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ABSTRACT

While the objective of peacemaking efforts is the institution of a self-sustaining peace,
the international community has not been able to accomplish this important goal in many
war-torn societies around the world. Thus, the challenge to peacemakers is not
necessarily the negotiation of a peace agreement, but its implementation in order to re-
integrate a divided society and allow former combatants to address contentious issues
non-violently. In light of this reality, this doctoral thesis argues that contemporary peace
initiatives have not established conditions of self-sustaining peace because the majority
of peacemakers have conceive their efforts according to the tenets of the strategic
approach to peacemaking. The strategic approach strongly believes that a self-sustaining
peace can be achieved through state-building practices. Hence the international
community has devoted much of its time and resources to strengthen state structures,
strongly arguing that a strong state can integrate society and make negotiated peace
agreements self-sustaining. Influenced by Habermasian critical theory, this thesis
presents the theoretical foundations of the communicative approach to peacemaking. The
communicative approach argues that state-building projects will not integrate society, at
least in the short term, but foster more conflicts between contending groups. It places a
higher premium on reconciliation efforts, civil society movements, and deliberative forms
of democracy. Using the Dayton peace initiative as a case study, the thesis shows the
reasons why the Office of the High Representative and other international agencies in
Bosnia have been unable to establish a self-sustaining peace. It also critically reviews
different ‘bottom-up’, society-centred peacebuilding programmes practiced in Bosnia
since the signing of the peace agreement, exposing both its limitations and potentials. As
a result, this doctoral thesis concludes by showing that new peacebuilding strategies must
incorporate aspects of both approaches to peacemaking to make peace in Bosnia self-

sustaining.
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INTRODUCTION

‘Problematizing’ Peacemaking Efforts

In the post-Cold War era, ethnic conflicts and intrastate wars have been a major cause of
international concern. Apart from the sheer destruction these wars cause, the methods
employed by combatants to fulfil their interests directly challenge the great powers’
ability to realise their more immediate foreign policy objectives. In fact, the atrocious
methods utilise by combatants to ethnically cleanse conquered territory have not only
made a mockery of international human rights regimes, but more important these have
also caused serious refugee crises that have equally threaten the economic and social
structures of many neighbouring nation-states. As a consequence, these wars have forced
Western publics to pressure their governments to intervene in these conflicts and put an
end to the hostilities.

While public pressure is not a guarantee for foreign intervention, governments in
the Western world have recognised that non-intervention is a high price to pay. This is
the case for at least two reasons. First, in a world where new technologies are challenging
nation-states’ ability to control their populations, the success of a secessionist campaign
will only incite more secessionist wars. Second, these wars affect the composition of the
established international system and might even question the position of the strongest
actor. In other words, these wars can challenge the dominant position of the United
States, while also revealing the weakness of other actors, such as the European Union.
While intrastate in nature, these ethnic conflicts have demonstrated that ‘the problem of
contemporary and future international politics, it turns out, is essentially a problem of
domestic politics’ (Holsti 1996: 15).

While this proposition is important, it is also necessary to recognise the fact that
these ethnic conflicts have become a problem for the international community. As Jara
Choprat notes (1997: 179), the international community has been successful at ending
wars, but not at re-constituting civil order, which is necessary for peace to become self-

sustaining. The best example of this reality is the international community’s response to



the Bosnian war. While the Dayton peace initiative, crafted by the Clinton administration
with the assistance of its European allies and Russia, has settled the conflict, the

implementation of the General Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and

Herzegovina (GFA), more commonly known as the Dayton Peace Accords, has not
resolved the conflict that led the three communities to war. Hence the challenge the
international community faces today is not only the prevention or the settlement of ethnic
wars, but more important their resolution, so a self-sustaining peace can be established,
allowing international actors to dedicate their resources to other conflict situations or
other issues of pressing concern.

Using the Bosnian war as a case study, this doctoral thesis argues that current
peacemaking practices, that is to say the combination of efforts employed by actors to
settle and resolve conflicts, will not establish the foundation of a self-sustaining peace.
Building on the critical work of David Campbell (1998), this thesis problematizes these
‘accepted’ peacemaking practices in order to show why the Dayton initiative has not been
able to achieve this important objective in Bosnia. The term ‘problematization’ was first
conceived by Michel Foucault’s works. Campbell argues that problematization is a
process that makes ‘it possible to think in terms of problems and solutions.” Citing
Foucault, he states that this process makes ‘“possible the transformations of the
difficulties and obstacles of a practice into a general problem for which one proposes
diverse practical solutions.”” (1998: x).

Consequently, the problematization of the peacemaking practices that produced
GFA and the implementation of this agreement’s provisions in post-Dayton Bosnia
demonstrate that these practices are ill-suited to the challenges posed by ethnic conflicts.
This thesis not only provides a critique of the Dayton peace initiative. It also shows how
new conceptions of peacemaking can have a positive influence in post-Dayton Bosnia
and serve as an intellectual resource to peacemakers attempting to deal with on-going
ethnic conflicts in the Balkans or other parts of the world.

As a result, this thesis is influenced by both theoretical and practical concerns. At
the theoretical level, it argues that peacemaking activities can be differentiated into two
general approaches: the strategic and the communicative. It is important to add that

Jirgen Habermas’s critique of strategic reason and his expanded understanding of reason,



which he calls communicative reason, heavily influence this thesis’s examination of these
two approaches to peacemaking. Apart from these different conceptions of reason, the
difference between each approach to peacemaking is also determined by the objectives
pursued by peacemakers and by the mechanisms they employ to make a negotiated peace
settlement  self-sustaining. Moreover, this thesis attempts to show how the
overwhelmingly influence of the strategic approach has led peacemakers to execute
strategies that are successful at ending wars, but not at instituting a self-sustaining peace.

At the more practical level, this thesis considers whether communicative
peacemaking mechanisms can establish a self-sustaining peace. This is even more
important at the present time, as corrective measures taken by these international
institutions have failed to adjust the current peacebuilding strategy to changing
circumstances. In this way, it argues that the problem with the Dayton peace initiative
and its current peacebuilding strategy is that they are still caught within the tenets of the
strategic approach. But, can communicative peacemaking mechanisms present a solution
or should the international community combine insights from these two approaches to
construct more effective peacemaking mechanisms?

This manuscript is divided into two parts. Part one, which is divided into three
chapters, addresses theoretical issues. Chapter one shows the influence of Habermas’s
research, in the context of this manuscript, and presents a comparative analysis that
clearly differentiates the theoretical foundations of the strategic approach from those of
the communicative approach. It is important to note that this review of both approaches
tends to explain the overall motives that force peacemakers to intervene in conflict
situations and the objectives of their efforts. Chapter two continues with this
investigation, but it shows how strategic peacemaking practices attempt to translate the
provisions of peace agreements into reality. Because this manuscript is primarily
concerned with ethnic conflicts, a review between different paradigms that attempt to
explain the nature of ethnic conflict and its relation to organised violence is offered. By
showing that these conflicts are caused by an ethnic group’s decision to change existing
social structures or to create a new society that exclusively represents its needs and
interest, the investigation illustrate how strategic peacemaking efforts use state-centred

practices of social integration to build new social structures that can settle and manage
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these conflicts. In this manner, strategic forms of post-conflict peacebuilding institute and
strengthen state structures in order to integrate society and weaken the position of those
that oppose such projects.

Chapter three presents Habermas’s society-centred social theory. Building on the
critique of contemporary peacebuilding operations and their inability to establish the
basis of a self-sustaining peace, communicative forms of peacebuilding argue that
peacemakers must pay more attention to the reconstruction of society’s symbolic
structures. These symbolic structures enable former combatants to participate in
dialogical processes that de-construct the identities that fuelled the conflict and construct
new ones according to shared understandings of post-conflict situations. Communicative
peacebuilding practices argue that state-building projects will not be able to integrate
society, at least in the short-term, and that the interaction of individuals in the organs of
civil society have that ability of constructing social discourses that might integrate society
and direct peacebuilding efforts according to the needs, values and interests expressed by
these individuals and other civic organisations. This chapter concludes by stressing the
tensions between strategic and communicative approaches and by raising questions
whether they are polar opposites or different sides of the same coin.

Part two of this manuscript, which is divided into five chapters, presents a critical
assessment of the Dayton peace initiative. Its purpose is to test the assertion that this
peacemaking initiative was heavily influenced by the insights provided by the strategic
approach. Chapter four presents a short examination of the domestic, regional, and
international dynamics that fostered the Bosnian war. This chapter also explains the
motives that led the Clinton administration to take control of international peacemaking
efforts and create the Dayton peace initiative.

Chapter five shows how Richard Holbrooke and his negotiating team dominated
the pre-settlement and the settlement-making stage of the Bosnian war. It also illustrates
how the American negotiation team bullied the European and Russian delegations,
Slobodan Milo$evié, Franjo Tudjman, and Alija Izetbegovi¢ to accept the agreement’s
provisions, even though these did not reflect their more immediate interests. Instead, the
GFA embodied American interests and a minimalist peacebuilding strategy that

emphasised military objectives over civilian ones.
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Chapters six and seven reviews the work conducted by the Office of the High
Representative (OHR). In conjunction with other international and regional bodies, the
OHR has not been able to establish the much sought-after self-sustaining peace. Chapter
six discusses the challenges it faced in the first 18 months of peace implementation. It
explains why the international community had to change the nature of the peacebuilding
mission. At the Clinton administration’s behest, as documented in chapter five, this was
basically a military operation supported by a civilian component. Its objective was to
secure an end to the war and the creation of a balance of power between each
community’s military forces as a way to prevent the re-occurrence of the armed conflict.
Because of the slow implementation of the GFA’s civilian provisions, the international
community, fuelled by European concerns and the US’s dissatisfaction with the
peacebuilding mission, decided to transform it into a civilian operation supported by the
NATO peacekeeping force. As documented in chapter seven, this transformation enabled
the international community to impose the GFA’s provisions, even though at times
extreme nationalist leaders and their political parties successfully hindered these
peacebuilding efforts. It is for this reason that the OHR’s powers were strengthen and its
mandate expanded, to the point that the OHR became the de facto ruler of Bosnia.
Presently, the OHR has been pushing through a number of corrective measures, including
a state-building programme, in hopes that its peacebuilding efforts will lead to a self-
sustaining peace.

Chapter eight provides review of some “bottom-up” peacebuilding programmes in
order to show what society-centred forms of peacebuilding could look like. By reviewing
the work of non-governmental organisations and intergovernmental organisations at the
grassroots and society’s middle-level, the chapter shows both the potential and limitations
of society-centred practices. The concluding chapter underscores both the value and
limits of both approaches. As a result, this doctoral thesis concludes by showing that new
peacebuilding strategies must incorporate aspects of both approaches to peacemaking to
make peace in Bosnia self-sustaining.

With this in mind, the work conducted in this thesis is theoretical, but with
practical intent. Building on Robert Cox’s infamous assertion that: ‘Theory is always for

someone and for some purpose’ (1996: 87), this thesis problematizes peacemaking efforts
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to show how these practices are actually influenced by a strategic approach. Using
Habermas’s work and the research conducted by those that support conflict resolution
and conflict transformation mechanisms of conflict intervention, this thesis presents an
alternative understanding of peacemaking. The communicative approach’s insights may
provide new ideas and practices that can facilitate individuals in post-conflict settings the
theoretical and practical tools to establish the necessary foundations of a self-sustaining
peace.

This thesis attempts to fill the gap between the theory and practice of
peacemaking in order to illustrate the significance of the communicative approach in
order to reconsider the validity of strategic forms of peacemaking. While it attempts to
fulfil this objective, it is hoped that this thesis’ findings can also inform the work of other
scholars, conflict analysts, and decision-makers involved in peacemaking efforts in other

conflict situations around the world.
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THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS
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CHAPTER ONE

Conceptualising Peacemaking: A Comparative Analysis of the
Strategic and the Communicative Approaches

INTRODUCTION

The term ‘peacemaking’ is employed throughout this doctoral thesis to describe a set of
interdependent practices that are conducted at three, but interrelated stages of a conflict:
(a) pre-settlement activities designed to move contending parties closer to mediation or
negotiation; (b) settlement-making and the drafting of peace agreements that promote
new social structures that increase cooperation between the parties; and (c) post-
settlement peacebuilding, that is to say the combination of efforts to implement a peace
agreement. This understanding is informed by the interconnected or the contingency
approach (Crocker, Hampson, and Aall 2000; Bloomfield 1997; and Keashley and Fisher
1996), which stresses that successful peace initiatives are those that can target different
types of peacemaking activities to a conflict’s different stages. Seen from this
perspective, peacemaking efforts must first settle the conflict and then work with the
parties to engender a new social system that allows former combatants to work together
to meet their mutual needs and interests.

From a theoretical standpoint, peacemaking activities cut across three levels of
analysis: (a) the international, (b) the regional, and (c) the domestic. Because each level
of analysis includes a series of factors that affect a conflict’s dynamics, that is to say its
escalation or de-escalation, peacemakers must recognised these factors and address the
problems posed by each level of analysis if their peace initiatives are to prove successful.
It is important to note that although this theoretical model is a useful analytic tool to
judge if peacemaking initiatives are a success or a failure, this thesis does not favour one

level of analysis over the other, as Kenneth Waltz did in Man, The State, and War: A

Theoretical Analysis (1959). Instead, it specifies that a successful peacemaking initiative

must address each level’s problems and challenges. This implies that making peace is a
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systemic process; where by a peacemaker’s work at one level can have either
constructive or negative consequences on overall peacemaking efforts.'

The peacemaking process that gave life to the General Framework Agreement for

Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina (GFA), more commonly known as the Dayton Peace

Agreement, started in March 1994 when the Clinton administration decided to settle the
conflict between the Bosniaks® and the Bosnian Croats, by pressuring the leaders of the
two communities to establish the Croat-Bosniak Federation. From March 1994 to
November 1995, the international community, headed by the United States’ intent to end
the war and preserve the legitimacy of Europe’s security infrastructure, used a
combination of political, military, and economic resources to force the contending parties
to meet with the Contact Group at the Wright Patterson Air Force Base in Dayton, Ohio
to negotiate an end to the war and to design the institutional structure of the new state of
Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Even though the signing of the GFA in Paris on 14 December 1995 started a new
chapter in Bosnia’s recent history, increasing bickering between international actors and
among Bosnia’s ethno-communal leaders has questioned the viability of the GFA as a
credible tool of peacemaking. The agreement was a direct result of American power,
European compliance with American demands, and the international community’s
decision to ignore the needs and interests of the people directly affected by the war. By
combining military coercion, diplomatic arm-twisting, and economic incentives, the
Clinton administration, with the assistance of its European partners, was successful in
forcing representatives of Bosnia’s contending factions to accept the peace agreement at
Dayton and to start the implementation of its provisions to build a new country modelled
on recognised international norms and principles of governance and of economic

organisation.

! Even though this framework of analysis will be developed in this chapter, it will not presented in full until
the end of chapter three. In fact this framework serves as a tool to critically assess the Dayton peace
initiative and judge if it has successfully establish a self-sustaining peace in Bosnia.

2 Other studies label members of this group as Bosnian Muslim.

* Even though the official name of the country is Bosnia and Herzegovina, for the sake of brevity the name:
Bosnia will be used throughout this thesis.

16



Has the Dayton peace initiative been a success? An attempt to answer this
question provokes yet another question: what defines the success of peacemaking efforts?
While the ‘notion of success is inherently relative’, Fen Osler Hampson’s (1996a: 10)
research suggests that the success of peacemaking initiatives is related to a war-torn
society’s ‘ability to make an effective transition from a state of war to a state of peace
marked by the restoration of civil order, the re-emergence of civil society, and the
establishment of participatory political institutions.” Even though many commentators
might argue that a successful peacemaking initiative is one that settles a conflict and
makes post-conflict peacebuilding possible, this investigation goes a step further.
Successful peacemaking efforts are those that institute a self-sustaining peace.
Conceptualising success in this way strongly suggests that the transformation and
resolution of conflict situations is possible.

Accordingly, a self-sustaining peace is reached when the parties to a conflict can
work together to implement the provisions of a negotiated peace agreement and address
possible conflicts regarding this agreement’s implementation by way of non-violent and
democratic means. More important, the existence of a seif-sustaining peace requires
individuals’ participation in the peacebuilding process. While this definition does not
nullify the active presence of international actors, working to ensure the agreement’s full
implementation, a self-sustaining peace must include a transfer of power from these
international actors to domestic institutions and social groupings interested in the process
of post-conflict rehabilitation. International actors often play a dominant role in these
peacebuilding missions to fulfil their self-interests (Regan 1998: 757). As a consequence,
a self-sustaining peace is not always the final objective of peacemaking efforts. Instead,
the goal might be more limited; that is the settlement of a conflict and the establishment
of a balance of power between contending parties that can prevent the recurrence of the
conflict’s violent expression. Seen from this perspective, the parties are not seen as
partners in peacebuilding, but as subjects that must follow a set of pre-determined rules,
conceived by international actors to secure the settlement’s viability.

In Bosnia, a self-sustaining peace seems to be a fading reality. The GFA’s
execution is directly dependent on the work being carried out by the Office of the High
Representative, the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation’s (NATO) peacekeeping force,

17



and other international actors. The Peace Implementation Council (an ad hoc
international body that oversees the GFA’s implementation and is responsible for
creating new strategies to meet the agreement’s objective) has noted in its many reports
that the GFA’s implementation is possible thanks in part to international pressures and
incentives. The willingness of the parties to support the GFA, as it currently stands, is
minimal. More surprising, moderate and nationalist politicians have campaigned for the
agreement’s re-negotiation. Many reports put together by Western research institutions
have convincingly demonstrated why the international community needs to re-evaluate its
role in Bosnia and question the GFA’s viability. While criticisms in and outside Bosnia
seems commonplace, the international community has repeatedly expressed its
commitment to fully implement the peace agreement, though it has modified the strategy
used to translate the agreement’s provisions into reality.

Noting that the international community has failed to institute a self-sustaining
peace in Bosnia, it seems that the first question posed above (has the Dayton peace
initiative been a success?) can be answered with a simple ‘no’. It is important to
remember that a successful initiative is not only one that stops the fighting, but one that
can make peace self-sustaining. Although there is general acceptance of the Dayton
initiative’s failure, in this regard, the problem is that alternative policies being suggested
by influential think-tanks and other international bodies to correct the current
peacebuilding strategy are just quick-fix solutions that will not make peace self-
sustaining in Bosnia. For this reason, it is not enough to question the viability of the
Dayton peace initiative, but to also show the reasons why it has failed. Such an exercise
will unearth the guiding principles and interests that have motivated international actors
to intervene in the Bosnian war. Moreover, this theoretical exercise will demonstrate that
the problem with the Dayton initiative, including subsequent corrective changes executed\
after Bosnia’s first post-settlement elections, is not merely related to how the strategy is
being implemented. The failure of this initiative can be also linked to the ‘operational
code™ or the analytic approach that inspirited the intervention, the negotiations, and the

writing and implementation of the peace agreement.

4 By an operational code, it is meant the preconceived values, notions, and ideas that influence the making
and implementation of policies (Cingranelli 1993: 5).
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Subsequently, this thesis proposes that the failure of the Dayton peace initiative is
not necessarily connected to international actors’ unwillingness to enforce the agreement
(Woodward 1999a) or the resistance of nationalist elements to implement the GFA’s
provisions. Instead, the Dayton peace initiative has failed because it has been forged
according to the tenets of the strategic approach to peacemaking. Subsequently, any
alternatives that attempt to correct the existing peacebuilding strategy must distance
themselves from strategic conceptions of peacemaking, if these are to secure the
foundations of a self-sustaining peace. These alternative strategies have to embrace new
theoretical approaches to peacemaking, so new practices can emerge that allow Bosnia’s
citizens to construct a social condition that advances their needs and interests without
worries that former enemies will renew the fighting. As David Chandler’s (1999) critique
of post-Dayton democratisation efforts advocate, new peacebuilding strategies must place
the needs and interests of Bosnia’s citizens at centre stage, while equally empowering
them to re-direct peacebuilding efforts in their country.

However compelling Chandler’s criticism is, his critique falls short of presenting
a different theoretical framework that can give life to alternative strategies of
peacebuilding in post-Dayton Bosnia. Learning from this shortcoming, this doctoral
thests presents the theoretical basis of a competing approach to peacemaking modelled on
the critical work of Jiirgen Habermas. This approach serves as the theoretical foundation
of an alternative peacebuilding programme for Bosnia, which is presented in this thesis’s
last chapter. As a result, this investigation plans to show how international actors, closely
following the tenets of the strategic approach, have crafted a peacemaking process that
has put in doubt the possibility of instituting a self-sustaining peace in Bosnia, at least in
the foreseeable future.’

This chapter is a first step in this thesis’s assessment of the peace initiative that
gave life to the GFA. The objective is to ‘problematize’ (Campbell 1998) the theoretical

underpinnings of the strategic approach in order to present the theoretical tenets of the

% It is important to mention that the current strategy may produce a self-sustaining peace, if the international
community stays involved in Bosnia at present levels for a generation or two. This was actually the view of
Carlos Westendorp, the second High Representative in Bosnia. However, the PIC and other international
actors have expressed their unwillingness to stay in Bosnia for such a long time.
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communicative approach. This chapter is divided into two parts. The first part makes the
case that Habermas’s theoretical insights can be used to analyse peacemaking efforts in
Bosnia and in other regions of the world. The second part conducts a comparative
analysis between strategic and communicative approaches to peacemaking. The
comparison clearly specifies the similarities and differences between these two

approaches.

I. HABERMASIAN INSIGHTS & THE STUDY OF PEACEMAKING EFFORTS
Critiquing the Dayton peace initiative requires first an analytical framework that makes it
possible to ‘problematize’ an established interpretation by juxtaposing it against a
competing explanation. Without this framework it would be difficult to assess
peacemaking practices in Bosnia or to advocate changes to current peacebuilding efforts.

Habermas argues that individuals engaged in unhindered communicative
processes, ingrained in the public sphere, have the ability of restructuring social
arrangements according to principles of inclusion, mutual recognition, and deliberation.
From this simple assertion flows Habermas’s entire work in the realm of philosophy,
sociology and politics. While his philosophical insights are important elements that guide
this thesis’s analysis, it is Habermas’s socio-political research that lies at the heart of this
investigation.

Building on his proposition that communication can serve as a steering
mechanism, his socio-political project has been directed at creating an emancipatory
social theory that secures the foundations and reproduces the social structures of a
deliberative democracy. This conception of democracy transcends the limitations inherent
in liberalism’s and socialism’s socio-political programmes by pointing at the weaknesses

and strengths of both traditions. His first major work, The Structural Transformation of

the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a Category of Bourgeois Society (originally published

in German in 1966 but translated and published in English in 1991), started this project
by demonstrating the progressive and degenerative traits of liberalism. These
degenerative traits, associated with the expansion of the welfare state, the intrusion of
public interests in private matters, and the increasing organisation of society according to

capitalist criteria, undercut the progressive characteristics of the liberal tradition, as
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captured in the ability of individuals to meet in public spaces to express their opinions
and influence societal processes. According to Habermas’s project, the encroaching
powers of the state and the market have to be substituted with the positive aspects of
socialist ideals, which envision an inclusive society where individuals, participating in
process of political will-formation, can build new strategies of social change. These

themes were continued in his two-volume study, The Theory of Communicative Action

(1984 and 1987), and lic at the heart of his most recent book, Between Facts and Norms

(1996a) and a number of essays collected in the volumes: The Inclusion of the Other:
Studies in Political Theory (1998), and The Postnational Constellation (2001).

In addition, Habermas has also dedicated his career to the ‘reconstruction’ of the
Critical Theory of the Frankfurt School, especially the works conducted by Theodor
Adorno and Max Horkheimer produced in the United States during and shortly after the
Second World War. Although Habermas might be thought of as the Frankfurt School’s
heir, he really is not as he directly questions Adorno’s and Horkheimer’s conclusions and
presents a competing philosophical approach, which serves as the base of his theory of
communicative rationality, discourse ethics, and deliberative democracy. His
reconstructive work is not solely aimed against the Frankfurt School. It is also levied
against post-structuralism, systems theory, and classical sociology running from Karl
Marx to Emile Durkheim to Max Weber to Talcott Parsons. Consequently, Habermas’s
socio-political project has been directed at explaining the working of modern societies in
order to demonstrate ways social actors can re-structure these according to their values
and principles. This serves as the practical and theoretical foundations of his model of
deliberative democracy.

This thesis use of Habermas’s insights and analytic framework may be baffling,
as most of his work explains the workings of advanced capitalist systems, mainly found
in North America and Western Europe. In fact, Habermas has little to say about societies
such as Bosnia. Apart from some articles where he addresses some of the events that led
to the violent dissolution of Yugoslavia and some other essays where he deals with the
sources and consequences of nationalism, his theories have not explained the nature of

ethnic conflicts. In recent articles, Habermas does address the limits and possibilities of
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contemporary humanitarian interventions, but the reality is that these ideas are not
developed fully.

Another limitation with Habermas’s theories is that although he is interested in
creating a practical philosophy of social change, his ideas are so complicated that many
critics have lambasted him for not presenting a clear link between theory and practice
(Leonard 1990). Although some of these critics raise a very important point, it is also
important to note Andrew Parkin’s argument that Habermas’s work can be best described
as a research programme. In this way, Habermas’s critical theory ‘aims to contribute to
the struggles of the disempowered by offering an understanding of the processes and
tendencies that reproduce social relations of power. The intention is that the insights and
interpretations offered by [his work] will be of relevance to those involved in the politics
of resistance’ (Parkin 1996: 440).

Even though Habermas has not addressed issues concerning peacemaking
processes, his insights have been widely used by researchers attempting to critique the
international dynamics and conflict intervention mechanisms that have inspirited
different peacemaking efforts. An important example is Denoil Jones’s (1999) book,

Cosmopolitan Mediation? Conflict Resolution and the Oslo Accords, which critically

evaluates the mediation efforts that produced the Oslo Accords.

While this thesis is influenced by Jones’s analysis, it is important to mention that
it does not accept all of its conclusions. The main reason for opposing aspects of Jones’s
work is that his research, although using aspects of Habermas’s research, tends to
question the role critical theory can play in transforming established social orders.
Indeed, Jones concludes his book in a sombre note, demonstrating how mediation
processes based on dialogical exchanges did not introduce a new condition that permitted
the Palestinian people to achieve their national self-determination. He convincingly
narrates how the Norwegian sponsored mediation process legitimised the inequality of
the Palestinian people and re-created a state of occupation, where the Palestinian cause
was tied to Israeli security concerns (Jones 1999: 160-63).

This conclusion does not diminish the value of Jones’s investigation. On the
contrary, while he demonstrates the weaknesses of critical theory and questions the

efficacy of conflict intervention mechanisms based on the facilitation of dialogical
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exchanges, the importance of his work is that it rightly argues that critical theory is a
useful tool to scrutinize peacemaking processes and explain how the provisions of
mediated peace agreements can question their emancipatory potentials. In this way,
Jones’s work tends to support Parkin’s understanding of Habermasian critical theory as a
research program, indicating the value of Habermas’s research to the study of
peacemaking processes.

This thesis borrows Jones’s framework of analysis. He differentiates mediation
processes into two approaches: ‘the power-politics/geostrategic’ and ‘the
facilitation/problem-solving’. By clearly differentiating between these two types of
mediation practices, Jones ‘problematizes’ (Campbell 1998) mediation initiatives based
on the power-politics approach and uses the insights provided by the facilitation approach
in order to criticise the diplomatic process that led to the Oslo Accord. By juxtaposing
one approach against the other, the problem with the overall process becomes apparent
and a settlement that was seen by many as a legitimate means to resolve the Isracli-
Palestinian conflict is in doubt. Borrowing this approach and building on Habermas’s
work, this doctoral thesis divides peacemaking efforts into: ‘strategic’ and
‘communicative’ approaches (Habermas 1984, 1987 & 1996). The first approach covers
‘conflict management’ and ‘conflict settlement’ strategies and the second includes
‘conflict resolution’ and ‘conflict transformation’ practices. At first glance, these
peacemaking strategies seem to be attempting to reach a solution to the conflict and set
the institutional foundations of a self-sustaining peace. A more in depth analysis reveals
not only theoretical differences, but also practical distinctions concerning the final

objective of these strategies and the interests guiding peacemakers’ actions.

II. APPROACHES TO PEACEMAKING: A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

As noted above, Habermas’s socio-political project was directed against the Frankfurt
School’s findings, especially Adorno and Horkheimer’s critique of reason in Dialectics of
Enlightenment (originally published in 1942 and republished in 1973). If the
Enlightenment tradition has established that reason is a mechanism that allows human
beings to break with oppressive social orders by giving them the tools to understand their

social environments and design strategies of societal change, Adorno and Horkheimer’s
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study, building on Max Weber’s rationalisation thesis, argued that the opposite was true
as well. Reason could be employed by society’s administrators (i.e. the state) to co-opt
humanity and to prevent dissatisfied individuals from designing strategies of social
change. Their pessimistic descriptions confirmed Weber’s claim that the triumph of
bureaucratic rationality leaves individuals powerless to affect the composition of their
society.

As one of Adomo’s most talented assistants, Habermas turned against Adorno and
Horkheimer by proposing that reason could still serve as a mechanism of social change
and human emancipation. This is not to say that Habermas completely disagreed with
Adorno and Horkheimer’s conclusions. Rather, he believed that their study painted a one-
dimensional understanding of reason, history, and human emancipation. Thus,
Habermas’s work can be best described as a reconstructive effort. By this Habermas
explains that ‘reconstruction’ is an analytic endeavour in which ‘one takes a theory apart
and puts it back together in a new form, in order to better achieve that goal which it set
for itself. This is the normal way...of dealing with a theory that requires revision in many
respects, but whose potential for stimulation has not yet been exhausted’ (cited in
McCarthy 1981: 233). Following this methodology, Habermas not only turns Frankfurt
School critical theory on its head, but he shows how a “reconstructed” sense of reason,
grounded on his conception of communicative rationality, may empower individuals to
create social movements attuned to social change.

Building on this observation, peacemaking has to be understood as a series of
different, but interdependent endeavours pursuing a common goal. The term in itself
suggests that the goal is to ‘make’ ‘peace’. However, ‘peace’ is a highly contested
concept. It is for this reason that some analysts recommend that one define peacemaking
as a process that ends war in order to build some kind of peace (Evans 1993). While this
definition does not tell us much about the specific traits that define peacemaking as a
distinct set of activities different from other activities, former UN Secretary General,

Boutrous Boutrous-Ghali in his Agenda for Peace, provided a more widespread

definition, which has had much influence on contemporary peacemaking initiatives.
Article 33 of The UN Charter clearly states that armed conflicts should be

resolved via the following mechanisms: ‘negotiation, enquiry, mediation, concilitiation,
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arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to regional agencies or agreements’ (cited in Evans
1993: 89). In order to pressure the parties to undertake conflict resolution mechanisms,
the UN Security Council, in conjunction with regional bodies and UN member countries,
uses a combination of pressures and incentives, including the use of force, to persuade
parties to peacefully settle their differences. It is no surprise that Boutrous-Ghali defines
peacemaking as a set of ‘comprehensive efforts to identify and support structures which
will...consolidate peace and advance a sense of confidence and well-being among
people’ (1992). Based on this definition, he strongly insists that peacemakers must not
only help contending parties settle their conflict, but they must also make sure that peace
agreements include clear provisions to move the parties towards a condition of self-
sustaining peace.

Depending on the intensity of and the social consequences of the conflict being
addressed, Boutrous-Ghali (1992) argues that these provisions should include a

combination of the following activities:

...disarming the previously warring parties and the restoration of order,

the custody and the destruction of weapons, repatriating refugees, advisory

and training support for security personnel, monitoring elections,

advancing efforts to protect human rights, reforming or strengthening

government institutions and promoting formal and informal processes of
political participation.
Consequently, and as demonstrated by Eva Bertram’s (1995: 388) review of UN
peacebuilding operations from 1988 to 1995, peacemaking is a way of re-building or
making state structures, while equally devising a formula that secures co-operation
among former combatants in the transition from war to peace.

There at least two problems with this definition of peacemaking. First, while
evidence indicates the relative success of peacemakers in the pre-settlement and
settlement-making stages, the success of contemporary post-settlement peacebuilding
efforts is in question. In the case of Bosnia, and this observation may apply to other
similar cases, the traditional conception of peacemaking might not provide the adequate
analytic framework to address protracted conflicts and move the contending parties

towards peace. The second problem with this understanding is that it tells us little of the

theoretical traditions and the interests that guide peacemakers’ activities. This last point is
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important because peacemaking activities do not always follow the interests and values of
the UN, but the more narrow values or interests of the state actors that intervene to put an
end to the fighting.

The following two sections present the differences between the strategic and
communicative approaches to peacemaking. Such a comparative analysis is influenced by
normative concerns. Peacemaking efforts, as traditionally defined, have a worthy
objective. The problem is that this definition has not advanced conditions of self-
sustaining peace in Bosnia. This thesis argues that this understanding of peacemaking
(which approximates this thesis’s understanding of the strategic approach) has been too
influential in Bosnia. The case study on peacemaking efforts in Bosnia should not only
demonstrate this reality, but it should also demonstrate the reasons why an
epistemological break with strategic conceptions of peacemaking is necessary, if a self-
sustaining peace in Bosnia is to materialise. In this way, the comparative analysis,
presented below, will also introduce the theoretical foundations of a new peacebuilding
programme for Bosnia.

With this said, section one describes the theoretical foundations of the strategic
approach. The second section defines those of the communicative approach. The
distinctions are captured by each approach’s interpretations of the following common
themes: (a) conception of rationality; (b) definition of peace; (c) the interests that
influence third parties to intervene in a conflict’s dynamics; (d) the conflict intervention
mechanisms used by third parties and the goals of these mechanisms; (e) the type of
diplomacy used by outside players; (f) the role of local actors and outsiders in the
implementation of a peace agreement; (g) the importance of reconciliatory mechanisms;
(h) the ideal type of social integration practices; and (i) the type of democratisation being
pursued. Before continuing, it is important to keep two things in mind. First, the
comparative analysis provided in the next two sections addresses these common themes
in the context of Habermas’s research. Thus, Habermas’s insights are crucial in
understanding the differences of the strategic and communicative approaches. As will be
seen below, the thesis’s intent to describe these approaches to peacemaking as “strategic”
and “communicative” are related to Habermas’s socio-political project. Second, the last

two of these common themes will be described in full detail in the next two chapters,
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which address questions concerning social integration; that is to say the causes of ethnic

conflicts, state-failure, state-building, and peacebuilding.

A. The Strategic Approach

In the opening pages of the Theory of Communicative Action, Habermas (1984: 7)
argues that any theory, which attempts to explain the dynamics that produce social order
or foment disorder, has to be based on a conception of reason. In doing so, a theory not
only explains how actors acquire knowledge (e.g. rationalism), but it must also make
clear the relationship between knowledge and social action; that is to say how actors put
into practice acquired knowledge so they can achieve certain specific ends (e.g.
rationality). Consequently, such explanations can demonstrate how the application of
rationality can transform social relations and the structural composition of society (e.g.
rationalisation).

For Habermas, theories can be divided into two camps: (a) those theories that
build their arguments and prescriptions according to the insights provided by the
‘philosophy of the subject’ and (b) those that follow the tenets of the ‘philosophy of
communication’. In the context of this thesis, the strategic approach to peacemaking is
founded on the former, while the communicative approach is based on the latter. This
section explains the interplay between strategic peacemaking and the philosophy of the

subject.

1. Strategic Rationality and Social Action

The philosophy of the subject is modelled on the tenets of Newtonian physics. This
model maintains that individuals attain knowledge by: (a) separating the observing
subject from the observed object; (b) confirming the scientific character of observations
through empirical techniques; and (c) establishing casual relationships by detecting ‘the
invariant temporal relationships between observed events’ (Smith 1996: 15). This model
conceptualises social action ‘as the intentional, self-interested behavior of individuals in
an objectivated world, that is, one in which objects and other individuals related to in

terms of their possible manipulation.” (White 1988: 10). Consequently, strategic
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rationality foments goal-oriented action: ‘Actions are valued and chosen not for
themselves, but as more or less efficient means to a further end’ (Risse 2000: 3).

Goal-oriented action can be divided into two types: (a) instrumental, and (b)
strategic (Habermas 1984: 285). These two forms of actions are similar in many respects,
but these are practiced in different circumstances. Regarding their similarities, theories
based on strategic rationality ‘treat the interests and preferences of actors as mostly fixed
during the process of interaction’ (Risse 2000: 3). Building on this understanding, and
closely approximating Max Weber’s account of Zweckrationalitét, the main theoretical
components of this approach are: ‘coherence/consistency’ and ‘efficiency’ (Gellner 1983:
20-21).5 These two elements describe the process that enables actors to identify its
‘interests’ and ‘preferences’.

The element of coherence/consistency specifies that social problems can only be
addressed according to a scientific method that enables actors to make sense of complex
issues by ordering all observed facts and determining the objective to be carried out by an
actor. Thus, gathering and ordering information is a basic prerequisite of action. The
element of coherence also sets a hierarchy of options an actor can pursue to address the
problem at hand. Which response an actor employs depends on the second element,
efficiency. In this way, an actor creates a strategy based on a cost-benefit analysis of each
preference. The option that enables an actor to achieve its interests by minimising the
costs and maximising returns is the one that an actor will put into practice. Noting the
similarities, it is now important to present the differences between instrumental and
strategic forms of action.

Habermas (1984) describes instrumental action as non-social behaviour, while
strategic action occurs in the social world. While Habermas does not clearly differ one
form of action from the other, research conducted in international relations can explain
how they differ. According to the tenets of realism, nation-states, the sole actors in

international politics, operate in conditions of anarchy, roughly resembling a Hobbessian

® Max Weber did not specify these two elements in these words. This follows Ernest Gellner’s (1983: 20-
21) interpretation of Weber’s understanding. However, the element of order is close to Weber’s analysis
that maintains that rationality or rationalization results from the attempt at ‘organizing’ social spaces for
particular ends. How to achieve this organization is dependent on ‘calculation’ of best ‘techniques’ to
accomplish these ends (Weber 1958: 13).
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state of nature. Nation-states’ chief concern is survival. Survival in this respect is both an
interest and an end. Nation-states pursue foreign policies that increase their ability to
survive, while at the same time attempting to prevent other nation-states from hurting
their position. Because all nation-states behave in similar fashion, interstate relations are
marred by competition and distrust. Accordingly, this type of behaviour is non-social or
instrumental because nation-states employ technical knowledge, that is knowledge
acquired via an objective and scientific approach, to select the best means to achieve a
particular end, without taking into consideration an opponent’s own interests.

In contrast, strategic action takes place within established social structures. An
actor’s ability of achieving a particular end can be either constrained or empowered by
these structures. In the case of instrumental action, actors are relatively equal in power.
The existence of strategic action presupposes that some actors are more powerful than
others; hierarchical relations of power, not anarchy best describes the social conditions
where these acts take place. The structure of the system impels actors to not only follow
the rules of rational choice models, but they also have to think of ways of influencing
their opponents’ decisions. Hence, strategic action is social because actors recognise that
existing social conditions and hierarchical relations of power can prevent them from
fulfilling their self-interest (Habermas 1984: 285; and White 1989: 37).

It is not an accident that this definition of strategic action closely resembles neo-
realist explanations of international relations. This is not to say that liberalism’s
explanations of interstate interactions are not based on the same understanding of
rationality. Current international relations research has asserted how this analytic
framework derives its explanations from this understanding. Whether these frameworks
share or not the same conception of rationality is not at the centre of this investigation.
This debate has already been reviewed by Miles Kahler (1998), while theorists influenced
by the ‘interpretive turn’ in international relations have convincingly demonstrated how
the same conception of rationality is shared by competing traditional frameworks of
international relations (Jepperson, Wendt, and Katzenstein 1996: 60-61). Even so, it is
important to demonstrate how the liberal approach to international relations shares the
same conception of rationality; as such an exercise reveals other features of the strategic

approach.
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Liberalism, as recently presented by Andrew Moravcsik (1997 and 1999),
challenges realism’s material understanding of world politics, arguing that non-material
factors, such as international norms, ideas, identities, and institutions, can influence an
actor’s behaviour in a specific situation. For proponents of liberalism, actors are not
solely nation-states, but also include non-state actors (e.g. trans-national organizations,
international organizations, non-governmental organizations and so forth). As a result,
liberal theory presents a world in which institutions, ideas, and social norms matter. This
is especially true in situations where actors see institutions as mechanisms they can use to
achieve their preferences. As Frank Schimmelfennig (2001: 48) demonstrates in his
review of the European Union’s (EU) decision to expand eastward, actors can be
‘concerned about their reputation as members [of the EU] and about the legitimacy of
their preferences and behavior.” While an actor’s interests may remain fixed, the
existence of institutions and accepted norms of behaviour force actors to reflect on the
best possible strategy to achieve their interests.

It is important to stress that the existence of non-material factors and established
institutions does not imply that actors will not behave strategically. Far from it, actors
still behave strategically, but they are more concerned about the efficient pursuit of their
self-interests (Jervis 1999: 45-47). They understand that their actions might have negative
consequences on their position within the system, so they use calculative thinking to
devise means that further their self-interest without breaking the norms that are supposed
to regulate action. This is so for two reasons. First, breaking the established rules of the
game might question the need of established institutions, permitting other actors to take
similar steps and increasing the probability of conflict. Second, an actor’s decision to
defect would force another actor or a group of actors to sanction this behaviour via
different political, military, and economic means. The rationale behind this response can
only be understood by actors’ motivations to create institutions and norms of accepted
behaviour.

Actors create and support institutions when they consider these to be mechanisms
that advance their particular self-interests (Jervis 1999: 57-58). Liberal theory concedes
that competition is a feature of international relations, but the destructiveness associated

with competitive behaviour forces rational actors to device ways that permit them to fulfil
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their interests without having to resort to coercion and violence (Moravscik 1997: 517-
18). Institutions serve this purpose because they tend to increase contact between actors.
This process allows actors to learn more about opponents’ patterns of behaviour, while
also reducing the informational uncertainty that competitive relations tends to breed.
Consequently, conflict is minimised and competitive behaviour, while possible, tends to
be managed by existing institutions.

While this view tends to present a picture of politics as a bargaining process,
rather than a zero-sum game, relations between actors are not characterised by co-
operation, as many liberal theorists might argue, but by manipulation and domination.
Enough research has demonstrated how strategically motivated actors can advance their
interest by means of co-operation (Keohane 1984 and 1989). Nonetheless, it is important
to add that manipulation and domination are prevalent because liberalism cannot solve
the problem of power distribution. Indeed, non-material factors may provide reasons for
actors to co-ordinate their actions, but these by themselves do not guarantee that actors
will not employ force or other coercive tactics to attain their goals. This axiom especially
holds true for the most powerful actor within the system, which plays an important role at
keeping order by creating, with the assistance of other actors, accepted norms and rules of
behaviour. When these norms and rules fail to keep actors in line, the strongest actor,
often in conjunction with other actors, employ its resources to reprimand dissenters, as
their actions can question the established order, which in turn questions the position of
the strongest power.

This review of strategic rationality and its influence on realist and liberal
frameworks of analysis finds that the differences between these two frameworks can be
best described as a sibling rivalry. Indeed, Robert Jervis argues that both traditions arrive
at different conclusions because they tend to study different facets of the same world.
Liberalism examines the relations of actors dealing with issues pertaining to the
‘international political economy and the environment’, while realists tend to explain the
‘causes, the conduct, and consequences of wars.” The former ‘is more concerned with
efficiency’ and the latter ‘focuses more on issues of distribution, which are closely linked
to power as both an instrument and a stake’ (Jervis 1999: 45). Jervis’s observation is

important because it not only confirms that both frameworks share the same conception
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of rationality, but more important because together these frameworks’ conclusions
ascertain that an actor will attempt, via different mechanisms, to establish and maintain
an international order that empowers it to satisfy its interests.

Because this thesis analyses the peacemaking efforts that produced the Dayton
peace initiative, it demonstrates how the structure of trans-Atlantic relations and how the
United States’ changing perception of the Bosnian war impacted the overall peace
process. As demonstrated in chapters four and five, the Clinton administration crafted a
foreign policy toward Bosnia firmly based on this conception of strategic rationality. This
meant that the United States had to employ its resources to first press its European allies
and Russia to accept its peace initiative and then to coerce Bosnia’s warring factions to
accept the peace plan drafted at the Wright Patterson Airbase in Dayton, Ohio. But, this is
only part of the story. Peacebuilding efforts, as demonstrated in chapters six and seven,
were not conducted according to the American design proposed at Dayton. After it
became evident that the American plan could not produce a self-sustaining peace in
Bosnia, the European governments, with America’s consent, were free to design a policy
that closely approximated their interests. The only problem is that the agents that
designed this new peacebuilding strategy were also strongly influenced by a strategic

conception of rationality.

2. The Importance of Order
It is important to mention that the above review of strategic rationality and its influence
in liberal and realist theories of international relations can also be extended to theories
that explain how actors relate to each other in established domestic orders. The link
between strategic rationality and a nation-state’s social system is established in the next
chapter’s review of the problem of social integration and the challenge peacebuilding
efforts have to confront in divided societies. One of the reasons that the above subsection
described the influence strategic rationality has had on traditional approaches to
international relations is that peacemaking tends to be an international practice, where
outside parties intervene in a conflict to move warring factions towards peace.

The objective of this practice is to establish a new set of institutions that enables

parties to co-exist without fear that one party will rely on organised forms of political
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violence to achieve their self-interests. If war can be described as a condition where
parties relate to each other instrumentally, then this approach to peacemaking must be
seen as a set of activities that enables these warring parties to relate to each other
strategically. The aim is to force the warring parties to start co-ordinating their actions so
they can agree on new institutions, norms, and rules that may guide their future
behaviour. Consequently, peacemakers attempt to create order at both intrastate and
international levels. Even though the goal of establishing order at both these levels
motivates peacemaking efforts, it is important to stress that strategic peacemaking is
primarily guided by the need to safeguard the basis of international order. To put it
differently, the stability of an established international order can be secured by re-
arranging domestic systems according to “accepted” international norms and values. This
maxim is especially applicable when the peacemaker is a great power that perceives
intrastate disorder to be questioning the foundations of the international order, putting in
doubt the institutions, norms and values that enable it to a achieve its self-interests.

This observation raises the following question: if third party interveners are
stimulated by a desire to preserve international order, then what are some of the
mechanisms they employ to make peace at the intrastate level? The growth of the
discipline of conflict analysis has produced a number of conflict intervention
mechanisms: (a) conflict settlement, (b) conflict management, (c) conflict resolution, and
(d) conflict transformation. The first two are discussed in this subsection, as these are part
of the strategic approach to peacemaking; the other two will be reviewed in the next
section.

These mechanisms can be differentiated according to the objectives peacemakers
expect to accomplish. Motivated by the creation of order, peacemakers acting
strategically tend to employ mechanisms that settle or manage the conflict. Conflict
settlement, as Joseph Scimecca avers (1993: 392), ‘produces an outcome that does not
necessarily meet the needs of all concerned but is accepted because of the coercion of a
stronger party.” Consequently, peacemakers tend to rely on conflict settlement
mechanisms in the pre-settlement and settlement-making stages. As noted above, the
objective is to terminate the violent expression of conflict and impose the foundations of

a social order that forces parties to co-ordinate their actions with their opponents. While
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conflict settlement mechanisms are usually employed at the above-mentioned stages, this
does not mean that these cannot be employed at the stage of post-settlement
peacebuilding. However, peacemakers understand that coercion is an inefficient way of
safeguarding the viability of a settlement and the social order that it creates, because ‘it
does not provoke voluntary compliance’ (Hurd 1999: 384). For this reason, peacemakers
depend on conflict management mechanisms to encourage the parties to implement the
peace agreement.

Strategic peacemakers do not believe that a conflict can be resolved (Zartmann
and Touval 1996; and Jones 1999: 14-15). They argue that it can be managed. Thus,
peacemakers assume that ‘conflict is an organizational problem that can be managed by
changing the conditions within social institutions’ (emphasis added, Scimecca 1993:
382); the emphasis is not to transform social structures, but to search for ways to
accommodate the interests and needs of displeased groups and individuals by allowing
them to have more access to political and economic structures.

This perspective sees conflict in a negative light, for it tends to question the
viability of negotiated settlements, which are built on a modern conception of politics.
Politics is not defined on conceptions of social justice or, what Habermas calls discourse
ethics. Instead, politics is defined as a mechanism that determines who gets what, when,
and how. It is therefore described in material fashion as a process that attempts to
regulate citizens’ actions in order to satisfy the needs and interests of society. Not
surprisingly, this understanding stresses that social conflicts are a threat to the established
social order, questioning the social institutions that have been conceived to enable
individuals to satisfy their interests and needs, while equally challenging the legal system
that guide the work of these institutions and regulate the behaviour of society’s citizens.

In this vein, conflict management is more than just a set of practices that prevent
parties from undermining or toppling the established social order; it is the key element in
the founding of a self-sustaining peace. Once established social institutions can manage
conflict in these societies, peacemakers can dedicate less resources to secure the basis of
intrastate order and pay more attention to other conflicts or issues of concern. Conflict

settlement and conflict management mechanisms do not only complement each other, but
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both mechanisms are also influenced by the tenets of the strategic approach and by the
peacemakers’ attempt to control the peacemaking process.

This is an important observation because it demonstrates that peacemakers are
agents of social control. By pursuing order and stability, they tend to ignore the needs and
interests of the conflicting parties. Peacemakers are therefore aware of their interests and
manipulate the conflict situation to secure the attainment of these interests. Their goal is
not to create new social conditions that may be amenable to the contending parties. In
fact, peacemakers see themselves as problem-solvers, utilising a scientific method to
understand the conflict at hand and provide a settlement that may end its violent
expression. Peacemakers use this scientific method to describe facts and make
generalisations concerning these facts; hence the observer’s experience conforms to these
generalisations.

The problem with this approach is that the peacemaker affirms ‘the externality
and the objectivity of reality’, but it ‘never raises the question of how such a reality has
come about’ (Keyman 1997: 96). The historical past is therefore not taken into
consideration and existing social structures are taken for granted. Subsequently,
peacemakers’ understanding of conflict situations ‘conforms to the ideas’ of the
peacemaker and ‘not to experience itself’ (Rasmussen 1996: 18), leading to what Georg
Luckas called ‘reification’ or ‘the process through which human beings are turned into
things, and thing-like, objectified relationships and ideas come to dominate human life...’
(Kellner 1989: 10). Consequently, peacemakers tend to ignore the underlying causes of a
conflict and freeze existing social relations as a way of moving the parties towards peace.
As Robert Cox (1996: 88) argues, a problem-solving stance requires the researcher or the
peacemaker to take the world as he or she finds it, ‘with the prevailing social and power
relationships and the institutions into which they are organized, as the given framework
for action. The general aim of problem solving is to make these relationships and
institutions work smoothly by dealing effectively with particular sources of trouble.’

Accordingly, the Bosnian war, as demonstrated in more detail in chapter four,
challenged NATO’s role in the post-Cold War era and the Clinton administration’s vision
of Europe. Once the United States understood that Bosnia was questioning its privileged

position in Europe, it decided to end the conflict by pushing the parties to accept a new
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Bosnian state, modelled on internationally recognised democratic standards and the
protection of human rights. It was argued that such a policy would not only stabilise the
region, but it would also reinforce the principles of state sovereignty, multiethnic
democracy, and capitalist doctrines of economic organisation. Consequently, the United
States, via the Contact Group, was sending a clear message to secessionist movements in
Southeastern Europe, and the rest of the world, that they had to reconsider their
strategies, for the international community would not tolerate violent secessionist
struggles.

It can be said that strategic forms of peacemaking reinforce the importance of
Westphalian ideals. It is significant to note how the Contact Group was effectively
securing the basis of international order since 1648: international stability can only be
secured by nation-states, while intrastate order can be assured by creating an effective
state apparatus that could manage or in extreme cases forcefully settle social conflict.
Consequently, the Contact Group’s decision to create a new Bosnian state was not only
guided by the belief that the state is the legitimate representative of Bosnia’s citizens in
the international arena. More important, and building on the historical development of
Western societies, the Contact Group also argued that the new state would integrate
Bosnia’s divided society and start the transformation of the Bosnian economy along
capitalist principles.

Note how state-building, the process by which a state is created and strengthened
against other social sources of power (e.g. nationalist parties and their organisations),
becomes a peacebuilding mechanism. Indeed, many experts believe that the state can do
more than just settle or manage social conflicts; it can actually engender processes of
interethnic reconciliation. In theory, the sense of security created by the state and the
economic interdependence that results from economic reforms should provide each
community’s leaders incentives to co-operate and support this state-building program. It
would also impel individuals from different backgrounds to increase the level of contacts

and start the healing process needed to normalise social relations.’

7 President Bill Clinton (1999: 1529) reinforced the general acceptance of this proposition during a press
conference in 9 August 1999, when he was asked by journalist from the former Yugoslavia to comment on
peace processes in Bosnia and Kosovo and the prospects of a sustainable peace in these situations in the
near future.
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The only problem with this view, and as experienced in America’s intervention in
Panama, Haiti, and Somalia, is that reconciliation is not an objective in itself. Rather, it is
seen as a by-product of state-building programmes.® The aim is to construct state
institutions to secure social order, stability, and the necessary reforms to move war-torn
societies closer to internationally recognised standards of political and economic
organisation, which reinforce Western conceptions of international relations.
Consequently, strategic peacemaking practices are guided by the twin objectives of
internal order and regional stability. In light of this, strategic peacemaking can also be
described as negative peacemaking, as the twin objectives closely resemble Johan
Galtung’s (1996: 30-32) definition of ‘negative peace’, which is defined as the absence of
illegitimate acts of violence, that is to say violent acts not conducted by the state.

Therefore, this form of peacemaking is mostly driven by official diplomacy or
what Joseph Monteville (1991) calls “Track-One’ diplomacy. The pervasive use of this
type of diplomacy has two effects on peacemaking processes. First, peacemakers, who
tend to represent governments and international or regional organisations, usually
negotiate with their political counterparts, which usually tend to be the same leaders that
started and waged wars against the other parties. Ironically, this ‘official’ interaction
tends to legitimise these leaders position of power and grants them the authority to
negotiate with peacemakers the makeup of the new society. Strategic peacemakers ignore
the needs and interests of individuals that are not represented by the leaders of warring
parties. In fact, those moderate leaders that actually believe in multiculturalism and
democracy tend to be sidelined during official negotiations because they lack the material
resources to force the warring parties to end the war. While peacemakers agree that this
official process may undermine the work of moderate movements and empower extreme
forces that oppose the implementation of the peace agreement, they believe that in the
long run new institutions and the introduction of democratic mechanisms and human
right provisions will empower the citizens of war-torn countries to elect new leaders that

support a multicultural ethos and democratic values of social organisation.

® This proposition results from my reading of Karen von Hippel’s book, Democracy By Force: US Military
Intervention in the Post-Cold War World (2000).
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Second, the use of official diplomatic tools suggests that the newly created
government will be responsible for enforcing the peace agreement’s provisions. This is
not to say that non-governmental organisations or private individuals will not have a role
in these efforts. Their presence and activities are determined by their willingness to act in
accordance with the provisions of a negotiated peace agreement, which represent the
interests of peacemakers and the leaders that signed the agreement. Hence, peacebuilding
tends to be dominated by a set of interests imbued in the provisions of the peace
settlements. It is exactly for this reason that peacemakers strongly support the active
presence of international organs in the process of post-settlement peacebuilding.
Undeniably, the past failures of many brokered agreements and the escalation of violence
that accompanies these failures has obligated the international community to manage and
settle possible conflicts in post-settlement situations, while the new structures of power
are created and strengthened. For this reason, the international community has learned
that challenges to peace agreements must be confronted by modifying existing peace
implementation strategies, so the objectives that encouraged outsiders to intervene in the
conflict are met (Walter 1999). Keeping in mind the traits of strategic rationality,
strategic peacemaking stresses that the peace implementation strategy may be altered to
fit changing circumstances, but the objectives tend to remain the same.

In the end, traditional forms of peacemaking tend to equal this review of strategic
peacemaking. The objective is the preservation of domestic stability as means to keep
intact the structure of the international system. It is for this reason that peacemaking is
generally described as an international practice led by state actors that are affected by a
given conflict situation. Because the outsider tends to be stronger than the parties to the
conflict, strategic peacemaking establishes social orders that reflect its needs and

interests, while marginalising the needs and interests of the parties caught in the conflict.

B. The Communicative Approach

Communicative peacemaking has to be understood as an ideal, exalted by many scholars
working in the tradition of critical theory. As demonstrated in Jones’s work, it has rarely
affected the dynamics of intractable conflicts. Scholars working along the lines of

strategic conceptions of international relations theory have characterised critical theory as
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a mere theoretical exercise that has little value in the making of public or foreign policies.

For instance, Robert Keohane (1988: 392) argues that:

...the greatest weakness of the reflective school [the critical approach] lies
not in deficiencies in their critical arguments but in lack of a clear
reflective research program that could be employed by students of world
politics. Waltzian neorealism has so research program; so does the
neoliberal institutionalism, which has focused on the evolution and impact
of international regimes. Until the reflective scholars or other sympathetic
to their arguments have delineated such a research program and shown in
a particular studies that it can illuminate important issues in world politics,
they will remain on the margins, largely invisible to the preponderance of
empirical researchers, most of whom explicitly accept one or another
version of rationalistic premises.

Despite the fact that Keohane’s views have been extremely influential, a growing amount
of evidence shows that strategic peacemaking efforts in Bosnia and other parts of the
world have not achieved its intended objectives.

It is not only important to question these peacemaking efforts, but it is also
imperative to show the theoretical foundations of an alternative peacemaking approach
that can guide new research and, in the case of this thesis, a different peacebuilding
programme for post-Dayton Bosnia. Such a counter-approach is based on Habermas’s
philosophy of communication. This is not to say that communicative forms of
peacemaking are only influenced by Habermas’s work. Critical international relations
writers and those that support the use of conflict resolution and conflict transformation
mechanisms also influence this peacemaking approach. Consequently, this section is
divided into two subsections. The first describes the theoretical basis of Habermas’s
understanding of communicative rationality, while the next subsection links Habermas’s

insights with the other two mechanisms of conflict intervention.

1 Communicative Rationality and Social Action

Habermas contends that the problem with the philosophy of the subject, and its
conception of reason, is its inability to grasp the importance of human inter-subjectivity.
The poverty of this approach is that it argues that actors are solely motivated by self-

interests and self-preservation. Hence, actors objectify other actors in hopes of
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manipulating existing social circumstances and achieve their self-interests. This
explanation even holds true when institutions and social norms influence actors’
behaviour. While these might limit actors’ capacity to fulfil their interests, what changes
is not the objective or the motivational impetus for action, but the strategy designed and
implemented to meet their interests.

Consequently, strategic models of action reduce interaction to the realm of labour
or technical reason. Generally speaking, labour is the sphere in which individuals
‘produce and reproduce their lives through transforming nature with the aid of technical
rules and procedures’ (Roderick 1986: 7). By comparison, interaction refers to the sphere
in which individuals ‘produce and reproduce their lives through communication of needs
and interests in the context of rule-governed institutions’ (Roderick 1986: 7). The danger
of the strategic model of action is that it has equated human emancipation or practical
reason with technical mastery of social relations.

Breaking with this model of action, Habermas argues that self-interest is not the
only motivation for human action. Instead, human beings also orient their actions ‘toward
creating or maintaining institutions and traditions in which is expressed some conception
of right behavior and a good life with others’ (White 1989: 16). This conceptualisation
not only separates labour from interaction, but it also holds that reason ‘is not situated in
any one particular subject at all but rather in subject-subject relations’ (Brand 1990: 10).
For Habermas, emancipatory reason equals communicative reason. As he puts it at the

end of the first volume of the Theory of Communicative Action (1984: 392):

The phenomena in need of explication are no longer, in and of themselves,
the knowledge and mastery of an objective nature, but the intersubjectivity
of possible understanding — at both the interpersonal and intrapsychic
levels. The focus of investigation thereby shifts from cognitive-
instrumental rationality to communicative rationality. And what is
paradigmatic for the latter is not the relation of a solitary subject to
something in the objective world that can be represented and manipulated,
but the intersubjective relation that speaking and acting subjects take up
when they come to an understanding with one another about something. In
doing so, communicative actors more in the medium of a natural language,
draw upon culturally transmitted interpretations and relate simultaneously
to something in the one objective world, something in their common social
world, and something in each actors’ own subjective world.
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Habermas’s shift to the philosophy of communication entails an ontological and
epistemological change that sets the basis for his new theoretical framework.
Epistemologically, the philosophy of the subject’s conceptualisation of rationality is
completely displaced by this competing approach, which establishes that interacting
subjects in communication processes can also attain knowledge. In other words, all
knowledge is fallible as individuals can enter processes of argumentation with other
individuals in order to test the validity and facticity of their propositions, which are a
product of established facts, norms, and values (Habermas 1996a: 15).

Habefmas’s research shows that individuals caught in processes of argumentation
and deliberation employ four validity claims to support the significance of their
propositions. The first validity claim is that of comprehensibility. The second validity
claim is a claim to truth (is what a speaker saying accurate?). The third validity claim
questions the rightness or the normative legitimacy of an utterance, while the last validity
claim is that of authenticity, where an actor questions if an utterance is sincere according
to the speaker’s feelings, beliefs, moral values, etc.

The process of argumentation demonstrate that individuals will employ these
validity claims to convince others of their arguments’ relevance. In raising a claim to
validity, an individual produces an utterance knowing that other individuals can contest
the utterance’s validity. For this reason, an individual’s ability to refute or accept, with a
simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer, the argument defines this mode of conversation as co-
operative, because the communicative exercise, for it to be fortuitous, must end in an
agreement that the utterance in question is valid. As Maeve Cooke points out, the
importance of this communicative act is not only related to its co-operative character, but
to the fact that it also represents an effort to recognise others in a conversation (Cooke
1994: 12). Recognition of other individuals is of psychological value in intra-social
relations.

Ontologically, Habermas’s theoretical framework breaks with the philosophy of
the subject by positing three different ‘worlds’, rather than one objective world. Such a
notion means that individual behaviour is not only influenced by (a) an objective world
made up of facts, but also by (b) a world of social norms and values created by subject-

subject relations, as well as by (c) a subjective world, where an individual’s internal
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makeup can help him or her question or reaffirm the validity of norms, values, and facts.
For Habermas, the philosophy of communication establishes that communicative action
is more than just communication; instead it becomes a mechanism to co-ordinate social
action. The argumentation process described above can only be productive if individuals
in a conversation are able to employ the four validity claims and relate them to these
three worlds. Hence, each of these worlds is connected to each of the validity claims.

A subject in the objective world acting strategically raises a claim to truth or
accuracy; in the subjective world a claim to rightness is advanced to either question the
legitimacy of a norm or to act according to it; and in line with the subjective world, a
subject acts to reveal to others how his or her inner-make-up guides his or her behaviour,
thus raising a claim to authenticity or truthfulness. The claim to comprehensibility is not
connected to a particular world because it is necessary to communicate with others.

The stress on inter-subjectivity must not be downplayed, as this communicative
characterisation of human action is very similar to strategic forms of human action. As
discussed above, strategic forms of action, just as this communicative type (White 1989:
16), emphasise that non-material factors can influence human behaviour. The differences
between these two approaches can be captured by two factors: (a) the motive for action;
and (b) the mechanisms utilised by actors to co-ordinate their actions with other actors.
While strategic action is influenced by self-interest and the attainment of social order,
actors behaving according to the communicative rationality are motivated by a need to
reach mutual understanding of a given situation. The individuals caught in these
processes determine the end of these communicative processes. Hence, the process is not
so much guided by control. Instead, social transformation is possible as dialogical
processes can create new norms, rules, and social structures, if actors can agree on what
things needs to be changed. The importance of this axiom is that it emphasises that social
norms and rules must change according to the changing needs and interests of
participants. Thus social orders are not static, but always adapting to new realities.

Second, the communicative model of rationality argues that communication
becomes a mechanism to co-ordinate actors’ behaviour. This is an important trait of this
model because the strategic model of rationality argues that communication is only one

possible tool actors can employ to co-ordinate their action preferences with other actors.
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For this reason, Habermas (1984: 94) asserts that actors behaving strategically use
communication ‘one-sidedly.” ‘Only the communicative model of action,” he states
(1984: 95), ‘presupposes language as a medium of uncurtailed communication whereby
speakers and hearers, out of the context of their preinterpreted lifeworld, refer
simultaneously to things in the objective, social, and subjective worlds in order to
negotiate common definitions of the situation.’ In all, Habermas presupposes that
unhindered communication processes are able to bring about a break with ineffective, but
established social structures, norms, values identities, so these can create new ones that

truly reflect the needs and interests of a diverse public (1984: 69).

2. The Importance of Social Transformation

This conception of rationality presents a new understanding of society. Society is not
only composed of institutional structures that administer it, what Habermas calls ‘the
system’. Society also encompasses a symbolic world of cultural traditions, social
practices, and moral norms that empower individuals to determine how society should be
organised. In addition, and as Habermas (1984: 70) argues, this symbolic world or
lifeworld (Lebenswelf) is crucial because it supports the communication and the relational

structures that permit individuals to reach mutual understanding of given situations:

Subjects acting communicatively always come to an understanding in the
horizon of a lifeworld. Their lifeworld is formed from more or less diffuse,
always unproblematic, background convictions. This lifeworld
background serves as a source of situation definitions that are presupposed
by participants as unproblematic. In their interpretive accomplishments the
members of a communication community demarcate the one objective
world and their intersubjecitively shared social world from the subjective
worlds of individuals and (other) collectives (Habermas 1984: 70).

The concept of the lifeworld can be linked with research conducted in conflict
analysis and peace studies. Because communicative peacemaking places a heavy
premium on undistorted processes of dialogue as a social mechanism of action
coordination and because these processes establish that social transformation must occur
according to the changing needs of social actors, then it is important to understand the

role of conflict in society.
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On the one hand, conflict analysts take the position that social conflicts are a
threat to the organisation of society, as conflicts can put a heavy burden on a society’s
symbolic fabric. This would not only make communication between actors very difficult,
but this burden could equally question ‘the normative functioning of social systems’
(Scher and Milovanovic 1999: 25) and endorse the violent division of society. The only
problem with this view is that it legitimates the intervention of ‘the system’, that is to say
administrative structures or outside powers, in order to protect the integrity of existing
lifeworld contexts as a way of hindering conflicts from escalating. While the intervention
could occur according to the principles of communicative rationality, historical examples
demonstrate that interventions in conflict situations happen according to the tenets of
strategic rationality because conflict analysts tend to explain social conflicts as a threat
that has to be contained in order to secure the basis of social order.

On the other hand, even though social conflict results from groups and individuals
that are dissatisfied with the way the social system is organised, a conflict is not
necessarily a threat (Deutsch 1991: 27). This view defines conflict as a discourse that
expresses the need for social change. This is not to say that social conflict does not have
the potential to become a threat to peace. Indeed, a conflict that is ignored or forcefully
settled may escalate into violence. In multi-ethnic societies, the existence of social
conflicts can put undo pressure on a society’s symbolic fabric, slowly disintegrating the
‘thin’ lifeworld contexts that enable groups that share different identities from
communicating and relating to each other.

In this way, conflicts are constructive if society is organised in a way that permits
dissatisfied groups and individuals to express their frustration and work with other groups
and individuals to transform society according to new understandings of given social
realities. Social conflicts become destructive when society’s strongest group opposes the
transformation of existing social structures. Under these circumstances, dissatisfied
groups may decide to divide society physically and symbolically in order to strengthen
their struggle for social change or the creation of their own nation-state. The physical
destruction of society, that is to say the creation of new structures of administration and
economic organisation, leads to the creation of a new symbolic world in which old

neighbours are transformed into enemies and those next of kin are presented as friends.



Hence, communication is employed strategically; it becomes a mechanism to unite the
ethnic groups in its struggle for change.® In such cases, each group operates according to
their own ‘lifeworld’ and its norms, values, and identities, making communication
oriented towards reaching understanding difficult, if not impossible. It is important to
note how the new administrative structures and group leaders use language one-sidedly in
order to mobilise group cohesiveness and prepare its constituents for war.

Subsequently, Tarja Véyrynen (1997) argues that the partition of lifeworld
contexts and the intensification of ethnic-based conflict ‘seals off alternative ways to
typify the world’, strengthening dominant interpretations or understanding of “reality.”
She further finds that ethnic conflict hampers ‘alternative self-definitions of the group
and therewith exclude alternative identifications, roles and modes of actions.” As a
consequence, she argues that conflict intervention mechanisms must reconstruct these
communicative processes via dialogical processes of conflict resolution. While this is an
important suggestion she fails to explain what type of conflict intervention mechanisms
peacemakers should employ to reconstruct these communicative structures.

Different conflict intervention mechanisms have been developed to address
violent conflicts. These include: (a) conflict management, (b) conflict settlement, (d)
conflict resolution, and (d) conflict transformation. The first two were said to be elements
of the strategic approach and, as it will be demonstrated in part two of this thesis, they
have had a profound influence on the Dayton peace initiative. The last two conflict
intervention mechanisms have had less of an impact in Bosnia, but they show the
possibility out of negative situations of peace. Indeed, conflict transformation, and
conflict resolution to a certain extent, argues that ‘a sustainable peace requires far more
than elite agreements’ (Ross 2000). The process must be open to the public at large so
their needs and interests can affect and influence the peace process.

As a result, peacemakers that use conflict resolution mechanisms, such as
interactive problem-solving workshops, bring together influential leaders from each
group so they can address mutual issues of contention. These workshops’ organisers do

not control the process. Their work tends to be driven by an expanded notion of peace.

® This assertion is implicitly implied in Saunder’s work (1996: 424).
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Thus, they intervene in order to stimulate dialogue and make it possible for participants
to comprehend their opponent’s views of the conflict dynamic. Herbert Kelman, as an
organiser of numerous workshops on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, argues that the
workshop’s facilitation of unrestricted dialogue enables ‘the parties to explore each
other’s perspective and through a joint process of creative problem solving, to generate
new ideas for mutually satisfactory solutions to their conflicts’ (1996: 501).

Even more important, this process of open dialogue serves as an instrument to
deconstruct the ethnic identities that separate the conflicting parties and allow the
construction of a new, but a “thin” identity based on relational empathy. Benjamin
Broome’s (1993: 111) research on cross-cultural communication is especially important
in this respect, as he shows how dialogical processes of conflict resolution can de-
escalate the conflict by transforming adversarial attitudes and nurture a new ‘third
culture’ that emanates from these processes. This ‘third culture’ is important because it
provides the means for the involved parties to reconcile their opposing interests and
develop working relationships that can lead to the conflict’s resolution, while building
also a culture of trust and co-operation.

As promising this may sound, these problem-solving workshops have not been
able to translate their outcomes in macro-sociological terms. For the most part, they have
not affected the way society is organised. While these workshops have been able to
generate new ideas and solutions to the conflict, the participants find a number of
obstacles that keep them from translating these ideas into actual social processes of
macro-sociological change (Ross 2000: 1027). As result, Raimo Viyrynen (1999: 149-
150) strongly critiques this approach, arguing that these workshops’ organisers fail to
capture the complex dynamics that energise these violent conflicts. It is for this reason
that he makes the case that conflict resolution must be complemented with conflict
transformation mechanisms.

Conflict transformation is a theory and practice of social change. In contrast to
conflict resolution, conflict transformation is not concentrated on micro-mechanisms (e.g.
mediation, workshops, etc.). Instead this approach focuses on how the ‘environment
around a conflict can be transformed’ in order to solve the conflict by building grass-root

initiatives ingrained in civil society (Ryan 1996: 216-17). This does not mean that this
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approach rejects the use of micro-mechanisms to change society. It clearly does employ
them. The difference is that these mechanisms are part of a larger societal process. This
process can be subsequently divided into two levels: (a) micro-sociological level
mechanisms, and (b) those operating at the macro-sociological level.

At the micro-sociological level, conflict transformation facilitates a number of
mediation seminars and conflict resolution workshops. While the literature on conflict
transformation establishes that peacemakers need to be highly selective of the people they
invite to these workshops and seminars, it is important to find people that are
representative of the different groups affected by the conflict’s dynamics. All societies
have influential leaders at different levels. John Paul Lederach (1997: 39) argues that
influential individuals can be found at three social levels: top, middle-range, and
grassroots. The top level includes military, political and religious leaders with ‘high
visibility.” These are leaders, who are usually involved in ‘Track-One’ diplomatic
initiatives (Montville 1991: 162). The grassroots level encompasses local political
leaders, heads of indigenous non-governmental organizations, local relief workers,
factory workers, construction labourers and small business owners, to name a few
(Lederach 1997: 143). The middle-range level, and the most relevant for the purpose of
this investigation, includes academics, journalists, business owners, non-visible political
and religious leaders, leaders of non-ethnic, civic-based political parties, artists, actors,
leaders of trade unions and other influential people in each community (Lederach 1997:
41-42). It is important to tap into the resources offered by the middle-range level. These
individuals are the ones that have the most influence on the other two leadership levels of
society (Lederach 1997: 48). If middle-range leaders from each community are brought
together and they can reach a transformation of their attitudes and establish cross-
communal working relations, people in the grassroots level might be more inclined to
interact with individuals of other ethno-national communities. In fact, this could be the
basis of Broome’s ‘third culture’, in which a new understanding of the conflict can
generate and give life to new social movements campaigning for social justice and peace.

In many ways, this phase of conflict transformation emphasises the importance of
reconciliation and forgiveness. At this level, it is important for the participants to not only

mutually recognise each other’s needs, interests, and identities, but it is also important
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that they come to term with their past and move forward by constructing new ways of
resolving their differences without ‘thereby negating their own narrative and threatening
their own identity’ (Kelman 1999: 199). This stage suggests that participants are
empowered by this experience because they come to question established social
narratives that foster division and conflict.

A second purpose of this phase is to encourage participants to establish broader
social projects intended to transform how people behave in society. For instance,
individuals can be brought together to address issues of common concern, such as those
in the fields of public health, economics, environmental protection and so forth (Kelman
1999: 201). One such example is the Institute for Resource and Security Studies, Health
Bridges for Peace project in Bosnia, directed by Paula Gutlove (1997). She brings
together health professionals from the different ethno-national communities so they can
expand their conflict resolution capacities in order to create strategies that build an
integrated health sector in Bosnia. At both these stages, the emphasis is placed in building
trust and encouraging cross-communal communication.

The peacemaker plays an important role in these conflict resolution mechanisms,
but there are differences among experts in the fields of conflict analysis and peace studies
as to what this role is. Lederach argues that the intervener can decide to impose a format
on the participants. Calling this the ‘prescriptive approach’, he argues that it ‘sends the
subtle message that the trainer’s ways are best, that resources for empowerment lie
outside the setting [or workshop], and that productive conflict resolution — like other
models of development — lies with emulating those who have made more “progress™’
(1995: 68). This approach, which is widely utilized by peacemakers, is dangerous for it
allows the peacemaker to interject his or her own interests into the conflict resolution
process. Hence, the ‘prescriptive approach’ can easily give way to strategic models of
peacemaking, by which peacemaker’s interests overpower those of the parties affected by
the conflict.

In contrast, Lederach argues that an ‘elicitive approach’ can be more useful. Its
strength is ‘its diligence in respecting and building from the cultural context, in fostering
participatory design, and in constructing appropriate models in the setting’ (1995: 68). It

is important to note that Lederach’s ‘elicitive approach’ empowers people to re-imagine
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their social landscape in order to build a new future. More important, this approach
enables them to use values and norms created in their particular lifeworld contexts to
construct conflict transformation mechanisms that can address issues of contention in
order to build new lifeworld contexts and political cultures that can be embraced by the
members of each contending party.

The intent of these workshops is to reconstruct fractured social relations by
encouraging participants to come up with their own practices of conflict resolution in
hopes that these will affect the way society is organised. Ideally, the move towards
reconciliation should entail change, but powerful individuals that see inter-ethnic
cooperation in negative fashion can thwart these projects. This is an important problem
that has impelled critics of this approach to describe it as an idealistic enterprise.

While the success of conflict transformation can only be measured if the
participants invited to these micro-mechanisms of conflict resolution can build and
encourage others to create new social networks and movements to transform existing
social structures according to their interests and needs, a successful peacemaking mission
cannot completely ignore the significant role of international actors attempting to end the
hostilities. In contrast to strategic peacemaking, the communicative peacemaking follows
the tenets of multi-track diplomacy. According to Louise Diamond and John McDonald
(1996: 1), this type of diplomacy is ‘an expansion of the “Track One, Track Two”
paradigm’, developed by Joseph Montville (1982 and 1990). Track-Two diplomacy is
described as peacemaking activities carried out by professional conflict resolution experts
and non-governmental groups. Hence, the ‘Track One, Track Two’ paradigm emphasises
that interveners must have competence with the tools and concepts necessary to bring
peace to different conflict situation. Multi-track diplomacy argues that just as the
challenges to ‘Track One’ diplomacy forced practitioners to develop ‘Track Two’
diplomacy, current challenges to peace operations necessitate a more expanded definition
of diplomacy that gives non-professional conflict resolution organisations the ability to
influence peace processes. Examples of these new players are business organisations,
religious groups, private citizen initiatives, educational institutions, grant-making

organisations and other non-governmental organisations that address different issues of
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international concern (e.g. human rights, social justice, sustainable development,
environmental protection, democratisation, and so forth).

Diamond and McDonald’s model suggest that peacemaking must be based on a
systemic approach that stresses the importance of interconnected spheres of different
systems and action processes; meaning that the action of one actor will have an impact on
the work of other actors. As result, the success or the failure of peacemaking activities
can be measured by the way the parts interact with each other in order to achieve the
objectives of a particular peacemaking mission (Diamond and McDonald 1996: 13).
Although this system approach is also shared by strategic peacemaking, the
communicative model, building primarily on Habermas’s sociological analysis, argues
that undistorted communication processes of conflict resolution should have primacy
over other peacemaking efforts based on strategic conceptions. In many ways,
communicative peacemaking embraces aspects of strategic peacemaking. While
communicative peacemaking places an emphasis on the construction of a new society, it
argues that regional stability is necessary and that international actors have an obligation
to intervene in conflict situations to prevent wanton acts from furthering destabilising
social relations. To a certain extent, communicative peacemaking has to work within the
model of strategic peacemaking because the creation of new social structures involves the
creation of state institutions and market mechanisms that can only be constructed via
strategic models of rationality.

In this manner, outsiders should intervene in conflict situations not to enforce
their settlement on the contending parties, but to facilitate conflict resolution processes
that enable the parties to rehabilitate their broken bonds and construct a new society
consistent with their mutual needs and interests. The communicative model works within
established social systems, but it emphasises that the Westphalian principles and modern
practices of societal organisation and social integration must be substituted with new
models that empower individuals to participate in communication processes of political
and will formation. Thus, this model finds that the values of democracy are important in
the formation of a new inclusive society, while pointing to the importance of civil society
and its organisations in the peacebuilding phase. Even though an in-depth analysis of

these issues will be offered in the next two chapters, it is important to emphasise that the
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creation of a strong state and the institution of a capitalist economy is secondary to the
reconstruction of common lifeworld contexts.

The primacy of the lifeworld not only stresses the power of undistorted
communication. It also accents the importance of individual action and the malleability of
social structures. This is part of Habermas’s work, as he attempts to demonstrate a way
that individuals meeting in the public sphere can create new discourses and social
movements that can affect the way society is organised. This is not to say that
Habermas’s sociological model ignores the work of the system, that is to say the
subsystem of administrative power (i.e. the state) and the subsystem of the market. He
emphasises the importance of the system in producing society’s material needs and
keeping order by devising rules and norms of accepted social behaviour. What Habermas
does underscore is that system imperatives, which are guided by the mediums of
administrative power and money, must not guide the social integration of society or the
socialisation of its citizens. This responsibility must be left in the hands of individuals
freely operating in the public sphere, which is ingrained in lifeworld contexts.

In the end, communicative peacemaking efforts are driven by a humanitarian
interest that places the needs and interests of those directly affected by the conflict’s
dynamics before outside intervener’s interests. The institution of a negative peace based
on social order, regional stability, and peacemakers’ attainment of their interests does not
solely define the success of a peacemaking mission. Instead, peacemaking missions are
successful if they can institute a positive conception of peace at the societal level and
stability at the international level. By positive peace it is meant a condition that is entirely
representative of society’s members needs and interests, while also stressing the
importance of social change driven by individuals in processes of undistorted
communication.

The attainment of international stability is important because peacemaking would
not be possible if the strongest international actor (e.g. a hegemon) does not lead or
approve such an operation. As Habermas’s analysis finds, the importance is to empower
individuals to reconstruct their broken bonds so they can build a new society.
Peacemaking in this sense is not about the reconstruction of international orders, but that

of domestic orders, even though the resolution of conflicts and the reconstruction of
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fractured social relations can potentially re-enforce the organisational principles of
international orders. Just as Habermas believes that the institutions of the state is
important because it makes the work of the public sphere possible, the construction of
internal orders according to the values of communicative rationality must include a role
for international actors. International peacemakers have the resources to assist the parties
constitute new social orders. Without the intemational community many of these
conflicts would end when one side imposes its values, norms, and identities on its
opponents. This reality just re-enforces the legitimacy of violence as a tool actors can
employ to fulfil their self-interests, while giving strategic forms of action free play in

established social systems.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

States and non-state actors are working with and against each other to transform
oppressive social systems according to internationally recognised principles of social
organisation. The recent outbreak of intrastate war, fuelled by ethnic antagonisms, has
forced international actors to intervene in these conflict situations in hopes of settling
them. Regrettably, and as experienced in Bosnia, these wars, and all the inhumane acts
that characterised them, have become all too common.

Consequently, peacemaking activities have dramatically increased in the last
decade. Because most of these peacemaking missions have faced many challenges, the
academic community has been creating new analytic tools to assist peacemakers achieve
their objectives in a more efficient manner (Stern and Druckman 1999). In this way, this
thesis, influenced by Habermasian thinking, shows the influence of the strategic approach
to peacemaking, while also presenting a competing approach that can stimulate a debate
on the feasibility of contemporary peacemaking practices to secure the basis of a self-
sustaining peace in conflict situations, propelled by ethno-national claims.

It is important to emphasise that this thesis’s objectives, while influenced by
Jones’s work on the Oslo peace process, goes a step further. Because Habermasian
thinking is both a theoretical and a practical project, this thesis provides an alternative
peacebuilding programme modelled on the communicative approach. While Jones work

is similar to this thesis in that both works critique a peace process to explain how it was
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influenced by strategic conceptions of peacemaking, Jones’s work is uncertain about the
feasibility of the Habermasian project. This is not the case in this investigation, as it
illustrates the significance of the communicative approach to peacemaking as a
theoretical resource to construct new peacebuilding efforts that make the peace in Bosnia
self-sustaining.

This divergence is not stressed to reduce the significance of Jones’s work.
Indeed, both works deal with different types of peacemaking initiatives, as peace in the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict is usually defined strategically. The objective of the Oslo
Peace Accords was supposed to institute a process that would have secured the
independence of Palestine. This is exactly what the international community has been
trying to avoid in the Bosnian case.

Habermas’s ideas do not only explain how and why individuals are motivated to
co-ordinate their actions, but more important his theoretical project also provides insights
on how to integrate divided societies via communicative action processes working at a
macro-sociological level. In other words, Jones’s only deals with one aspect of
Habermas’s work. He focuses on Habermas’s micro-sociological investigation, but fails
to consider Habermas’s macro-sociological work, as captured in his conception of
deliberative democracy. This is an important fact that clearly demonstrates the
differences between Jones’s book and this investigation.

With this said, this critical assessment of the Dayton peace initiative must answer
the following question: what factors determine the success of a peacemaking initiative?
An answer to this question needs to see peacemaking in a systemic manner. Hence, the
success of this initiative is related to the general success of peacemaking activities in its
three constitutive stages (i.e. pre-settlement, settlement-making, and post-settlement
peacebuilding) and by clearing defining the interests that motivated peacemakers to
intervene in a given conflict situation. In addition, peacemaking initiatives can only be
successful if these address the following problems at three different levels of analysis: (a)
the international, (b) the regional, and (c) the domestic.

For this reason it is important to keep in mind Robert Cox’s (originally published
in 1981, republished in 1996: 87) oft-quoted assertion: ‘Theory is always for someone

and for some purpose’; meaning that theories are not conceived in a social or a political

53



vacuum. They emanate as a reaction to a social problem, by which it can show how to fix
the problem in order to preserve the established social order or to demonstrate the
importance of social change. Theories are conceptualisations of the social world,
providing guidelines for human action. In so doing, theories define the moral and ethical
limits of human praxis, which provide a sense of legitimacy to certain kinds of actions,
while denouncing other practices. For this reason, the move from strategic forms of
peacemaking to communicative forms starts at the level of theory. Thus, theory is in itself
a practical way of demonstrating the inadequacies of the strategic approach and the
significance of its communicative counterpart.

It is important to note that this chapter’s comparative analysis of the strategic and
communicative approaches to peacemaking have said little about the challenges outside
interveners and contending parties face in post-conflict situations. Building on this
comparative analysis, the next chapter will demonstrate how the tenets of the strategic
approach have influenced state-centred forms of peacebuilding, while chapter three
questions the soundness of these practices, arguing that society-centred peacebuilding
strategies, founded on the ideals of the communicative approach, can best make

negotiated peace agreements self-sustaining.
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CHAPTER TWO

State-Centred Peacebuilding: The Challenge of Social Integration in
War-Torn Societies

INTRODUCTION

The single greatest challenge all social systems face is the problem of social integration.
It is even more difficult in multiethnic societies, where citizens do not see themselves as
part of one single group, but as part of different groupings; each with its own traditions,
identities, and values. This problem is even more complex in newly re-created, war-torn
societies that have experienced prolonged ethno-national violence. As the number of
ethno-national wars increase, the international community and the discipline of
international relations have devoted more time and resources to explain the causes and
consequences of these wars and to device practical mechanisms to resolve existing wars
and prevent their future occurrence.

Keeping in mind that the success of peacemaking initiatives depends on how
peacemakers address domestic issues, this chapter addresses the problem of social
integration in societies that have started to implement negotiated peace agreements. In
this way, the chapter argues that international actors’ role in post-settlement
peacebuilding is influenced by their desire to build internal orders that secure the basis of
established international orders. Noting that the previous chapter presented two
approaches to peacemaking and argued that strategic forms of peacemaking have played
a dominant role in contemporary international affairs, the analysis provided in this, and
the next chapter, continues with last chapter’s comparative analysis and re-affirms the
dominance of strategic forms of peacemaking. As a result, this chapter demonstrates how
the tenets of the strategic approach influence peacebuilding operations.

The post-conflict stage is the most crucial stage in any peacemaking initiative, as
a negotiated peace can only be viable if the parties are willing to put their weapons aside
and work together to create a new society and establish a self-sustaining peace. But this
conundrum also demonstrates the difficulty peacemaking initiatives face. As Massimo

Calabresi (1998: 38) finds, ‘diplomats can negotiate peace, and foreign soldiers can
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enforce it. Well-intentioned civilian supervisors can even provide day-to-day services.
But no one has ever figured out how to make former combatants bury their hatreds along
with their casualties.” This challenge raises an important question: how are war-torn
societies integrated?

Theoretically speaking, there are two general ways of integrating society.
Traditional peacebuilding, founded on the tenets of the strategic approach, is based on a
state-centred understanding of social order. Building on the Western European
experience, this understanding finds that the state, legitimated via democratic means, with
its monopoly over the use of legitimate violence, and its ability to legislate and impose
legal rules, can create the necessary mechanisms to integrate society. Consequently, state-
building initiatives aims to integrate society by creating strong social institutions that: (1)
reduce the threat of inter-group conflict, (2) minimise the power of secessionist
movements, and (3) prevent the outbreak or the resumption of political violence. Even
though peacemakers argue that democratic mechanisms can secure the peaceful
integration of society, the state, backed by international actors, arduously works to
promote the benefits of social integration and provide disincentives, including the use of
force, to groups and individuals that threaten the established order.

Countering this way of thinking, Jean Cohen and Andrew Arato describe a
society-centred understanding of social order (1990). This understanding is based on
Habermas’s conceptualisation of society as ‘system’ and ‘lifeworld’ and his model of
deliberative democracy. This envisioned paradigm of peacebuilding argues that civil
society processes should direct these efforts, rather than international actors. This is not
to say that international actors should not be part of peacebuilding missions. On the
contrary, international actors should play a vital role in society-centred peacebuilding
practices, but the objective of the mission should not solely be the creation of state
structures. These missions must also promote social empowerment, so individuals,
regardless of their ethnic lineage, can work with other individuals to forge new and re-
structure existing social arrangements according to their needs and interests.

As stated before, this chapter examines state-centred forms of peacebuilding. It
attempts to show the relationship between traditional peacebuilding exercises and state-

building programmes, as these have been executed in the Western experience. Hence, this
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chapter maintains that peacemakers’ use of the strategic approach requires them to equate
peacebuilding with state-building. But, before conducting this analysis, it is first
important to review some theories of ethnic conflict, as many social scientists and policy-

makers have argued that the Bosnian war was fuelled by ethno-national antagonisms.

I. ETHNIC CONFLICT & THE PROBLEM OF SOCIAL INTEGRATION

Since Plato’s Republic, the problem of social integration has challenged the stability and
subsistence of established political communities (Richmond 1984: 5). Even though many
studies have addressed this problem and have informed different social integration
practices, the problem still affects contemporary political systems. Different factors have
questioned the existence of many nation-states. Although economic transformation
(prompted by modernisation, a transition to capitalism, industrialisation, or globalisation)
and political changes (impelled by democratisation) have taken their toll on established
political orders, many social scientists have noted that the renaissance of ethnicity and the
economic and political claims associated with this resurgence are responsible for the
fragmentation of social orders, the phenomena of “state failure,” and ethno-national
violence, driven by ethnic groups’ claim to the right of self-determination.

As a consequence, the augmentation of ethno-national violence, following the end
of the Cold War, has forced international relations scholars to devote more time to
understand the nature of ethnicity and its relation to the escalation of violence in divided
societies. From an international relations perspective, ethno-national wars are becoming a
threat to the established international system; and in the case of this investigation to the
United States’ and its European allies’ ability to pursue their foreign policy interests.
Ethno-national wars, while intrastate in nature, have the potential to spread across
international borders, while creating refugee crises that can affect the economies of
neighbouring states and the constituents of the developed world. Indeed, the European
allies wanted to settle the Bosnian war and the one in Kosovo so refugees could return
home (Daalder and O’Hanlon 2000: 4). While Haiti was not driven by ethnic conflict,
American intervention was driven by the same rationale (von Hippel 2000: 102), even
though the level of refugees in the United States was lower than those of Bosnia’s

citizens in Western Europe.
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With this said, an ethnic group is commonly defined as a community of people
that share one or a combination of the following elements: a language, a common
territory, past historical experiences, cultural traditions, and religious beliefs. Although
most scholars agree with this definition, they disagree on the nature of ethnicity and its
relation to inter-ethnic conflict. Anthropologists, sociologists and political scientists, to a
certain extent, have examined and explained this relationship by means of two
paradigms: primordialism and instrumentalism. A third paradigm has been added to this
debate in the post-Cold War era. Termed, constructivism, it questions primordial and
instrumental explanations of ethnic conflict by demonstrating that ethnic conflicts tend to
escalate in certain types of society and they are driven by both material factors and the
protection of a particular way of life.

During the late 1950s and early 1960s, the individual works of Edward Shils and
Clifford Geertz introduced the foundations of primordialism (Wicker 1997: 2-4).
Supporters of this approach perceive ethnicity and its traits as fixed. These are understood
to be biological traits or a set of cultural practices, passed from one generation to another,
that are so ingrained in the ethnic makeup of the group that these are seen as immutable
and permanent. In essence, primordialism believes that the complex historical processes
that have defined the main attributes that differentiate one ethnic group from another
group are responsible for inter-ethnic conflicts (Smith 1986: 3-17). For this reason,
ethnic identity is central in the construction of political communities, overriding other
types of social identities. Ethnic conflicts are inevitable and all attempts to settle these by
transforming social structures or by weakening a group’s identity will be fruitless as this
would threaten a group’s way of life, forcing it to struggle for the creation of its own
political community (Smith 1991).

In the case of Bosnia’s ethnic war, proponents of this paradigm have argued that
the partition of the country is the best formula to end and prevent the future re-ignition of
hostilities, as conflict and violence between the three ethnic groups is inevitable. While
this approach is popular in some political circles, it is limited in at least two ways. First, it
does not provide an adequate explanation of why some ethnic groups have transformed
their identities with the course of history. For instance, while many rejected the League of

Communists’ national “Yugoslav” identity, many of today’s Bosniaks, Bosnian Croats
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and Bosnian Serbs once described themselves as Yugoslavs (Burg and Berbaum 1989;
Malcom 1994; and Weine 1999). Second, and more important, primordialism’s
incapacity to account for the peaceful co-existence of different ethnic groups within the
structures of different societies, raises many questions about this approach’s
understanding of ethnic conflict. A vast amount of sociological and anthropological
literature documents how Bosnia’s three ethnic groups lived in harmony between 1945
and 1991 (Bringa 1993; and Weine 1999). Many critics maintain that ethnic conflicts are
not necessarily about the protection of identity or a way of life, but about access to
political and economic resources (Sisk 1996: 12).

Building on these two criticisms, the instrumental paradigm holds that ethnicity is
not fixed; it is subject to manipulation. As a result, instrumentalists view ethnicity as a
mechanism used by individuals in position of power and influence to achieve a set of
material goals. Elite sectors of society mobilise people by reminding them of historical,
physical, or ideological affinities that unite them in order to encourage them to struggle
for a common cause. In this respect, political or economic leaders disguise their
individual objectives by arousing collective emotions. As Emest Gellner’s (1983)
research on nationalism emphasises, this becomes a process of social engineering to unite
various interests under one common identity and a set of shared goals. Instrumentalists,
mostly influenced by Gellner’s link of nationalism to the rise of modernity, argue that
ethnic conflicts are a by-product of conflicts for material resources among different
sectors in any communal order. It is important to stress that instrumentalists believe that
conflict for material and political resources are characteristic of any form of social
organisation.

Instrumentalists argue that the fall of Yugoslavia was caused by a political power
struggle between the different leaders of the country’s republics. Consequently, each
leader employed the “ethnic card” as a tool to mobilise its followers against other groups
that were equally struggling for the same resources. Although this paradigm is extremely
popular, David Lake and Donald Rothchild (1998: 6) criticise it by pointing out that
‘ethnicity is not something that can be decided upon by individuals at will, like other
political affiliations, but is embedded within and controlled by the larger society.” This

approach therefore ignores how social structures can construct, deconstruct, strengthen or
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weaken ethnic identities. Ethnicity, as Milton Esman (1994: 13) argues, has to be
interpreted within a ‘relational framework.” Esman’s observations and primordialism’s
and instrumentalism’s inherent flaws have led Lake and Rothchild to synthesise aspects
of these two contending theoretical frameworks to produce one that might account for the
nature of ethnicity and its relation to conflict in the post-Cold War world. They have
called this the constructivist paradigm.

Constructivism recognises both the social roots and the natural character of
ethnicity. This approach holds that ‘as social interactions change, conceptions of
ethnicity evolve as well” (Lake and Rothchild 1998: 5). In this sense, ethnicity is not
necessarily conflictive. Ethnic conflict ‘is caused by certain types of what might be
called social pathological systems, which individuals do not control’ (Lake and Rothchild
1998: 6). While political leaders might attempt to mobilise ethnic groups, according to
their self-interests, different forms of societal organisation provide institutional
counterweights that hinder them from accomplishing their objectives. Thus,
constructivism argues that political leaders that want to mobilise ethnic groups to attain
their own self-interest have to transform the way society is organised first, so they can
dismantle the social structures that will inhibit them from fulfilling their interests.

For instance, the mobilisation of ethno-national movements in Yugoslavia during
the mid-1980s had to first weaken the ideological apparatus that had traditionally kept
these movements from expressing their sentiments or attempting to transform the
established social order. In fact, the late Franjo Tudjman, who was a strong supporter of
Croatian nationalism and eventually became Croatia’s president in 1990, tried to achieve
this objective in the late 1960s by challenging the League of Communists’ (LCY) version
of the events that occurred during the Second World War. Tudjman’s views were
menacing because Josip Broz Tito’s state-building project was based on Partisan’s
victories, which were often exaggerated. Tudjman’s re-interpretation de-legitimised
Tito’s official historical interpretations and presented competing visions of the future of
the country (Glenny 1999: A34). Tudjman was only one of the many dissenting voices
that emanated in Yugoslav society. To assure the viability of the Yugoslav state, Tito
took a two-faced conflict intervention strategy. Tito ordered the arrest of those that

promoted dissenting ideas, but he successfully managed the escalating conflict by starting
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the reform process that led to the Constitution of 1974. The latter strategy repressed
counter-hegemonic tendencies, while the other appeased the masses, which wanted social
change. The important aspect of this policy is that it gave the Yugoslav state primacy in
the reform process (Lampe 1996: 294-98). In the end the message was simple, the LCY
controls all social processes, while defining who could participate in these processes.

Consequently, the destruction of Yugoslavia had to first deconstruct the idea of
Yugoslav unity and the state apparatus that enforce this idea. Once this was done,
nationalist political figures, as Tudjman, Slobodan Milosevi¢, and Milan Kuéan, were
free to construct new political identities and form social structures to support such
identities. These identities were built on ethno-national characteristics imagined or
reconstructed from the past. The breaking of these structures destroyed the networks that
had kept society together and the “official” history of the Yugoslav nation was replaced
by the particular histories of each ethnic group. Neighbours became strangers and as the
conflict became more pronounced the stranger became the enemy. Each community saw
the other as an obstacle to its self-determination, so the path was to divide Yugoslavia
into other nation-states, even if this path led to war and the suffering and deaths of
thousands of civilians.

It is important to notice that individuals could not stop the leaders from inducing
the break-up of Yugoslavia. Indeed, there were many people, especially in Sarajevo and
Tuzla (Campbell 1998: 3-5) that resisted these ethno-national projects (Glenny 1993:
142). Many of these people did not see themselves as Muslim, Croat, or Serb, but as
Yugoslavs. Despite the fact that they were against the division of country, their views
were not influential because the structures of Yugoslavia did not provided an outlet for
their expression. In fact, each community controlled its own media outlets, thus the
interpretations of social events were manipulated according to the interests of ethno-
national political movements. Universities and research centres were not independent, so
they could not challenge their political leaders’ actions. In short, there was no civil
society, as the ones that developed in Poland and Czechoslovakia, to counter the
perspectives endorsed by each republic’s power structure (Leff 1999). Would history be
any different if these groups could have been able to participate in society and challenged

these false stereotypes that painted members of other ethnic groups as enemies? It would

61



be difficult to say, but multiethnic societies founded on democratic principles that have
not fallen prey to ethnic violence attest that individuals’ participation in political
processes of will-formation can prevent leaders from conducting their self-interested
projects.

The constructivist paradigm establishes that the sources of ethnic conflicts are
usually related to the nature of political communities. Most types of social organisations,
though differing on their philosophy, agree that the state is a necessary institution because
it can achieve the integration of society. This is part of the development of the state
throughout modern history. The problem with this understanding is that the state,
historically speaking, has initiated processes of inclusion and exclusion. Essentially,
states that erect boundaries that differentiate one ethnic group from other groups usually
influence these excluded groups to struggle for the transformation of society or for the
creation of their own nation-states. In this light, the constructivist approach is important
because it ‘enhances our understanding of ethno-politics by suggesting that the origins
and consequences of ethnic groups, nations, nationalism, and ethnic conflict in world
politics are contextual and interactive’ (Robertson 1997: 266). Thus, this paradigm
suggests that the transformation of society and the construction of new social processes
that destroy these exclusionary practices and open social structures to all individuals or
groups can redress the pathological currents inherent in this types of societies.

In the context of this doctoral thesis, the significance of this paradigm is that it
allows theorists and policy-makers to study the nature of ethnic conflict and the outbreak
of ethnic violence through the ‘system-lifeworld’ model proposed by Habermas (1987) or
the ‘state-society’ model presented by Joel Migdal, Atul Kohli, and Vivienne Shue
(1994). These models attempt to explain the integration of social systems by asking the
following question: which sphere of social life should integrate society and determine the
working of modern social systems? Because ethnic conflicts affect the workings of these
systems, an answer to this question also determines which peacemaking approach is used
to address these conflicts. Those analysts and policy-makers that believe that the ‘system’
(or the state) is more important than social relations tend to argue that peacebuilding
activities must create state structures and market mechanisms in order to regulate the

behaviour of social groups and individuals and re-order society according to its vision of
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strategic rationality. Alternatively, those that believe that lifeworld processes should
direct the integration of society and determine its workings argue that peacebuilding
activities must rehabilitate shattered inter-ethnic communicative networks. These
processes will enhance the activities of civil society and allow individuals and groups to
organise and transform society’s institutions according to their interests, values, and
interests.

It is important to notice that both models are not entirely contradictory. Both
argue that the system and the lifeworld or the state and the society are necessary elements
of any social system. Notwithstanding, peacemakers using the strategic approach tend to
reduce the importance of social relations and give primacy to the creation of state
structures as a prerequisite for the institution of a self-sustaining peace. Unsurprisingly,
these peacemakers tend to explain ethnic conflict and the outbreak of ethno-national
violence through the lenses of the instrumental paradigm. They fail to see how ethnic
discourses are constructed and reproduced in divided societies, how these challenge the
established order, and how these mobilise group members to struggle for social change.

Explaining ethnic conflicts and the outbreak of violence via constructivism not
only informs this thesis, but it confirms the view that the sources of ethnic conflicts are
usually related to the way society is organised. Thus, peacemakers employing
constructivism’s insights to explain ethnic conflict should also draw on the insights of the
communicative approach to intervene in conflict situations. By focusing on how state
structures and inter-ethnic competition can destroy the fabric that holds society together,
these peacemakers tend to emphasise that a self-sustaining peace must give way to new
social relations that permit individuals to work together in forging a new society that is

representative of all forms of life and tolerant to difference.

II. STATE-CENTRED PEACECUILDING

Strategic peacemaking efforts are informed by instrumental explanations of ethnic
conflict. Competition for resources and control over state institutions lead leaders of
ethnic group to mobilise their communities to support secession or the transformation of
the established order. The state’s failure to manage or settle this conflict permits these

groups to pursue their objectives via violence. As a result, peacemakers create detailed
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peace initiatives that attempt to establish the foundations of new state structures, while
providing incentives and disincentives to pressure the combatants to put down their
weapons and to enter co-operative relationships with their former enemies. Seen from
this perspective, peacemakers are in the business of re-making “failed states™ into viable
nation-states. Therefore, peacemaking efforts, especially those practices executed in the
post-settlement peacebuilding stage, are closely associated to state-building projects.
From historical and theoretical perspectives, state-building and peacebuilding
practices seem to be two different tasks. In the case of Bosnia and other contemporary
post-conflict situations, the marriage of these two projects best explains the current
actions of the international community. To understand the link between these two
projects, it is first important to define the elements of state-building projects. This
examination is conducted in section one, while section two presents how “traditional” or
mainstream understandings of peacebuilding practices embrace aspects of state-building

projects to achieve internal order and international stability.

A. Defining State-Building

Due to length constraints, it is difficult to conduct an in-depth review of state-building
projects. However, it is important to note that these projects were not only the key to the
economic, political and cultural development of advanced Western democracies, but they
also have become the standard developing countries must adhere to if they want to reach
the same levels of development. In many ways, state-building strategies enabled states to
transform ‘state-nations’ (Saravamuttu 1989: 3) into nation-states.

While there is no such thing as a singular state-building project, it is important to
highlight a number of common elements that most state-building enterprises share: (a) the
centralisation and consolidation of state power; (b) nation-building strategies that enable
the state to address the competing claims of universal and particular interests; and (c)
economic modernisation projects.

It is essential to notice that this thesis’s definition of state-building differs from

nation-building. Indeed, nation-building exercises are an integral part of state-building



projects. In addition to these common elements, it is necessary to recognise how the
constraints and opportunities the international system places on state-building initiatives
affect their ability to attain their objectives. Whereas some international actors might
support these state-building programmes, other actors, especially those that form part of
an emerging global public sphere, have been calling for more humane ways of achieving
the stabilisation of social orders and the institutions of self-sustaining peace. Nonetheless,
the international community, especially its strongest members, have been supporting
more robust state-building programmes in order to stabilise the international system and
prevent the outbreak or proliferation of secessionist-armed struggles.

Building on these assumptions, state action is guided by a need to rationalise
social relations in order to reduce complexity and increase the overall stability of the
system (McCarthy 1981: 228-229; and Habermas 1975). Complexity becomes a threat to
established social orders because social events that cannot be controlled can result in
different crises that question the institutions and practices that administer society. Hence,
the state and its administrative apparatus are means to an end (van Creveld 1999: 189-
91). The end is social order, as order supports the rationalisation of social life, which is
supposed to reduce social conflict and support processes of economic modernisation and
collective self-determination; the former satisfying the material needs of society’s
members, the latter permitting individuals to meet their self-interests with like-minded
individuals via the state’s legal apparatus. As a result, the state and its legal system
assume ‘a superordinate position vis-a-vis the socio-cultural and economic systems’
(Habermas 1975: 5).

It is also important to keep in mind that state-building projects were made
possible by an important historical turning point. This was the Treaty of Westphalia,
which’s provisions set the foundations of the modern international system. As Stephen
Krasner notes (1993:235-36), the “Peace of Westphalia of 1648 is routinely understood to
have ushered in or codified a new international order; one based on independent
sovereign states rather than on some earlier medieval concept of Christendom, or
feudalism, or empires.” In essence, the Treaty stipulated that territory, clearly controlled
by a sovereign, was the ‘key requirement for participation in modern international

politics’ (Knutzen 1992: 71). In order to assure that a sovereign would keep control of his
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or her territory, the Treaty also specified that a sovereign would be free to do as he or she
pleased within the boundaries of the nation-state. As a consequence, the concept of
sovereignty also ascertains that other nation-states cannot interfere in the domestic
matters of other nation-states.

The reasoning for this non-interference standard is simple. It would minimise
international conflict, help nation-states strengthen their capabilities, via state-building
projects, and, in the end, strengthen the balance of power system set by Westphalia’s
architects. While this chapter does not study the impact the Treaty of Westphalia of 1648
has had on international relations, it is important to keep in mind, as Charles Kegley and
Gregory Raymond (2002) have recently argued in a recent book, that many contemporary
practices in international relations stem from the ideals, concepts, and principles
enshrined in this document. The question for the purpose of this study is the following:
How did these principles, concepts, ideals, affect state-building projects in Western
history? Seen from this perspective, the Treaty of Westphalia did not only set the
foundations of the modern international system, but it also enabled new intra-national
mechanisms to flourish and challenge “pre-modern” patterns of state-society relations
(Ruggie 1993).

1. State-Society Relations and the State-building Project

The concept of territoriality allows for the establishment of the political boundaries of
society. Armed by the principle of sovereignty, the state was in the business of
establishing these boundaries. But, the state’s drive to organise society according to its
visions has usually been opposed by different social classes or social groupings. The
state, as Anthony Richmond suggests, has used different strategies to achieve its
objectives. Historically speaking, the state has relied on two approaches (Richmond
1984: 5).

The first represents societies as being held together by the coercive power
of the dominant groups whose interests are, in the last resort, maintained
through military force. This force is used to repel external sources of
threat as well as for the maintenance of order within society. The
alternative view emphasizes the importance of a common value system
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which binds people together in a social contract or consensus concerning

the necessity for order.

The first reflects Max Weber’s definition of political power, characteristic of modern
statehood: a monopoly over all instruments of legitimate violence. Nonetheless, coercion
can go so far as modern revolutions have demonstrated. The state needs to create policies
that are attuned to citizens’ needs and interests, thus the alternative of permitting citizens
to influence and participate in the process of societal integration. To this extent, the
distinction of these two approaches is purely theoretical, as both ‘operate simultaneously
and with varying degrees of emphasis’ (Richmond 1984: 5). For any regime to hold
power in the long-term it needs to find way of legitimating its practices. Without a degree
of legitimacy, integrating society to assure necessary conditions of stability and peace
will not eventuate. = Without these conditions, society would be economically
impoverished and politically vulnerable to other visions emanating from within or outside
its boundaries.

Richmond’s insights on the combination of these two practices correspond to Joel
Migdal’s attempt to define modern society by way of an analysis of state-society
relations. Migdal notes that there are at least two definitions. On the one hand, society
can be understood as a site of contention between different elements or agents that want
to dominate the organs of the state in order to institutionalise its ideal conception of
social order. This definition views ‘society as fragmented, often conflictual, organizations
exercising social control; the emphasis here is on the components of society — its innards
— and how the parts of the melange interact’ (Migdal 1996: 93). The other definition notes
that societies are cohesive units. ‘This is a definition that points to the unity of society
and, in particular, questions of integration...’. To put it simply, this interpretation
highlights the state’s ability to construct a sense of ‘boundedness, or that outermost
structure’ (Migdal 1996: 93) that holds society together. Building on these two
perspectives, Migdal’s definition is a synthesis of these two, holding that societies are
essentially made up of conflicting elements that are brought into line by the institutions of
the state. But, the opposite is true as well. The state’s hegemonic ambitions and its violent
strategies can serve as a stimulant to counter-hegemonic struggles, leading to the

disintegration of society. The end-result depends on the mechanisms the state employs to
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integrate society. As Kalevi J. Holsti (1996) points out, states’ that lack popular
legitimacy are more likely to experience outbreaks of collective political violence, than
states’ that have the support and approval of its citizens.

Migdal’s conclusions reveal an important reality: the dialectic between state
power and social resistance means that society is essentially divided into public and
private spheres. The state represents the interests of the public, while the private
individuals make the other sphere. The clash of public and private spheres gives life to
civil society, where discourses give life to social movements that support or counter state
action (Habermas 1996a: 353). Ironically, while the clash can give rise to civil society,
this does not mean that civil society can organize society independently of the state, as
the state has to enable its workings by granting and protecting individuals’ rights and
freedoms so they can come together in informal processes of political will-formation
(Chandhoke 1995). It is important to notice how Migdal’s definition, as the other two,
assigns the state a significant role in the integration of society. Consequently, the
principal paradigm of societal evolution centres on the need of building a state and its
institutions in order to establish social order. This project, which can be named state-
building, ‘is the process by which the state not only grows in economic productivity and
government coercion, but, also, in political and institutional power’ (Jaggers 1992: 29).
In other words, a state-building project is a strategy used by the social elite to organise
society according to their needs and interests, while forcing other social groupings, which
might not necessarily approve of this undertaking, to support their project.

Ordering society according to the state’s vision is more than just creating social
institutions to support the state-building process. In fact, the state must also create an
ideology that specifies which acts are legitimate or illegitimate. This ideology must
incorporate ‘cultural and political forms, representations, discourses, practices and
activities, and specific technologies and organization of powers that, taken together, help
to define public interest, establish meaning, and define and naturalize available social
identities’ (Nagengast 1994: 116). State-building enterprises can be described as a form
of colonisation. Instead, the colonising project is not implemented by foreign elements

per se, but from within.
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State-building projects, though aimed at creating order, do actually foster social
conflicts and acts of collective violence. As Youssef Cohen, Brian R. Brown, and A. F.
K. Organski (1981: 902) find in their study of state-building projects in Western and non-
Western societies, ‘increasing central state claims for resources — for the material means
of state-making and domination — intrude into and compete with preexisting structures of
rights and obligations which tie those resources to sub-national collectivities and/or
“polities.” Conflict, resistance, and violence are...often the result.” However, this same
study also reveals that in the long-term state-building projects can provide the basis for
order by transforming their practices and permitting repressed voices to express
themselves and influence the organisation of society. But, this is done once the
protagonists of this project have been able to significantly secure their bases of power.
Therefore state-building projects are paradoxical in nature. Stability can only be achieved
after a period of violence conducted by the state against certain element in their societies.

The state’s centralisation of power and the monopolisation of force represent only
one face of state-building projects. As Cohen, Brown and Organski suggest, the state-
building project eventually establishes social order. How is this done? Once the state has
consolidated its power base, it executes nation-building and economic modernization
programmes. The reasoning behind these programmes is to demonstrate to society’s
citizens that the attainment of the state’s interest will benefit them as well. To this extent,
these strategies are designed to create support for the state-building enterprise. In the
end, nation-building and economic modernisation projects are implemented to build
legitimacy for the way society is organised. The former is instituted to allow people to
participate in the state-building project and to satisfy an individual’s psychological need
of being part of a community, while the latter is practiced in order to meet the material
needs of society’s members. State-building projects aim not only to centralise and expand
the state’s power base, but they also intend to establish an ideology that can solve the
conflict between the universal and particular, bringing diversity into line with the state’s

conception of uniformity.
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2. The State and the Integration of Society

Nation-building strategies were a product of the challenges the Enlightenment presented
to the absolute state and its state-building initiatives. The Enlightenment was aimed
against totalising ideologies that infringed on individuals’ human rights and their abilities
to achieve full self-determination and freely accomplish their full human potential
(Habermas 1997: 89). The absolute state’s monopoly of political and military power was
challenged through violent and non-violent revolutions. The bourgeoisic was asking for
more participation and when the absolute state attempted to enforce order through force,
the bourgeoisie rallied the masses to overthrow the “old regimes.” This was probably best
exemplified by the French Revolution. The French Revolution, though legitimising many
of the Enlightenment’s ideals of liberty, equality, and fraternity, did not weaken the
institutions of the state or undid the importance of territoriality in the ordering of political
spaces. In fact, these principles were strengthened.

The absolute state was not a nation-state, but what Paikiasothy Saravamuttu
(1989: 3) calls ‘state-nations’. While the absolute state aimed at stripping power away
from rivals that lived within the boundaries of its territory, augmenting its authority over
the country, it dedicated little attention to define the integral components of the political
community or the identity of its subjects. The new “enlightened state” had to build
nations to support its state-building project (Seth 1995: 49-51). The by-product of this
reality is nationalism or the doctrine, which ‘pretends to supply the criterion for the
determination of the unit of population proper to enjoy a government exclusively its own,
for the legitimate exercise of power in the state...’ (Kedourie 1994: 1). Hence,
nationalism was supposed to allow individuals to participate in the nation-state and
achieve the individual self-determination promised by liberalism, one of the strongest and
most influential political philosophies of the nineteenth century.

As it turned out, the state did not only define political space according to
territoriality, but it also started to identify who could participate in society’s political
processes. Generally, the state constructed political identities, often reflecting those of a
stronger ethnic group or an elite class, which were to be imposed on the rest of society.
The goal was the creation of a homogeneous society, where difference could be

eradicated. The existence of heterogeneity was seen as a threat to the state’s control of

70



society, because those individuals or groups that desired to resist these homogenizing
mechanisms could potentially challenge the state and its state-building project. How did
the state conduct this homogenising or hegemonic project? Using “enlightened”
administrative practices, the state apparatus grew by building legal systems based on
positive law that would enforce its rules and values on its subjects (Knutsen 1992: 117).
In addition, public schools were created and language was standardised and competing
dialects were pushed out from the public sphere into the private sphere, where they
eventually died. Police departments were assembled and national militaries were equally
engendered. These new armed forces did not rely on mercenaries, but on regular citizens.
Thus, the state permeated all social spheres and promoted its ideals and values as
unquestioned truths.

Nation-building mechanisms were established to create a more homogeneous
society that would be easier to rule. The aim was to forcefully create a social consensus
that endorsed the state’s ideological project (Nagengast 1994: 117). As Stuart Hall argues
(1988: 44): ‘Ruling ideas may dominate other conceptions of the social world by setting
the limit to what will appear as rational, reasonable, credible, indeed sayable or thinkable,
within the given vocabularies of motive and action available...” to society’s members.
Nation-building strategies enabled the state to not only convince individuals that their
interests and needs were actually taken into consideration, but more important that these
initiatives satisfied the search for individual and collective self-determination. In the end,
many individuals believed that the state’s actions resulted from the nation’s will.

The state has utilised these discourses to also satisfy individuals’ psychological
need of being part of a community, while also assimilating them into a fabricated identity
that would support the state’s agenda. Nation-building mechanisms also allowed the
state to find ways to meet the material needs of society’s members. In fact, capitalism
could not survive without these state-building and nation-building projects, as these set
the foundations of a national economy. While it was expected that the state should not
interfere in the workings of the market economy, the state had a role in establishing the
superstructure to nurture capitalism, promote investment, and encourage industrialisation
(Wicker 1997: 8). In other instances, the state employed protectionist economic policies

to deter other national economies from taking advantage of any possible weakness in
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local markets or from undermining the development of key industries (Hobsbawn 1992:
131-32).

Ellen Meiksins Wood has clearly described the nexus between the development of
the nation-state and capitalism. She notes that the state became ‘a major player’ in this
process (1999: 7). Even more provocative, her research suggests that ‘capitalism has
spread not by erasing national boundaries but by reproducing its national organisation,
creating a number of national economies and nation-states.” (1999: 8). Thus, capitalism
and the nation-state need each other. This can be contrasted with the old economic
practices of mercantilism and bullionism. Leomnard Tivey (1981: 62) maintains that these
pre-capitalist types of economic organisation, practiced by the absolute state, did not
support the state-building enterprise. These two economic doctrines supported
fragmented economic spaces, hindering the state from gaining full control over its
territory and its material and human resources. The creation of a national economy
weakened the economic foundations of different regions and its leaders, strengthening the
position of state institutions and the individuals that supported such state-building
programmes.

The only problem for the state was that capitalism created more societal problems
than solutions to old ones. Class conflict grew sharper, alienation of social groups grew
more acute, and the increasing division of labour made it difficult for the state to keep
society working as a single unit. Hence nation-building projects were a way of bringing
dissatisfied groupings within the framework of the state, gaining their support, while
assuring their role in economic production. This is one of the reasons that Karl Marx
argued that nationalism was a by-product of the development of capitalism.

While nation-building projects were a way to protect the state and its state-
building enterprise, the survival of the state was dependent on its ability to promote
material equality or to better the material conditions of society’s members. Many nation-
states employed socialism and communism as a framework to order their economies and
societies. Others decided to enable the masses to participate in political processes through
mass democracy, while in the early twentieth century the democratic Western state,
armed with Keynesian economic theory, started to not only interfere in the workings of

market economies, but it actually saved the capitalist project from self-destruction by
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creating the foundations of mixed economies and put in place the foundations of the
welfare state (Franck 1996: 363).'° In all, the state has taken more responsibilities in
economic and related social matters (e.g. health care) in order to upgrade its ability to
control society and hinder revolutionary forces from overthrowing the establish regime.

What is the result of these state-building projects? More specifically, how do
these projects interfere in the social and manipulate cultural and economic matters? As
Hans-Rudolf Wicker (1997: 9) observes, ‘the nation thus inserted itself between the
individual and humanity; and by unifying state and capital, it ushered in the concept of
totality.” Meaning that the state becomes the protagonist of this project, setting its basis
and allowing for its reproduction by fabricating an ideology or a ‘civil religion’ to
support its enterprise. The goal was not only to alter society, but to also transform the
way people understood themselves (Eisenstadt 2000: 19). The importance was to build a
historical consciousness that all people could relate to in order for these individuals to
support the state and its societal project. The aim of this shared sense of consciousness is
necessary for ideological purposes, because its strips individuals from their autonomy.
Individual self-determination can only be achieved by way of collective self-
determination, which needs to be translated via state-building mechanisms. In the end,
this reconstructed understanding of the self, as an integral part of a political community,
ushers a new understanding of society. As Bjorn Wittrock observes (2000: 46), this
‘entails a decisive shift from an agential — some would say voluntaristic — view of society
to one that emphasizes structural conditions.’

Consequently, these historical changes and ideological reconstruction have
converted the state into a social institution that is responsible in establishing the
boundaries of the political, while defending the nation from endogenous and exogenous
forces. In doing so, it constructs a vision of how society should be organised, while
institutionalising social structures to achieve this vision. To assure that this project is
achieved, the state creates social narratives, national sentiments, and in extreme cases it

uses force to persuade individuals to accept this form of social organisation. Due to this

' Habermas (1987: 77-111) also employs a similar usage of the term in his analysis of Emile Durkheim’s
work on the ‘sacred.’
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reality, the state has ‘the capacity to shape and control the lives of individuals in a way no
other institution can’ (Chandhoke 1995: 46).

Although the state has been developing different strategies to cope with
challenges to its rule and authority, the evolving post-1989 system has demonstrated that
the state is in a moment of transition (Rengger 1997: 256-57). Will the state regain
control or will it whither and give way to new strategies of societal integration that
enables human beings to directly influence the organization of society? How does ethno-
nationalism reinforce or transform this historical progression? If ethno-nationalism is
such a threatening force, can the international community find new ways of addressing
this challenge and find a way to prevent secessionist armed struggles or resolving

existing ethnic conflicts.

B. Peacebuilding as State-Building

Are peacebuilding missions similar to state-building projects? In order to answer this
question, it is important to first identify the common features of war-torn societies.
Nicole Ball’s research (1996a: 17-24; and 1996b: 608-10) presents four main

characteristics:

1. Institutional weakness. This refers to both to the vulnerability of state structures
and the legal system in the first months of peacebuilding and to the lack of
legitimacy these have in the eyes of certain individuals or groups.

2. A fragmented and destroyed economic base. War destroys the economic,
communication, and transportation infrastructures of society. This not only means
that peacebuilding must address economic issues, but that the lack of a working
economy will present obstacles to the normalisation of social relations.

3. The lack of security. This reality is prompted by the existence of different military
organisations, a lack of neutral police forces, the general accessibility of small
weapons, and the widespread existence of landmines. The lack of a secure
environments puts undo pressure on new government structures, strengthens
social fragmentation, and makes economic recovery difficult; it also supports the
work of organised crime, discourages inter-ethnic cooperation, fuels corruption
and inhibits foreign investment.

4. Contextual factors. These are unique to each case. In cases of war torn,

multiethnic societies, the contextual factors are usually fragmented social orders,
where trust and a shared sense of commonality among society’s members is low.
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As a consequence, traditional peacebuilding operations equal state-building programmes
for two important reasons. First, peacebuilding missions contend with the same issues
state-building programmes face. Second, and more important, peacebuilding missions, as
Barbara Walter’s (1999: 133) research argues, underscore the importance of state
institutions: ‘resolving a civil war requires more than reaching a bargain and than
instituting a ceasefire. To be successful, a civil war peace settlement must consolidate
previously warring factions into a single state, create a new government capable of
accommodating their interests, and a new national, non-partisan military force.’
Consequently, the existence of a single state is necessary because it can implement the
provisions of negotiated peace agreements and address the more immediate socio-
economic challenges faced by war-torn societies.

While the formation of state institutions is seen as an important pre-requisite for
the successful integration of society, it is important to remember that most ethnic
conflicts are usually fuelled by a dissatisfied group’s decision to transform social
institutions according to their needs and interests. Consequently, peacemakers need to
create a new, inclusive state in which the main warring factions participate in its
decision-making processes, while distributing political power in ways that produce co-
operative behaviour. For this reason, peacemakers endorse the separation of warring
parties in the short term, while also instituting mechanisms to integrate society in the long
term. The separation of warring parties is not only related to the physical separation of
each party’s military, but also to the re-organisation of the country according to federalist
principles. As Donald Horowitz demonstrates (1985: 623), the division of the country
into different territorial units, each dominated by an ethnic group and having its own
political structures and functions, provides an obstacle to parties that attempt to undo the
peace agreement and take control of the political process. More important, the creation of
these units presents an important incentive for the leaders of warring factions to keep
implementing the peace agreement, as they would probably have control of these political
units in the short-term.

Many scholars criticise these arrangements because they empower ethno-national

leaders and create territorial units that can lead to the future partition of multiethnic
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societies (Kumar 1997: 1-37). However, peacemakers contend that the initial levels of
separation experienced by war-torn societies can be reduced by an open and inclusive
political system that permits the leaders of each ethno-national group to participate in the
new central state. By including power-sharing mechanisms, offices and positions in the
state’s political institutions can be proportionally divided between each community’s
leaders. This proportionality can be reached by carefully, engineered electoral systems
that can guarantee the representation of all ethno-national groups in decision-making
institutions and constitutional provisions that secure the distribution of these offices.

While there are different types of power-sharing mechanisms, it is important to
notice that the objective is to create an inclusive government that can create economic,
political, and social policies that are beneficial for the entire country. In this way, the
central state is seen as a mechanism that re-arranges the political organisation of society
in order to push through important economic and social reforms. Building on
modernisation theory and the effects of state-building programs in the Western political
history, these reforms will increase overall living standards and foster more contacts
between members of each ethno-national groups in order to create a sense of security that
will breed economic interdependence and weaken existing ethno-national identities and
give life to new identities centred around the new state (Hodson, Sekuli¢ and Masey
1994: 1535-37).

Paradoxically, even though this important objective is at the centre of
peacebuilding operations, the process that produced the peace agreement challenges it.
Peacemakers’ decision to negotiate the peace agreements’ provision with the political
leaders that started the war legitimates their positions. More significant, peacemakers’
determination to end the war forces them to sideline moderate leaders that can safeguard
the long-term success of peacemaking activities. As noted in the previous chapter, these
moderate leaders are not invited to official negotiation processes because they do not
have control over armed forces and because these leaders threaten the political positions
of ethno-national leaders. This is an important observation because research has
demonstrated that ethno-national leaders are not only more prone to stop implementing
the peace agreement, but they also are more willing to re-start the war (Kamarotos 1995;
Moravschik 1996; Stedman 1997; and Walters 1999).
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But, without their participation a settlement cannot be reached. It is for this reason
that peacemakers make sure that the new country includes strong democratic
mechanisms, human rights regimes, and confidence-building mechanism that weaken the
position of extreme ethno-national leaders and their parties’ structures, at least in the long
term. In theory, the holdings of regular elections, even if these are organised according to
the principles of proportionality, will force politicians to compete for votes and tone
down their rhetoric, producing a political environment for political movements that are
not centred around strict ethno-national issues, but on issues of concern to the entire
country. Human rights regimes are included for two important reasons. First, these can
help rectify the human rights abuses conducted during the war, bringing to justice those
that perpetrated these crimes or discrediting those politicians that permitted these
criminals to carry out these wanton acts (Akhavan 1996: 259-61). Second, and equally
important, peacemakers tend to include strong human rights provisions in negotiated
peace agreements in order to promote the rights of citizens, empower them to participate
in the political process, and support society’s democratisation process (Kamaratos 1995:
502-05; and Hampson 1996b: 545-47).

Confidence-building mechanisms tend to occur at different levels. The most
important sets of confidence-building measures are usually conducted between the
different military organisations that waged the war. The objective of these programmes is
to encourage military and paramilitary organisations to demobilise their troops, to start
disarmament, and commence the re-structuring of the armed forces so these are in line
with the peace settlement’s provisions (Hampson 1996b: 542). While disarmament and
de-mobilisation can increase confidence in both sides, the fear that one side will not carry
its commitments necessitates the creation of special bodies that can monitor these two
processes. These bodies are usually set-up by the international community and they
include members of each of the warring parties (Walter 1999: 135-37).

Two other important confidence-building measures are the restructuring of the
country’s police forces and the stationing of peacekeepers. During proldnged civil wars,
police forces become directly involved in the war, rather than offering protection to all
civilians and up-holding the rule of law (von Hippel 2000: 194; and Stanley and Call
1997: 107-34). Maintaining the old police force, ‘many of whom were part of the
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problem rather than the solution, undercuts the credibility of the new order and could
threaten the ability of the new government to manage the transition’ from war to peace
(Kritz 1996: 592). Peacekeepers can play many roles in post-conflict situations, but their
main function is to establish a secure environment that is conducive to inter-ethnic co-
operation, while supporting international civilian missions established to oversee and
enforce negotiated peace agreements.

Each of these tools attempts to strengthen the new legal order and the political
institutions established by the negotiated peace in order to weaken the position of
extreme ethno-national leaders and groups that prefer not to implement the settlement. As
Eva Betram’s research notes, peacebuilding is ‘nothing less than the reallocation of
political power; it is not a neutral act.” Thus, peacebuilding operations ‘inevitably favor
some groups and disadvantage others; like wars, they have losers as well as winners’
(Bertram 1995: 394). This reality suggests that the transition from war to peace is not a
smooth process; it actually is one that is unstable and prone to resumption of ethno-
national violence.

For this reason, peacemakers remain directly involved in peacebuilding efforts.
The most successful transitions from civil war are those in which the international
community helps the parties establish the new state, select a new government, and
prevent ethno-national leaders from re-starting the war. By sending military
peacekeepers, police forces, and a civilian mission to monitor and assist local leaders in
the implementation of the agreement, the international community monitors the parties’
willingness to enforce the negotiated settlement. In the more extreme cases, the
international community assumes full responsibility over the implementation process.
Under these circumstances, international agents, authorized by the United Nations’
Security Council, set-up a proxy government, where by the basic functions of the state,
including security responsibilities, are performed by peacekeepers, international tribunals
and civilian missions (Hampson 1996b: 547). The objective of this work is to strengthen
state authority and to start the state-building process so the new state can take control
over the peacebuilding process.

This point demonstrate the magnitude of international interests and the

significance of state-building enterprises in the context of making self-sustaining peace in
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war-torn, multiethnic societies a reality. As peacebuilding missions tend to be founded on
the tenets of the strategic approach, peacemakers’ interests defined these efforts, while
sometimes sidelining those of the people peacebuilding efforts are supposedly helping. In
order to understand how peacemakers’ interests guide these efforts, it is important to
recognise that the implementation of a peace agreement is not pursued by an unchanging
peacebuilding strategy. On the contrary, the strategy is adjusted so it can address the
unforeseen challenges that obstruct the full implementation of negotiated settlements
(Walter 1999). In other words, the means change, but not the end. The objective is still
the institution of a new state that can create a variety of economic and social programmes
that can successfully weaken ethno-national or communitarian structures that promote
separation in order to integrate society and re-establish the social foundations of a viable
nation-state. Hence, strategic conceptions of peacebuilding are not only similar to state-

building projects, but the intended goal of both enterprises is the same

CONCLUDING REMARKS

According to instrumental explanations of ethnic conflict, state institutions have the
ability of manipulating the organisation of society in order to manage social conflicts and
even create a “nation” that supports its vision of social organisation. Thus, these
explanations argue that state-building projects can manage ethnic conflicts and provide
social stability. In this way, there is a strong correlation between ethnic war and state
failure. This observation is important because many scholars and decision-makers argue
that building state institutions, implementing economic modernization programmes and
executing nation-building initiatives can reconstruct multiethnic societies wrecked by
war.

As defined in this chapter, peacebuilding missions and state-building programmes
are similar in nature, because they attempt to achieve social order. However, social order
does not necessarily lead to the institution of a self-sustaining peace. It is essential to
return to the questions posed in the previous chapter: does social order equate self-
sustaining peace? Or, are supporters of this type of peacemaking practices ignoring other
elements that can make negotiated peace agreements self-sustaining? These are important

questions that must be answered, as the constructivist challenge suggests that other
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elements affect inter-ethnic relations and the stability of society. Indeed, the
constructivist critique of mainstream theories of ethnic conflicts suggests that
instrumental explanations are too simplistic because they fail to capture how the social
context and changing social circumstances affect the patterns of inter-ethnic relations.

In many ways, the constructivist critique enables the critique of state-centred
peacebuilding. Taking note of chapter’s one conceptualisation of communicative forms
of peacemaking, the next chapter provides the theoretical foundations of society-centred
peacebuilding practices, based on Habermas’s critical theory. As stated in the beginning
of this chapter, this alternative form of peacebuilding suggests that state-centred practices
are not conducive to a self-sustaining peace. In addition, chapter three also presents a set
of propositions that will be used to test the argument that the Dayton peace initiative was

crafted according to the tenets of the strategic approach to peacemaking.
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CHAPTER THREE

Society-Centred Peacebuilding: Defining the Theoretical Foundations
of Alternative Practices

INTRODUCTION

Historically speaking, state-building projects are supposed to solve the problem of social
integration in multi-ethnic societies; meaning that a unitary conception of society
dominated by the state can impose universal values and principles to bring ethnic
particularianism, that is to say communitarianism, in line with the community’s universal
interests. The new state generated by peacemaking efforts embodies international
recognised principles of social organisation. Consequently, the state becomes a road to
democracy, market economics and the basis of a self-sustaining peace. While state-
building initiatives are an integral part of mainstream peacebuilding practices, a growing
literature has criticised this conception of peacebuilding. The overall failure of this form
of peacebuilding has led Krishna Kumar to argue that (1997: 33-34):

those charged with designing and implementing political rehabilitation
interventions lack appropriate conceptual frameworks, intervention
models, concepts, policy instruments, and methodologies for assistance
programs to rebuild civil society, establish and nurture democratic
institutions, promote a culture favourable to the protection of human
rights, reconstruct law enforcement systems, or facilitate ethnic
reconciliation in highly unstable political and social environments.

In this sense, there is a need to create alternative understandings of peacebuilding. This
chapter argues that such mechanisms must move away from traditional initiatives that
embrace state-building programmes to new ones that stress the importance of rebuilding
society as a whole. It is important to notice that a society-centred approach does not
invalidate the central state or the international community’s role to institute a self-
sustaining peace. On the contrary, state institutions and the international community
should also play an important role in peacebuilding processes, but this thesis strongly
argues that international interests should give way to the interests of the people affected

by the war.
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Building on the characteristics of communicative approach to peacemaking,
developed in chapter one, this chapter provides the theoretical foundation of society-
centred practices. It is divided into three parts. Part one presents a critique of strategic
peacebuilding. Part two presents Habermas’s society-centred social theory. This serves as
a theoretical foundation to construct a society-centred peacebuilding programme for post-
Dayton Bosnia. Part three reflects on the examinations conducted in this and previous
chapters and presents a number of questions and issues researchers must keep in mind as

they examine the long-term viability of the Dayton peace initiative.

I. CRITICISING STATE-CENTRED PEACEBUILDING

At the most basic level, state-centred and society-centred understandings of
peacebuilding differ on each approach’s adherence to a specific paradigm of social
integration in post-settlement situations. State-centred approaches to peacebuilding
emphasise that the creation of a state can manage and settle social conflict, while assuring
order and stability. This view is in line with the tenets of the strategic approach. The twin
objectives of order and stability can permit the state to expand its activity and create a
new political culture based on state dependence. Thus, it becomes important for social
groups to participate in the process of state-building as their work and co-operation with
other groups will assure them a degree of influence over the state’s policy-making
mechanisms. However, the danger that minority groups might be discriminated by more
powerful groups always raises concerns about the long-term viability of the project.

In fact, a growing number of critical studies in the discipline of international
relations and the field conflict analysis have found that state-building processes
contradict democratic values and their emphasis on peaceful multicultural existence and
tolerance (Jabri 1996: 157-59; Linklater 1998: 27-34; Smith 1997: 93-96; and Lawson
1995: 116-36). The success of state-building process requires the state to control social
processes and transform society according to its interests. From a socio-cultural
perspective, state-building initiatives must legitimate the state’s actions by generating
new national identities that tie the will of the people with that of the state. This nation-
building process not only presents a single identity that is to be share by society’s

members. More significant, the constitutive traits of this identity impel the transformation
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of other “traditional” identities. This is not to say that the national identity displaces other
social identities, though this is possible, but existing social identities are brought into line
with the state’s functional identity.

It is important to also notice that this understanding of peacebuilding does not
directly deal with issues relating to the problem of inter-communal reconciliation.
Proponents of state-centred theories of peacebuilding argue that reconciliation is a by-
product of state-building. This is so for two reasons. First, influenced by the instrumental
explanations of ethnic conflicts, proponents of state-centred peacebuilding believe that
establishing co-operative relations between each community’s leaders at the state level
sets an example for the rest of society. These instrumentalist explanations argue that
identity and the preservation of a particular way of life is not the driving force of ethnic
conflicts. In this sense, ethnic identity becomes a tool of political change, employed by
social elites” who want to organise society in a way that favours their own ambitions.
Thus, peacebuilding is an elite driven processes, by which peacemakers concentrate their
efforts at satisfying the needs and interests of these elites in order to create a new state
where all elites can satisfy their self-interests. If co-operation between leaders is possible,
then co-operation between individuals at the communal level can be a reality as well
because the elites will want to decrease the amount of conflict, so society can work
efficiently.

Second, the legal system set by the state can institutionalise reconciliatory
mechanisms. By prosecuting those individuals indicted for war crimes, the state starts to
enable human beings to increase contact across communal lines (Colleta and Nezam
1999: 4). The establishment of the rule of law, the protection of private property and the
creation of new security apparatus, enable businessmen to open stores, cafés, and other
enterprises that hire people and move individuals from thinking in terms of physical
security and survival to the satisfaction of material needs. In many ways, this concern
with economic development and the creation of a market economy are guided by the
belief that individuals’ are motivated to satisfy material needs and interests, thus offering
a incentive to increase contact among individuals of the different communities.

More important, many studies show that economic progress is a way of

weakening the position of ethno-nationalism, as leaders of these movements have a
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harder time mobilising their members. However, William Easterly (2000) finds that
societies divided along ethnic lines generally experience economic growth if there are
strong state institutions that can enforce the law and create effective economic policies.
Hence, building or strengthening existing state structures is seen as way of establishing
the basis of a market economy, while also assisting in the integration of society. Thus,
economic development should not only increase contact between groups, but also attract
foreign investors and even set the foundations of civil society.

This state-centred understanding of peacebuilding is basically a trickle-down or a
top-down social integration strategy. Not surprising, the international community
attempts to dominate the implementation process by constructing a new state, so this can
become a caretaker of the process once international agents exit these war-torn societies.
In many ways, this paradigm of social integration equals this thesis’s understanding of
strategic peacemaking. Francis Kofi Abiew and Tom Keating (1999-2000: 85) find that
‘peacebuilding reflect an interest on the parts of governments to maintain stability, or to
gain influence in particular countries, in order to protect or advance the interests of the
intervening government.” The prevalence of this model of peacebuilding has been
captured by Roland Paris’s (1997) study, a report written by Nat Colleta, Michelle
Cullen, and Johanna Mendelson Forman (1998) of the World Bank’s Post-Conflict
Reconstruction Unit, and by Francis Abiew and Keating’s (1999-2000) review of
peacebuilding practices in Haiti. However, these studies also capture the need to develop
new conceptions of peacebuilding.

Colleta, Cullen and Mendelson Forman (1998: 8) argue that post-war
reconstruction has been mostly ‘focused on rebuilding infrastructure; it is easier to
rebuild roads and bridges than it is to reconstruct institutions and strengthen the fabric of
society.” In essence, their report notes that reconstructing the fabric of society should be
conducted by increasing citizens’ participation in the process and by building the organs
of a strong civil society. In a reflexive tone, they also argue that designing such strategies
must be aware of the challenges to their effectiveness: ‘Yet to do so effectively,
development agencies need to better understand how to define and bolster civil society in
a post-conflict setting; that is, to be aware of how conflict affects civil society, what

factors increase group cohesion under adverse conditions and which issues are most
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critical for civil society (human rights, health and others)’ (1998: 8). While this is an
important observation, they fail to answer what values and principles should motivate
their work in post-conflict situations.

In his criticisms of this traditional paradigm of peacebuilding, Ronald Paris (1997:
56) notes that it ‘involves transplanting Western models of social, political, and economic
organization into war shattered states in order to control civil conflict...’. Paris strong
normative critique leads him to introduce an alternative strategy he calls: ‘Strategic
Liberalization’ (1997: 81). Even though this strategy has interesting elements, such as the
exclusion of extremists in the political process and funding social initiatives to increase
‘social capital’, this paradigm still argues forv the imposition of Western models of
societal organisation to other parts of the world. Paris is correct to point out the
deficiencies with this traditional strategy, but he does not consider the probability that his
strategy’s elements may actually contradict the needs and interests of the people it
attempts to assist. In addition, this strategy is problematic because it is still caught within
the boundaries of state-building paradigms of social integration, as social order is still the
study’s main concern.

Abiew and Keating (1999-2000: 105) agree with Paris, but their concern with the
ethics of intervention argue that this type of peacebuilding has to be questioned, as
outsiders might actually ‘become part of the problem rather than the solution.” For this
reason, they do not only argue for new peacebuilding strategies, but they strongly argue
that ‘outsiders adopt a simple but significant guiding principle when considering
intervention.... That principle is: do no harm’ (1999-2000: 105). They also argue that the
creation of new strategies must view peacebuilding as an internal matter ‘in which the
primary role of outside agents should be directed, first and foremost, at not impeding
local activities and toward supporting processes and institutions that emerge within
societies’ (1999-2000: 106).

Building on these works, this thesis presents the theoretical foundations of a new
paradigm of societal integration in post-conflict situations. This paradigm is influenced
by Habermas’s investigation on social integration and the research conducted in the field
of conflict transformation. Whereas the state-centred paradigm focuses on the creation

and the strengthening of state structures, the society-centred paradigm sees society as a
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space where three social sectors interact and coexist: state, civil society and the market. If
the former paradigm argues that the state has the ability to define the boundaries of the
social, while establishing norms and values that regulate individuals and the work
conducted by the other two sectors, the society-centred paradigm argues that such
functions are not the state’s responsibility, but those of civil society. Hence, civil society
becomes the prime social sphere as it empowers individuals and groups to create and
challenge existing norms and values that give legitimacy to state actions and those of the
market.

It is important to underscore that this paradigm does support the creation of state
institutions and market mechanisms, as these provide a legal framework that regulates
individual actions and provide mechanisms to satisfy material needs and interests.
However, influenced by the communicative approach to peacemaking, as presented in
chapter one, a society-centred paradigm of social integration finds that communicative
processes ingrained in civil society can affect how society is organised by clearly
influencing the state’s legislative branch and the overall decision-making process. Thus,
implicit in this understanding of social integration is the belief that Habermas’s
deliberative democracy can integrate society according to the needs and interests of
individuals and groups participating in civil society’s communicative processes.

Consequently, the importance here is the building of a strong civil society. Of
course, the problem with this view is that a strong civil society cannot exist if society is
deeply divided. Thus, a peacebuilding programme based on this paradigm of social
integration has to clearly transform the conflicting relations and build a new political
culture, where all individuals regardless of their ethnic background can meet in civil

society’s informal structure to discuss issues of importance.

II. HABERMAS’S SOCIETY-CENTRED SOCIAL THEORY

A constructivist approach to ethno-national conflict suggests that social structures play an
important role in determining the intensity of these types of conflict. Such an approach
embraces both primordial and instrumental explanations of ethnic conflict, which means
that group members see themselves in essentialist terms, because leaders have changed

society’s structures to breed and nurture such views. But, these are not static identities,
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but ones that have been invented and reproduced by different mechanisms; specifically
by the way society is organised. In this sense, leaders mobilise ethnic groups to attain
certain material objectives and the preservation of cultural traditions. In divided societies,
the strategy is to gain control over state structures to define accepted social processes and
curb the interests and needs of other groups that are competing for control of the same
state apparatus. In this competitive environment, conflict is prone to turn violent and the
divisions of society tend to fracture society’s communicative structures along communal
lines.

In Habermas’s view, these communication structures are crucial in creating a
‘lifeworld’ or Lebenswelt, which serves as a steering mechanism for the integration of
society into a single working unit. In this sense, the lifeworld encompasses a background
of shared knowledge and convictions that are understood by individuals as non-
disputable. The significance of this concept is that it emphasises that communication and
social interaction happens in the horizon of this lifeworld (Habermas 1984: 70). More
significantly, this background of shared knowledge provides the structures of a symbolic
world that enables the formation and reproduction of identities. In this way, personal
identity is tied to the collective identity of the communication community at hand. This in
turns means that societies divided along communal lines do not share a lifeworld. Instead
each one has its own lifeworld contexts. Under these situations, each group objectifies the
other and dehumanises'' it in order to present it as an enemy that must be controlled or
exterminated. Accordingly, the challenge of peacebuilding is to re-build the
communication structures of society in order to give way to new understandings of given
a conflict situation and generate new lifeworld contexts that permit the transformation of
divided societies in order to support inter-communal co-operation and the construction of
new social orders reflective of the needs and interests of all citizens.

Because this society-centred understanding of peacebuilding is built on the
theoretical tenets of the communicative approach to peacemaking, it is important to grasp
how Habermas’s theory of communicative action, as presented in the first chapter, can be
translated at a macro-sociological level and illustrate how it can induce a new inter-

subjective politics of emancipation.

" William Eckhardt (1991) presents an interesting review of de-humanisation processes.
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A. Communicative Action: Micro-Macro Linkages

Habermas argues that society is divided into the system and the lifeworld. The system
can be separated into two subsystems: the state or the administrative apparatus and the
market. These are supposed to operate within the symbolic structures of the lifeworld. In
macro-sociological terms, the lifeworld is not only a background knowledge that makes
communication and action co-ordination possible, but more important it also serves as the
glue that holds society together. Moreover this view of society sees society divided into
private and public spheres. The lifeworld is divided along these two spheres, while the
market subsystem lies within the private, and the state in the public. Where does civil
society fall? While this sector was not part of his early analyses, Habermas has placed it
within the lifeworld, connecting both of its private and public spheres and influencing the
work of the other two sub-systems (1996a: 366-67).

In many ways, this description of society is important because it enables
Habermas to address the structure-agency debate. Some theorists argue that social
structures shape the agent and its behaviour, paying little attention to how social actors
can shape or transform social structures. Other theorists, in the other hand, argue that
social actors have a key role in constructing and influencing social processes that affect
the composition of society. Habermas’s stance is a synthesis of both perspectives. As
Bernstein contends, ‘we cannot understand the character of the lifeworld unless we
understand the social systems that shape it, and we cannot understand the social unless
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