to represent outdw@apoor 2008: 21). Importantly,
CORE does not regard cultural differences as beingply out there, waiting to be seized
upon by scholars. Its research is informed by tbstqmlonial insight that cultures are the
effects of discriminatory practices (Bhabha 200#he importance CORE attaches to
researching cultures of and in conflict, peacelgdand conflict resolution reflects the
conviction that there is a need to go beyond etbnivic knowledges of conflict governance if
peace is to be just, locally owned and sustainaitkegrounded in a civil contract between all
stakeholders (local and international) involve@amstructing peace.

Culture has been described as the most importsunt i conflict governance (Ramsbotham,
et al. 2005: 302). This insight is in line with eoader cultural turn in the social sciences (for
IR, see e.g. Lapid and Kratochwil 1996). Yet maeei research remains divided about how
to think about culture and about how it matterssifRost research has not been able to
establish any firm causal pathways and mechanisah shape the relationship between
cultures of conflict and conflict and cultures @fgee and peace. As one observer put it, there
are no ‘straightforward conclusions about confbethaviour over time or among cultures’
(Brigg 2010: 332). What is widely accepted thougtthat culture shapes how conflicts are
waged and conflict resolution is pursued. Cultuen dhus be a resource in conflict
governance as well as for conflict mobilisation rsuas in many ethnic conflicts. It can
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facilitate peace and fuel conflict. An argumenteafimade is that political entrepreneurs or, as
Crawford calls them, cultural entrepreneurs takeramthge of societal grievances to
‘politicize culture or protest cultural discriminat for political or economic gain’ (Crawford
2007: 32). This is closely linked to the notionidéntity conflicts (see below). As mentioned
previously, an important ‘tool’, both in theory apthctice, for reengineering cultural sources
of conflicts is socialisation. ‘Socialization foechocratic attitudes and for handling conflicts
peacefully entails activities that aim at enhanangulture of peace’ (Paffenholz and Spurk
2010: 70).

Until recently, conflict research stressed the plaifies of non-western conflict cultures (Park
2010)°® More recently culture has been appropriated asesource by international
peacebuilders eager to mobilise indigenous pealcitgi practices (Mac Ginty 2010a
Schaefer 2010). Yet culture is not something palditstic that is opposed to universality.
There is a culture of liberal peacebuilding, evérthis is often not acknowledged by
international peacebuilders (Park 20Bdigg 2010). This culture is institutionalised inet
New York consensus, which expresses a world palitalture of liberal peacebuilding that
shapes the agendas, strategies and practisescafqpdders around the globe. This culture of
liberal peacebuilding represents a culturally patér way of tackling conflict, which is
characterised by certain continuities with Europealonialism. If the cultural bias of liberal
peacebuilding is denied by those practicing itythsk turning what they do into a form of
culture colonialism (Kent 2006).

From a critical perspective, Chandler has receanipied that discourses of culture have been
replaced by discourses of civil society, which strthe autonomy and rationality of citizens in
post-conflict societies. International peacebugdeho frame the problems of post-conflict
societies in terms of the discourse of civil sociatgue that the root cause of conflict is
wrong choices by individuals, choices which are sggoently institutionalised in
dysfunctional organisational forms. The discurgramsformation of the problem of collective
culture into problems of individual choice, andithestitutional consequences, ‘enables these
choices to become understood as being amenablelitty pntervention’ — to international
peace- and statebuilding (Chandler 2010a: 179).

CORE goes beyond existing research by conceivirgulddire in a postcolonial register. This
has two implications. CORE aims at de-provincialisithe cultures of international
peacebuilding and conflict resolution and at valita the importance of local cultures,
including their recessive traditions (Nandy 1998yhile at the same time de-romanticising
them.

The culture of liberal peacebuilding is a semiasigstem and a set of practices and
materialities that have been struggling to pacifye tworld by combating rogues
(subjectivities, communities, non-state actors,tesfa which threaten its hegemonic
aspirations. This has involved massive efforts t@oet neoliberal capitalism, liberal
institutions and norms and ways of doing thingdi{jeal, economic). In this way the liberal
culture of peacebuilding and conflict resolutionvéalisplayed a homogenising thrust and
even a missionary zeal. Crucial for CORE, thisribeculture has two features that have
undermined its efforts to build locally legitimatenxd sustainable peace that speaks to the
concerns and needs of those living in post-conflettings. First, those operating within the
dominant culture of conflict governance (practiBom and scholars) tend to regard their

® The discussion of such cultural pathologies is often linked to discussions of spoiling and spoilers.

20



meaning system as having unquestioned universalityalParaphrasing Kapoor, they thus
overlook that what they do is ‘semiotically meddtéhat is, it is culturally embedded and
transacted, involving the production and systeraibm of particular languages, images,
rhetorics (Kapoor 2008: 19). Cultures of liberalnftict governance are thus under-
researched. Moreover, from a postcolonial perspedtibecomes clear that cultures of liberal
peace- and statebuilding are not authentically ®vastautonomous and self-enclosed
(Huntington 1298). The global culture of confliavggrnance as it is institutionalised in the
major global institutions and policies of key ast¢vwWestern & non-Western) is an intertextual
hybrid that has emerged from the absorption andstoamation of diverse discourses (cf.
Kristeva 1980). To explore the genealogy of EU bnttian cultures of conflict governance is
one of the main objectives of CORE.

Second, those operating within the liberal cultofgpeace- and statebuilding often oppose
their supposedly universally valid knowledge pagats and sense-making practices to the
particularistic cultures they encounter in postfion settings. In line with established
modernisation doctrine, which seeks to tame cutamed instrumentalise them in pursuit of
economic growth and statebuilding (cf. Nandy 198489b), local cultures are thus
approached as targets of re-engineering since dneyseen as having made possible the
conflict. At the same time, harmless exotic cultyseactices are subjected to the curious
attitudes of the museum visitor. Either way, localture is mostly seen as being best kept
away from politics and conflict governance. Thuse first two generations of peace and
conflict studies by and large ignored the concdiey operated with the Enlightenment
concept of the abstract human whose essentiak teantl behaviours are independent of
cultural influences. Recently, there has been sarodification of this stance. Responding to
the failures of liberal peace- and statebuildingjigenous peace practices have been re-
classified by some as resources in conflict govereaYet this turn towards local cultural
practices is often shaped by instrumental calcutatithat admit only those practices and
discourses into peace- and statebuilding that anepatible with its established norms and
beliefs. Liberal peacebuilding mostly remains ctbss a site for the agonistic meeting of
divergent cultures and their mutual translation amadsformation (there are reasons, though,
to believe that the EU has the capacty to go beyibmd-generation appraoches, see
Richmond, et al. 2011). As mentioned above, locéilucal practices are mainstreamed and
thus de-localised before being incorporated ineodbminant culture. Local cultures are thus
given short shrift, a fact which has been aggral/biethe neoliberal turn in peacebuilding in
the last decade or so. It has led to what Richmzail$ the culture—welfare paradox: ‘The
liberal focus [in peacebuilding] removes culturel @ontext and the neoliberal focus removes
needs’ (Richmond 2011b: 57). No wonder that conflgovernance’s acultural or
instrumentally cultural strategies fail to givedial peace greater local groundedness and
legitimacy. CORE goes beyond such an instrumemataach to local cultural practices and
investigates the role of culture for a locally mtand contextualised peace has not been
reflected in research.

Local cultures of and in conflict and peace carusefully conceived in terms of ‘notions of
self-expression, memory, self-government and setiémnination’ (Richmond 2011b: 45) and
in terms of contextualised webs of meaning out dficlv local peacebuilding agencies
emerge. Just like global cultures, local cultunesfar the most part translocal, i.e., they have
been affected by regional, state, international global contacts. This cautions against any
essentialising of cultures of conflict, peace aadflict governance.

By failing to take local cultures seriously on thewn terms, liberal conflict governance
disempowers local agencies, thus undermining tleation of a strong social contract
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underpinning liberal peace and undermining its ogéaim that it promotes the local
ownership of conflict governance. Yet even whempldised by outside-in peacebuilders, local
cultures are affecting their enterprise in ofterackmowledged or even unrecognised ways.
CORE analyses both the cultural enablers and shagdocal and everyday peacebuilding
agencies, the transaction of local and liberalrirg8onal cultures, albeit on a terrain that
favours, in terms of social power and resourcesitferal, and the unintended consequences
of these zones of contact. In its case studies, E@ns at uncovering the repertoire of
indigenous knowledges that are relevant to pealttbgiand conflict resolution. Through its
research CORE aims at bringing to light nuancedness, the tensions and even
contradictions in cultures of conflict, peace aondftict governance.

Closely related to the concept of culture is thecept of identity. It can be defined as a set of
‘images of individuality and distinctiveness (“dedbd”) held and projected by an actor and
formed (and modified over time) through relationshwsignificant “others” ’ (Jepperson, et
al. 1996: 59). Such images of selfhood are notfieting. They are structurally determined.
Cultures provide a basic repertoire of social id&st, which come in two forms: seemingly
private and public (collective, group) identitiagch as class, ethnicity, religion, etc. Identities
are institutionalized in particular institutions darorganisations and may be specific to
particular roles, which, in turn, may be part ofdes national cultures of governance.
Individuals are socialised into identities.

CORE is primarily concerned with conflict identgie They are characterised by
‘diametrically opposed ways in which both sides exignce the conflict in the context of
increasingly self-referential perceptions’ (Albeet al. 2008: 18). Ethnic, nationalist and
religious identities have been particularly promminan post-Cold war conflicts. The
persistence of these group identities is sometithdeed to state formation, or state
disintegration, and globalisation and the dislarsiand grievances they engender. Identity
conflicts are thus often mixed up with distributarstruggles over resources. But there is a
widely shared view that without political entrepeens (ethnic, religious) who instrumentalise
identity markers, identity conflicts would not be sequent and not lead to such viscous and
protracted conflicts as they often do (Aspinall 20@arekh 2008Devetak 2008). As Devetak
(2008: 14) puts it with regard to ethnic identifieagppeals to history, identity and ethnic
prejudice ... affirm distinct ethno-nationalist idities and thereby serve the political
purposes of shoring up the power base and econon@cests of unscrupulous political
elites’.

Through the use of various discursive and matdggahnologies, governors of all sorts
(mothers, lawyers, councillors, bosses, peacehsildetc.) often seek to engineer identity
change. Yet identity is not simply a structure ¥anich individuals act as mere supports.
Agency and structure co-constitute each other. tijems endogenous to interaction. In
enacting or performing their structurally shapeehitities or roles, individuals negotiate their
precise meaning in interaction with others, pogsiblline with strategic considerations (for
different angles on this dynamic, see Goffman 1%&&se 1990). This applies to both private
and group identities. In short, social identitiesse insofar as they are performed and
transformed — reproduced and modified by culturaigbedded agencies in and through
everyday discourses and material practices (Bhabf4 Butler 1997). Such dynamics are of
particular interest to CORE.
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4.3. Agency & the Everyday in Conflict Governance and Liberal Peace

Local and especially critical agencies are at tharthof CORE as without local agencies
peace, whether liberal or post-liberal, cannot bét and sustained. CORE conceives of
agency not in narrow rationalist terms, which relgagency as unproblematic, universal and
non-cultural and always already constituted. It hasiuch richer understanding of agency.
Agency emerges out of everyday webs of meaningndmstream peace- and statebuilding
literature the everyday is mostly absent. It ibaitregarded as irrelevant to the macro-politics
of the liberal peace or hopelessly out of synchhwite requirements of a modern, liberal
polity, quaint or outright dangerous. This refle¢kee traditional modernist bias, which
contrasts the triviality of the everyday with theawha of the political stage, scientific
progress, high culture, etc. In anthropology atmhegraphy the study of the everyday in pre-
modern communities has been one of its initialomig’étres, first-generation sociologists
studied the transitions and transformations astetiaith everyday life in the city in the
decades around the turn from thd"18 the 28 century, and Gramsci’s notions of hegemony
and common sense are closely linked to the notioth® everyday. However, post-1945
scholarly attention to the everyday has until rédgelmeen limited. One of the first sustained
analyses of the everyday was carried out by Letelovrthe late 1940s. He emphasised the
‘extraordinary in the ordinary’ (Elden 2004: 11The everyday is ‘what is left over’ after all
superior and specialised modes of life have begppsd away (Lefebvre, cited in Highmore
2000: 3). Lefebvre interest in the everyday wadlddeby his interest in uncovering those
cultural resources and knowledges in everyday fifat can resist its colonisation by
capitalism and its calculative approach to lifeorRira conservative political disposition, as
opposed to Lefebvre’s radical one, de Certeau (@00, focused on the everyday as a site of
resistance to the encroachments of modernity. Halysed it as an unconscious and
conservative refusal, not the rowdy, life-affirmjngnti-hierarchical resistance that fights
capture by any social authority, which was at tearhof Lefebvre’s discussion of the rural
festival as a site with revolutionary potentialn& then the everyday has been rediscovered,
theorised and investigated by scholars situatediffarent fields, ranging from postcolonial
studies to IR, sociology (notably symbolic interacism), feminism and Science and
Technology Studies (Bleiker 200Bscobar 19921995 Scott 1989 Haynes 1992Goffman
1956 Callon 1986 Latour 1987 Enloe 1993 Chatterjee 1995Chakrabarty 2000Spivak
1988). The tools and insights developed by theseatures have until very recently been
ignored by conflict governance research (Pouligp§&@Richmond 2011b). CORE will focus
on the everyday in liberal peace and peace- atebstiékding.

The concept of the everyday is closely associatiéial tive notion of culture but it is not the
same. Culture is not something that exists in the abstract; it is embedded in practices, in the
everyday life of people’ (Escobar 1995). The evagyis important to conflict governance
research because it is about ‘culturally approgriatm of individual or community life and
care, and the critical and often resistant ageneieich emerge and constitute contextual
legitimacy’ (Richmond 2011b: 15). It is a site ajeacy, resistance, solidarity and self-
determination. Clearly, liberal peace that is bgpag the everyday and its agencies has little
chance of being legitimate, sustainable and relef@nthose it is supposed to be for —
ordinary people in post-conflict settings.

CORE explores the everyday in depth. It conceivieis @ a multi-dimension phenomenon
that includes both semiotic and material practiaed structures. The everyday is the site
where agency, solidarity and (often unconsciousjistence against disciplinary and
modernising peacebuilding technologies will ofteranifiest itself. It is a repository of
alternative knowledges and norms and a site for ltvekey (tactical in de Certeau’s
terminology) reappropriation of social space suiedtl by the imperatives of contemporary
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peace- and statebuilding. It is the space wherdotted, regional, national, international and
transnational meet, i.e., where hybridity is pragtlicThe focus on the everyday engenders a
concern the affective life of individuals and conmitieés, not in a therapeutic register as so
well criticised by Pupavac (200@004), but as linked to the subjective aspectseaicp, the
importance of needs in all their variety and an afingtic approach to peacebuilding.
Importantly, to study the everyday implies allowwgice to alterity and its diverse agencies.
While this raises ethical questions related toudisiwe violence, this is precisely what CORE
is interested in: to identify and analyse exemplagys in how the liberal and non-liberal
meet in the everyday and negotiate their differené¢so, CORE’s research agenda extends
to the issue as to how the everyday in post-cdefkettings affects traditional notions and
performances of sovereignty. Thus CORE aims atoexyg how the everyday configures
social space in post-conflict settings and how tbisfiguration might be in in tension with, or
opposition to territorial and sovereign forms obguced social space. The research question
here is to what extent liberal peace- and statdimgjlengenders pressures for post-sovereign
political forms. Last but not least, CORE paysrdite to the fact that the everyday is local
but at the same time transversal and transnatitinalnot a timeless essence. Nor are those
populating it a unified mass. CORE is careful r@itho romanticise the everyday nor to
reduce local agencies to the subaltern. The evgradd the agencies that populate it are
heterogeneous and they have their own contestedribs full of material and symbolic
struggles and they bear the mark of hegemonic idedspractices (but see Scott 1985).

4.4.1ndigeneity & I ndigenous Peacebuilding

Closely related to the notions of the everyday agency is the notion of indigeneity.
Research and policy practitioners have long ignaraditional and indigenous approaches to
peacebuilding. Recently this has changed as poawits and scholars cast for ways to solve
the apparent failures of third generation peacdimgl (Mac Ginty 201022008 2011). So,

for example, reconciliation practices in Timor leesind Rwanda have drawn on traditions of
local level truth-telling exercises. This ‘rediseny’ of local, traditional, indigenous and
customary approaches to peacebuilding and disgsglution can be seen as a reaction to
some of the failings of internationally-led peadéhing. In that respect, it points to
peacebuilding lesson learning. It is in keepinghwvah increasing emphasis (at the rhetorical
level at least) on local participation and ownegosim development and peacebuilding
initiatives. The instrumental usage of indigenoeaqebuilding practices raises questions on
the extent to which indigenous practices are raatfygenous if they are funded, encouraged,
rehabilitated and shaped by external agents. €rfimnt to a range of facsimile or ersatz
indigenous processes that have been captured leynaktand national elites but which
operate under the banner of localism. Thus, formgpte, the NATO-led Provincial
Reconstruction Teams in Afghanistan often encoutagg@ communities to organise shuras,
or local councils. On the one hand, these traddiamouncils draw on accepted norms of
decision-making. On the other, however, they amduded by external agents and often
bastardised in the process. In cases like thisinational actors see indigenous approaches to
peacebuilding in an instrumental way, as toolsafarider process of stabilisation. Under such
circumstances, and without popular support, theseaied indigenous processes are unlikely
to be sustainable or to have much leverage amangetbvant population.

Also, it is worth mentioning that indigenous apmioes to peacebuilding do not have
universal appeal among those committed to the dlbeeace. Indeed, in many ways,
traditional and customary approaches to peacebgildre antithetical to some of the core
aims of liberal institutionalism. Such approachesyrsit uncomfortably with the technocracy
and ethnocentric norms that underpin many of tlign@mmes and projects through which
liberal peacebuilding is operationalised. For exEmpestern notions of gender inclusion
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may stand in contrast to traditional patriarchalhm®that privilege the position of older males
in a community. Insofar as liberal peace- and btalding turns to indigenous peacebuilding,
it often adheres to romanticised imaginings of #wthenticity and power of indigenous
practices, i.e., forms of Orientalism that imposes#®rn concepts, norms and judgements on
the indigenous and exoticise it. CORE will neitBeiccumb to such an orientalist gaze nor
study how indigenous peacebuilding can best berum&ntalised to legitimise third-
generation peace- and statebuilding and renderustamable. The value that such
instrumentalisation can add to existing conflicvgmance is in any case limited. If liberal
peace- and statebuilders admit only ‘save’ indigsnpractices that can be tamed, modified
and streamlined so as ‘to suit modern Western nafmgeacebuilding’ (Mac Ginty 2010a:
355), then any gains in legitimacy and sustaingbdf peace will be limited because it is a
make-believe turn to indigeneity, one filtered thgh dominant categories. Alternatively, if
liberal peace- and statebuilders were to genuimelgotiate and interact with indigenous
peacebuilding practices, including non-liberal fernthen this would inevitably lead to a
transformation of third-generation peacebuildinga@Ginty 2010bRichmond 2011b). It is
this latter point that CORE wants to explore furthéow can third-generation peacebuilding
be transformed into a more self-reflexive, dialadiccontext-sensitive and egalitarian
enterprise in which the whole range of local anterimational actors work together to
emancipate post-conflict societies from confligtstability, oppression and to meet their
wants? CORE will probe the resilience, alternaiand local agencies engendered by
indigenous peace practices, examine how they haeady modified the liberal conflict
governance agenda and explore how still more fachiag hybridisations can be enabled and
what they have to contribute to the next stagesimcpbuilding.

At the same time, CORE is careful not to romangigigligenous peacebuilding (Mac Ginty
2008 20103 Richmond 2009a2011a). After all, local cultures may display thewn forms

of violence and exclusions, though of course tlkisnot all that they display, and their
relationship with the global human rights framewonky need to be worked out (Schaefer
2010). But, crucially, this working out has to imw® more than the guardians of liberal
peacebuilding. It has to involve local, criticaldaliberal as well as non-liberal agencies and a
readiness on the part of internationals to abar@eentalist attitudes. Also, CORE is aware
that not all indigenous peacebuilding traditiondl Wwe equally valuable in the transition to
fourth-generation peacebuilding. As Mac Ginty hamfed out, those practices designed to
deal with small-scale challenges to public peaca traditional society may be ill suited to
deal with the stress of a society recovering froassascale warfare or genocide and the social
dislocations brought about by it, the internationétrvention and globalisation. Despite some
drawbacks associated with indigenous peacebuildirgmains one of the analytical foci of
CORE. This is for three reasons. Firstly, traces ofirn to localism and indigeneity can be
found in the peacebuilding policies of the EU andid. Secondly, the CORE is particularly
interested in informal types of governance anduispesolution, and the lessons that can be
learned from these. Thirdly, the project seeksdeniify the interfaces between top-down
formal and institutional types of conflict resolutigovernance, and more informal bottom-up
processes.

4.5.Local Agencies Between Resistance & Translation

The concept of agency is crucial to CORE. As disedsabove, agency is culturally
embedded, associated with indigenous peacebuilgliagtices and often manifests itself in
the everyday. CORE is particularly interested itical agencies. While initially postcolonial
research in the form of the work of the subaltenndi®s group focused on open, self-
conscious rebellions and organised violence byetwiso had been denied agency by local
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elites and historiography (Prakash 1994), morentepestcolonial research has highlighted
the ordinariness of resistance, its often uncomnscimodes of expression and its manifold
effects on the operation of power and the instnal forms it takes (Haynes and Prakash
1992 Gupta 1998 Parry 1995 Bhabha 2004). This turn in postcolonialism is nriea in
sociological, feminist, anthropological and poststuralist research that focuses on ‘textual
insurrection’ (Parry 1995: 42) as well as matebat small-scale and everyday forms of
resistance (Burawoy, et al. 2Q@xott 19891985). This research zeroes in on the agency and
power of the weak. In the context of peacebuildang conflict resolution, Richmond refers
to infrapolitics - ‘modes of critical, often resasit agency via which individuals and
communities mobilise in hidden and fragmented wiamyspeace on contextual, rather than
merely external terms’ (Richmond 2011b: 2). Resistacan be active or passive, violent or
non-violent. CORE is especially interested in cfeilms of resistance that happen out of the
public limelight and that lack the capacity for angsational disruption. These are the hidden
transcripts of resistance, happening in the everydiat modifying, (mis)appropriating,
opposing, accommodating, collaborating with andedtihg the discourses and practices of
liberal conflict governance and producing, as dised further below, hybrid peace. This
form of resistance has by and large escaped maamstresearch, which is focused on spoilers
(locus classicus: Stedman 1997) and will be ontéefesearch foci of CORE.

Equally important for CORE is to explore how peagkling-as-resistance interacts with
peacebuilding-as-accommodation and peacebuildiddp@stion to produce ‘a complex mix
of international hegemony, local resistance, migi@gency, and subversion’ (Richmond
2011b: 149) and to facilitate, or block, the emangeof fourth-generation postcolonial peace.
The dynamics unleashed by these encounters invivbvgslation, understood not as a
technical problem of translating one tongue intothar but the cultural and ethical problem
of how dominant and subordinate discourses retat@ne other in agonistic fashion, which
preserves rather than overcomes cultural and epistdifferences. Postcolonial research
shows that the subaltern can use the dominant wliseoto subvert it and the practices
associated with it through mimicry, which may slideo mockery, and thus reveal the
instability of dominant discourses and their tensiand contradictions (for different ways to
analyse such discursive insurrection, see e.g.aBak999 Bhabha 2004). This insight has
not yet been utilised in studies of peacebuilding aonflict resolution. CORE will step into
the gap. In doing so it is sensitive to the cha@tf researching subaltern speech and the
correlated issue of difference and hybridity (SkivE988). Translation understood as a
cultural or ethical process inevitably leads toltlgbridisation of the discourses that encounter
each other in and through translation (Butler 208@ivak 1993). It implies a willingness of
speakers and listeners, including liberal peacdbtsland researchers studying peacebuilding
and conflict resolution, to allow their discoursese modified by the terms of the others they
encounter. This requires respect and empathy. oh@ pere is that postcolonial peace can
only emerge through translation and this process dw far been neglected in research.
Moreover, available evidence, limited as it is, gegfs that conflict governance and its
transformations and hybridisations are shaped inymeays by resistance and the associated
phenomenon of translation and that both resistaamo@ translation are contextual and
heterogonous rather than generic and monolithiové¥er, systematic research into these
phenomena is so far very limited. This is one efghps CORE aims at filling.

4.6. Governmentalities of Peacebuilding and Conflict Resolution

The work of Michel Foucault is one of the key ingfions for and powerful influences on
postcolonialism even though he himself did not gtooloniality and postcoloniality. Indeed,
there are few, if any postcolonial scholars whaxdbin one way or another utilise Foucault’s
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tools. This affinity has to do with the poststruelism that postcolonialists share with
Foucault and the fact that he is the power anghgst excellence, which endears him to
postcolonialists for whom the analysis of discuesand other power inequalities is of course
crucial. Yet while Foucault is an important sourfig postcolonialism, there are few
postcolonial scholars who limit themselves to, oavd primarily on Foucault (Kalpagam
2001, Scott 1995 Eudaily 2004 Ferguson 1997). Looking beyond postcolonialism,
Foucault’s tools, especially the notion of governtaéty, have found their way into research
into peace- and statebuilding and conflict resohytin Richmond’s work as well as that of a
range of other scholars (Chandler 2Ql@auffield 2007 2008 201Q Merlingen and
Ostrauskait 2005 Merlingen with Ostrauskait 2006 Merlingen forthcomingReid 2010
Zanotti 2010 Debrix 1999 Escobar 1995Duffield and Hewitt 2009). CORE, too, draws on
Foucault’s tools but it follow the postcolonial teand goes beyond Foucault by putting him
into conversation with the literatures and scholdiscussed previously. This will allow
CORE to customise those Foucauldian tools on witiairaws, especially the notion of
governmentality, without replicating Foucault’s mtlcentric Western research agenda, which
was focused on advanced liberal countries rathaar the international and relations between
the Global North and the Global South. Moreoveg, lilybridisation of Foucault will enable
CORE to focus on resistance and local agencieppased to the programmes of authorities,
which is the main focus of many governmentalitydgts.

The concept of governmentality and the toolbox e@ssed with it is useful to examine three
aspects of peacebuilding and conflict resolutioat thre at the heart of CORE’s research
agenda. First, governmentality provides analytiteWerage to explore the epistemic
frameworks in and through which peacebuilding amaflect resolution are framed. This is a
small but well established line of research inftekel of peacebuilding and conflict resolution.
The value CORE adds to this research is a compardimension — contrasting official EU
and Indian rationalities — and, more importantlgnttasting the counter-rationalities of
subaltern agencies, which has so far not been dB8eeond, Foucault is useful for
investigating how rationalities are translated imti@actices through variegated and often
small-scale political technologies that shape thigextivities and conduct of those to whom
they are applied. Third, if methodologically upgedd Foucault is useful for studying how
rationalities and technologies are handled and rexpeed by national and international
peace- and statebuilders and by everyday ageneieg bn the construction sites. Finally, it
is important to highlight that one of the limits thie study of governmentalities is that it can
only capture those agencies that consciously atiledately think about and intervene in
politics and order-making. What this approach camapture are unconscious and everyday
forms of agency and their effects such as thoselwed in the hidden transcripts of resistance
(Scott 1989). CORE will analyse these modes of egewith the help of the concepts
outlined previously.

4.6.1. Rationalities or Mentalities of Peacebuilding

The notion of mentality or rationality enables @®shers to investigate systematically how
hegemons and subalterns think about politics afel Aipolitical rationality is a particular
kind of discourse that delimits in practical detafield of political intervention — the subjects,
objects and practices to be governed — and laytlwutappropriate means by which this
ordering is to be accomplished. The point herbas & political rationality shapes what is and
is not thinkable, reasonable, practicable and doablrelation to governance. Moreover,
political rationalities are relatively autonomougstems of meaning. In line with
poststructuralism, they are not conceived of asipsofor actors’ intentions or motives.
Rationalities can be analysed along a number otdgions. Miller and Rose suggest three
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guestions, which will also be asked by CORE (Ros# Miller 1992 Rose 1999). First, the
normativity of rationalities (dominant and countezgemonic, local and international) can be
interrogated. What are the ideals andt#Hesto which peacebuilding are be directed? CORE
will pay particular attention to local imaginarias opposed to the telos envisaged by officials
(national, international, transnational). It wilkawhat are considered to be — within the terms
of a given discourse — tlapropriate powersf different agencies and the appropriate modes
of peacebuilding? Second, CORE examines on the lohsvhatknowledge claimagencies
located at different but interrelated levels (edanylocal, regional, state, international,
global) make sense of conflict and peacebuildingirtnature and dynamics? Third, it asks by
means of whatvocabularythese agencies frame reality in ways that makenéreble to,
resilient against, incompatible with and accommiodgof either everyday peace visions and
projects or national and international peacebugditierventions?

4.6.2. Translations: Exploring the Operations and Effeatechnologies of Governance
‘Political technology’, another key concept of govaentality theory, refers to the practices
and devices through which political rationalitiee @perationalized in political programmes
and activities. The notion thus has an elite fo€GRE will go beyond this narrow focus to
include a concern with how local agencies draw logirtown customary technologies, or
build new and often hybrid ones to circumvent, sem@nt, replace or resist the conflict
resolution technologies brought in by national amérnational authorities. What, then, is a
technology? Foucauldian researchers often useotiheept to refer to inscription devices such
as statistics, reports, charts, tables and map. E@HR expand this list to include more
mundane technologies such as storytelling, rituatgths and other counter-memories.
Irrespective of its form, what is important aboutahnology is that it is a signifying device
that constructs and acts upon reality (Miller 198R3). Even if not referred to as
technologies, the notion of signifying practicesl ameans plays an important role in studying
the epistemic power of colonialism and post-collsia as well as resistance towards them
(Mitchell 2002 Kalpagam 2001Hannah 2000Ferguson 1997Prakash 1999Chatterjee
Nandy 1989a). A somewhat broader conceptualizaifgoolitical technologies, which plays
an important role in the Paris School of internagiosecurity studies and has also been
applied to peacebuilding and in postcolonial stsidéxpands the notion of signifying devises
to investigate the discursive elements in a varietytechnologies of power such as
surveillance, (risk-)control technologies or meimtgrand counter-technologies of power such
narratives of suffering, litigation or practicestoe self, all of which aim at (re)constituting
social identities, interests, relations and condnocline with hegemonic, subaltern or new
hybrid codes (Zanotti 2008Merlingen with Ostrauskait 2006 Scott 1995 Gupta 2001
Ferguson and Gupta 2002hatterjee 1995Selmeczi 2011Richmond and Franks 2009). By
studying political technologies, CORE goes beyohd tlominant critical approaches in
peacebuilding and conflict resolution research amddentally, much postcolonialism, which
focus on discourses and frames — a politics of aext talk - at the expense of the technical
operations and means through which the subjectgctsband processes of peace- and
statebuilding are formed. Moreover, through its agn with technologies CORE makes
seemingly innocuous governance practices and devem®gnizable as vehicles of power and
resistance that shape peace- and statebuildinmma@amental ways.

4.6.3. Translations: Tracing Lived Experiences and Pragsic

Many ‘Western’ Foucauldian analyses of liberal goweentalities centre on rationalities and
technologies of rule. They explore their intelledtaonditions of possibility and their truth,

norm and power effects. Yet they often stop shbex@amining actual practices of rule and
resistance, let alone how the associated politieahnologies are handled, interpreted,
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justified and experienced by those involved in tlogieration (operators and targets). Hence,
many such analyses are informed by nominalism (R®89: 19). Yet not all Foucault-
inspired research restricts itself in this manner. Postcolonial researchers do not; nor does
Foucault-inspired actor-network analysis, whichcsgleses in tracing the often unexpected
and winded paths through which rationalities aa@gtated into practices, the obstacles these
translations encounter, the detours translatos dimund them and the unintended effects of
these complex dynamics (Latour 19&allon 1986 Law 1986). CORE, too, looks at these
translations because it is at this point in peaidgimg and conflict resolution that things get
messy and hybrid peace is produced because thoseech with translating liberal
international rationalities into practice are emieddactors, rather than abstracted, calculating
machines as imagined by rational choice approagbesnant in conflict resolution research,
and as such they may be unreliable, feckless oe kiaeir own agendas. Moreover, they do
their translations in particular and often ill-unsteod contexts (cultural, political, economic,
social) and translate to local agencies, who maigtréeing enrolled into their programmes,
advance their own counter-rationalities of peadeing and conflict resolution and turn the
meaning of translated terms upside down and agaistnationals. Because of such
dynamics international peace- and statebuildease(stnd non-state) are likely to haphazardly
modify or deliberately re-programme the rationatihey are expected to act out, either on
their own or, more importantly and interesting f@ORE, in and through agonistic
negotiations with their local interlocutors. Suchteractions and mediations among
heterogeneous local, regional, state, internati@mal global agencies are the sociological
stuff out of which hybridity emerges (cf. Mac Girt910h Richmond 2011b) and this is what
CORE wants to explore in rich empirical detail. @o so, it goes beyond Foucauldian
discourse analysis and uses ethnographic and atiempretative methods of close-up
observation and face-to-face conversation in fiekkarch.

4.7.Hybrid Peace

Hybrid peace as a regulatory ideal is not simplpuibthe coexistence or toleration of
difference but about mutual penetration of self atiter, i.e., the internalisation of difference.
It refers to the interplay between top-down andtdrotup actors, norms and structures to
produce fusion or composite forms of peace, psliind conflict. In an optimistic scenario, a
hybrid peace may be regarded as conflict managenvbeteby the interaction between
internal and external actors produces some sqaafic equilibrium that involves a mixture
of indigenous and international practices. Hybrahge is thus transformative peace, where
what is modified is both the liberal and the loaal well as the agency of all stakeholders
involved in peacebuilding and conflict resolutiérmm the local to the global.

Irrespective of the regulatory ideal, hybrid pescahat is de facto created by liberal peace-
and statebuilding (Mac Ginty 2010011 Richmond 2011a). Yet it is not always a desirable
form of peace as it may represent a combinatiareghtive practices of both the local and the
international (Richmond 2011b: 18). While it is fgimg to regard hybrid forms of peace and
governance as a conflict between the liberal drugkral, such a view reflects ethnocentrism
and excludes the possibility of local forms of dmftransformation, pluralism and
acceptance of diversity. None of this is to romasé localism or hybridity, it is merely to
hold open the possibility of positive forms of hyity that approach the regulatory ideal
described above. Proponents of liberal peacebgildivay be tempted to see hybridity as
policy failure, or the subversion by local actofstechnocratic and institutionalist policies
based on western legalistic standards. In somescadaybrid political regime may combine
authoritarian or ethno-nationalist rule and demogréRichmond forthcomingFawn and
Richmond 2009). De facto hybrid peace, whetherrdeka or not, is often the result of critical
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agency by those who are not supposed to have agadmstments by internationals and
nationals to accommodate local cultures or simpilg tinintended consequence of the
programmes and actions of national and internaltjpeace- and statebuilders.

One of the advantages of the concept of hybriditytie CORE project is that it encourages
us to see past the oppositional binaries of trermattional, formal and institutional on the one
hand, and the local, informal and traditional oe tbther. It encourages us to critically
appraise notions of discrete actors and ideas @rmook at the processes whereby different
actors and ideas interact. It also encourages fts on the agency of local actors, and the
systems of survival, governance and resistancettiggt develop in order to survive and
develop in contexts affected by conflict and in&tional peace-support interventions. Many
of these forms of local agency may be ‘hidden’ oseen, and they represent what Richmond
(2009b) has described as contextually-relevant soopeace that constitute a post-liberal
peace or local-liberal hybridity. While internatadly-sponsored institutional approaches to
peacebuilding and governance often wield significaaterial power (for example, in terms
of access to positions of office or to reconstattiunding), this is not the same as legitimacy
or affective resonance among the population. It yhe case that locally formulated forms
of governance and peacebuilding are able to achegigmacy more effectively.

CORE will examine the concrete historical pathwdysugh which hybrid peace emerges in
the cases it studies, the agencies (everyday diaabfinvolved in its construction, the
transversal cultures sustaining them and the psesethrough which they are transformed,
the heterogeneous technologies deployed by locaddionals and internationals in
peacebuilding and conflict resolution, the ratigimed underpinning them, the translations
between different idioms of peace and peacebuildipgroaches, the negotiations entered
among the stakeholders, the resistances put up@fatth. In a further step, CORE explores
the conditions, blockages and processes that ggeetw, or oppose, the willed creation of a
4"-generation of peace — a deliberate hybridisatibtiberal peace (local-liberal) aimed at
putting in place an everyday form of peace thagpss territorial notions of sovereignty and
represents and speaks to all aspects of life —rrabteeds and living standards, physical and
ontological security (identity), culture, genderghts, political participation (Richmond
2011k forthcoming 2009a). CORE looks at its EU and Indian cases witlview to
identifying and analysing instances of deliberagbriuisations of liberal peace, the agencies
involved, their dialogical and agonistic encountevhich are always embedded in unequal
power relations, and the negotiations, translatioascommodation and resistance
characterising their relations as they look beytineral peace to create a postcolonial peace.
Importantly, CORE acknowledges that if Orientalisnto be avoided, such encounters cannot
exclude agencies that take the form of liberal’beat Hence, with due regard for a
contextualised ethics, CORE will critically engagéh such agencies too. More generally,
CORE aims at unearthing and theorising unscriptedenters and empathetic approaches to
the creation of an everyday and contextual peaae ithcommitted to care, respect and
acceptance of difference and otherness, that difogiag sustainable and legitimate and that
takes note of the needs and expectations of tlingg in post-conflict communities as well
as international norms.

5. CORE’ Research Questions

This section draws out a number of conclusions ftbendiscussion above and the DoW as
submitted to the Commission to define an initialnoneof analytical choices and research

guestions that are the core of CORE. The menuoadbenough to enable CORE researchers
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to go off in different directions (in terms of metls, concrete research questions, theoretical
tools, etc.) according to their expertise and g3 and according to the empirics unfolding
in their field research while at the same time hgiitiing shared analytical concerns and
preoccupations that give CORE its identity and @il coherence. Importantly, the menu is
not set in stone. It is a 'living document' thall e adjusted as research proceeds in line with
unfolding empirical evidence and evolving analyticgights.

5.1. Theme A: Rationalities of Peacebuilding and Conflict Resolution (Indian & EU; official &
everyday; dominant & resisting)
The analytical focus of this theme is on the molpyyp (the conceptual links formed by
governmentalities, their premises, discursive mplssd spots, biases, etc. both in regard to
how the causes and effects of conflicts are fraametihow conflict settlement, resolution and
peace- and statebuilding are imagined) and theadege of the discourses informing and
legitimising particular conflict governance iniilas in India and the EU. Crucially, CORE
will analyse both official and everyday rationagiof peacebuilding and conflict resolution.
The theme raises a number of analytical issuederklen the identification, analysis and
comparison of the range of official governmentaiti and counter-governmentalities,
employed and found in Indian and EU conflict goerce.

v What governmentalities of conflict governance aré there in the conflicts we
analyse? Are there different, competing official vgmmentalities? What counter-
governmentalities formulated by local agencies,luidiog local NGOs, churches, trade
unions, etc. are out there in our cases? What ¢ riorphology of these various
governmentalities? For instance, are there govemtaties that understand the conflicts they
deal with as a defensive reaction to the encroanhwfeglobal liberalism on local life? If so,
what policy conclusions are drawn by such governaigies? How do official
governmentalities (at least those which do not eslihis assessment) respond to and cast
doubt on such challenging discourses that underthigie own standing?

v How can we account for the differential strengthdiffierent governmentalities? Is this
primarily an issue of how well they connect to othkegitimate discourses, or to the
institutional location of the governmentality, theaterial resources its proponents can
mobilise, etc.?

v Who are the agencies considered competent to pidnran conflict governance
initiatives? What role and influence distributiom@ng networked agencies is envisaged?

v Who is considered competent in providing input igtwvernance initiatives and why?

v What is the nature of the conflict governance matrithe relative emphasis put on
security as opposed to care (concern for socidbwebnd justice)?

v How did the governmentalities emerge and on whapétate) knowledges did they
draw and which did they neglect and cast aside?

v Is there a colonial discourse heritage in conftjovernance mentalities? How has
colonial rule shaped Indian conflict governmenigditover time”? To answer this question,
governmentalities of conflict governance have t@balysed diachronically.

v To what extent and if so how does Europe/West vasrka silent reference point in the
examined conflict governance initiatives?

v To what extent, and if so how precisely, do govezntalities articulate teleological
transition narratives centred on notions of modgroi other meta-narratives?

v How do governmentalities conceive of the individuaind communities living in
(post-)conflict zones? What sorts of agencies dtiibates are ascribed to them and how are
they thought to be able to contribute, or obstrpegce?

” This point was suggested by PRIO.
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v What self-other images animate these governmapttit

v How do governance mentalities change when goveensinits into a crisis mod&?

v Are there any systematic differences in how notiugh as peace, justice or
individual needs are framed by EU and Indian conftjovernance governmentalities and
between different conflict governance governmetsliin European and Indian conflicts?
How are these differences justified? Can we detegtculturally specific ways in our cases of
framing peace, human rights, democracy, policihg, ole of civil society and the rule of
law? If so, what explains these specificities?

5.2. Theme B: The Trandation of Peacebuilding Rationalitiesinto Practice and its Effects

5.2.1. Exploring the Operation and Effects of Loddtional & International Technologies of
Peacebuilding and Conflict Resolution

This section raises a number of analytical issedated to the identification, analysis and
comparison of the range of technologies employdddiran and EU conflict governance.

v' What peacebuilding and conflict resolution techg@e are used in our cases?

v' What effects do these technologies have on thedictthiVhat is their problem-solving
capacity evaluated both in terms of the goals efgbvernmentalities and the expectations
of those to which they are addressed?

v How precisely do post-colonial responses, notablgryay resistance and critical
agencies shape the operation of governance tedjiast

v' How does the local context, especially culture #redeveryday, affect the operation and
impact of the conflict governance technologies?

v' How precisely is third-generation peace- and stakding transforming the local into a
site of contestation and the emergence of hybfidity

v What spaces and subjects do peace-and statebuilgicignologies constitute? In
particular, do they transform, or perhaps (re)poegconflictual identities? How are such
identity-shaping effects generatéd?

v' How and with what effect do conflict governance htemlogies interact with the
governance instruments of routine government/garara such as those used to promote
economic modernisation and development? In purghiisgoroad question, some research
teams may analyse the connection between confii@rgance and state-society relations
and state capacity, including, in relation to thdian conflicts, issues such as the demise
of the Congress system, the changing capacity efcmtral state and the evolving
institutional configuration, including elements @dé-institutionalisation, of state-society
relations'®

v What unintended side-effects (positive or negativié) any, do particular conflict
governance initiatives generate? How can we acdoutiese unintended consequences?

v" How does conflict governance affect local powerfigumations? To pursue this question,
some research teams may investigate the ‘politidsppwer contestations that undergird
a specific programme of governance and mediate ihovill actually be delivered and

® This analytical focus was suggested by PRIO.

° The analytical focus on the ways in which conflict governance governs and alters identities has been suggested
by PRIO.
1% These points have been suggested by Amit, (JNU).
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received’ and more broadly, ‘who gives, who takesp manipulates, who corners, who
passes these [project and development fundindi@m,and to what effect?

5.2.2. Tracing the Lived Experiences and Practiceggencies (everyday & official; local,
regional, national, international and global; liberal and non-liberal) in Peace- and
Statebuilding & Conflict Resolution

This section raises a number of analytical isse&sad to how the operators of the conflict
governance technologies and those addressed byitienrpret, experience, justify and resist
them and how they interact with each other.

v" How are national and international conflict goverce performances interpreted by local
audiences (elites, officials and civil society astovho are ‘improved’ and tutored by
peacebuilders)? How do they perceive conflict goarce projects — as credible,
authentic, other-regarding, etc., or as fake, abeif-interested, etc.?

v' What micro-level forms of peacebuilding, accommamat misappropriation, mockery,
resistance (active, passive) can we detect in ¥eeyday spaces of local peacebuilding,
which are left vacant by outside (central governnoerceU) peace- and statebuilders?

v' What infrapolitics of peacebuilding can we detegthat ‘modes of critical, often resistant
agency via which individuals and communities makilin hidden and fragmented ways
for peace on contextual, rather than merely extetaans’ (Richmond 2011b: 2).
Answering these questions requires exploring thmeousa ways (intellectual, normative,
material, institutional, elite, everyday) in whichtical local agency is expressed in liberal
peacebuilding projects.

v' Along the same lines, which local agencies resisiclv outside-in conflict governance
initiatives? How do they justify their resistanaedavhat are the effects of their conduct
on the institutions, norms and processes of peand-statebuilding in EU and Indian
contexts?

v" On what counter-narratives do local agencies dratheir efforts to transform outside-in
peacebuilding into inside-out peacebuilding thatisvant to their contexts and everyday
material needs, interests and identities?

v" How do local agencies view the conflicts in whitley are embroiled (say, regarding the
role of class, caste, religion, etc.) and what lgeytthink of the governance initiatives
intended to help them resolve their conflicts?

v How do those who run national, international orngreational conflict governance
initiatives on the ground seek to legitimise andkengangible their claim to providing
apolitical advice and how do locals experienceldnguage of expertise-based authority?

v' To what extent is there a willingness and capaaftyhose running outside governance
initiatives to adjust their programmes and actgtio local circumstances and wishes?

v What culturally rooted narratives to those runniogtside-in conflict governance
initiatives develop to defend their interventionss-a&-vis locals (their morality,
effectiveness, neutrality, etc.)? What narrativesieey develop to justify modifications of
their governmentalities vis-a-vis their principals?

" These points were suggested by Sumona (PRIA).
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5.3. Theme C: The Role of Hybridity, Local Need Fulfilment and Dialogue in Building Sustainable
Peace

Impact analyses of conflict governance initiatitesd to look at determinants such as the
objectives, budgets and manpower mobilised by peagkstatebuilders; their coordination
with military forces in theatre (if counter-insurggy or peacekeeping is ongoing) and with
other international actors on the ground; and a laundry list of possible contextual correlates of
sustainable peace. CORE focuses on three featumetatons of sustainable and just peace
that have recently been identified by critical aygmhes. As Richmond has put it, a ‘research
agenda is needed which engages with an understpoflithe dynamics of the relationship
between the liberal and the local, and of the fater between the two in terms of everyday
life for local communities and actors, as well as hore abstract institutional frameworks’
(Richmond 2009a: 576). The three key relations ®@RE will trace and investigate are
local-international hybrids, the effect, or lacketbof, of conflict governance on the
everydayness in post-conflict societies and diallgrelations between (inter)national and
locals. Culture and identity (ethnic or otherwiseg key dimensions of these relationships.
CORE explores the forms (or deformations) thatahre$ations take in our case studies, their
similarities and differences across cases, accdontthe revealed patterns and investigates
what differential impact they have, especially & teveryday lives of people in (post-
)conflict zones. The guiding principles of this e are to get as close as possible at the
everyday — and its critical agencies- in peacemgld- how individuals and communities are
affected, how they cope, resist, etc. and to Idemm our cases about how to engage
constructively, in a post-colonial register, withof-liberal) others in a non-relativistic
(pluralist is perhaps a better word) manner. Thawical focus raises a number of questions.

v' To what extent is there a ‘cultural match’ betwabe norms underpinning centrally
devised conflict governance initiatives and lotadtorically grounded norms?

v" How do cultural differences between India and thkdffect their conflict resolution and

peacebuilding frameworks? To what extents are icedatural features more conducive

to facilitate or encourage more ‘authentic’ angaeant’ forms of institutions, governance
and peace?

How to participants in conflict governance at eiléls deal with cultural mismatches?

What impact do cultural mismatches have on projaptementation and local life?

How does culture nourish, or perhaps impede, afitacal agency?

What sorts of conflict governance initiatives m#éke most difference to people?

What sorts of hybrid liberal-local peace models w&ndetect in the cases?

Are there components of hybrid conflict governamtech actually undermine the peace

or conflict resolution, say, by inadvertently rarding exclusive ethno-national identities?

Which hybrids promote sustainable and fair peace?

How and with what effects are indigenous practiocgeracting with official conflict

governance initiatives?

v' What forms does dialogue take in peacebuilding® Ty involve a descriptive account
of dialogic situations and dialogic relations, aralgsis of the discursive and institutional
forms of dialog and its geopolitical and ethno-picéil contexts

v/ Can we identify and trace elements of a ‘pedagdgyeace’ among the whole range of
locals and internationals, through which the diviidéween the local and the international
is opened up and both are transformed in the psqédshmond 2011b).

v' As part of this theme, CORE teams may also invesidpow, through what conceptual,
procedural and institutional measures, culturafigsstive methods of impact assessment
can be createtf.

AN NN NN

AN

2 These points have been suggested by Sabyasachi (MCRG).
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6. Summing Up

CORE'’s research agenda directs us to carry outirgsanto the manifold aspects of the
infrapolitics of peacebuilding. Through its anatgl focus on the hidden transcripts of
peacebuilding and everyday agencies, CORE godsefaimd mainstream conflict resolution,
peace- and statebuilding research to bring intev\aspects of peacebuilding and conflict
resolution which are crucial to what happens ongiteeind but which remain largely under-
researched. CORE explores in-depth and throughpiaiative and ethnographic methods
how local and often critical agencies emerge ins{p)oonflict sites, interact with national,
regional, international and transnational authesitand transform themselves and others in
this way, thus producing hybrid forms of peace.liire with its postcolonial sensitivities,
CORE is thus especially interested in subalternnege without romanticising or
essentialising it, difference and resistance, withbowever, neglecting agencies located at
different levels of analysis. Indeed, it holds thiew that in peacebuilding and conflict
resolution the different levels of analysis (locastional, regional, international, global) at
which agencies are located are constantly involmetialogue, thus breaking down any firm
boundaries between them. From a macro perspeetiveportant research agenda for CORE
is to identify the elements out of which new pdsetal, mediated %generation discourses
and practices of peacebuilding, as well as nastyndoof hybrid peace, are currently
emerging. What sorts of agonistic relations, insiinal forms and psychologies are needed to
encourage and enable the emergence of postcolpe#e out of the encounters between
liberalism and the (non-liberal) everyday? Ultinhgtevhat CORE is after is to identify the
contours and to analyse and understand the agesruieprocesses involved in the transition
to positive, postcolonial peace, which valorisestigs, difference, contestation, the everyday
and hybridity. In short, CORE aims at contributitagthe construction of novel contextual
peacebuilding theory (Richmond 2011b).

7. Innovations to Come

This section is deliberatively left empty. It synibes two things. CORE’s theoretical
framework is a living document that will be adjubstas our research unfolds and it is a
collaborative enterprise to which we all contribute
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