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Kenneth Bush

1\\

Commodification,
Compartmentalization,
and Militarization

of Peacebuilding

You have to relinquish a lot until the reckoning

¢ comes, you snap off a twig, examine it and
realize it's just the relationship between yourself,
killers and victims that counts. Look some more
and you see there is not much gulf at all between
the three. Close your eyes, open your fingers and
discover you are a:hybrid. Open your eyes again,
look in the mirror and someone else looks back:
someone older ﬁ& degraded. People call it
wisdom but it is just a substitute for hope.!

THIS ESSAY _m. A PART OF A PROJECT

that critically examines the “instruments of reconciliation, retribu-
tion [sic], and peacebuilding.”? More specifically, the project seeks to
reflect upon our peacebuilding experiences and capacities, and to
assess the effectiveness of our instruments, leading to the develop-
ment of recommendations. In its effort to be genuinely critical, I do
not take “peacebuilding” initiatives at their selfdescribed face value.
Indeed, my starting point is the observation that there are instances

where so-called peacebuilding initiatives have had negative peace-
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building nowmm@dm_w.-nomw mbm_s«ﬁmam other Mmmﬁmmmlégnr are not
conventionally understood within the rubric of peacebuilding—have
had positive peacebuilding impacts. This alone should be sufficient
to evoke a much monm mmﬂmmimnm_ examination of mo-nmgmm peace-
building projects. However, this has not been the case. o .

An mx@r_wmﬂou of the absence of such an mxmbdbmﬁob may be’
related to what we find when we probe the various activities that have
positive and negative wmmnmdcm&dm impacts. It is argued : rmmm that
we are beginning to see the rise of a phenomenon that could be called

“the commodification of peacebuilding”—initiatives that are mass-

_ produced according to blueprints that meet Northern mwmamnmﬂoﬁm :

and (short-term) interests, but that appear to be oE% marginally
relevant to or appropriate for the political, social, and economic real-
ities of warprone societies. Indeed, as peacebuilding is commodified,
there is a decreasing interest among increasingly ..@H.fmmmwob&ﬁmm:
peacebuilders to engage in a truly critical mxﬁdgmﬂoﬂﬂ of the impact
of their work. _
 The current discussion is meant to be an Eﬁ.ﬁmﬂoﬁ into a critical
discussion of the practice and politics of wmmnm_usm&Lm. If we ignore
the phenomenon of the commodification of peacebuilding, then
the best we can hope for is Enamﬁﬁa positive E%mnﬂm or no Wﬂummﬁ
at-all. At worst, we will continue to see conflict exacerbation in the
name of peacebuilding. . m
An honest answer to the question Wnobnmidbm the “efficacy” of

our peacebuilding instruments is: “we haven’t got a clue.” The current

study proposes a number of conceptual, technical, and political
reasons for this state of ignorance and mdmmwmﬁm that it may be linked
to the rise of the commodification of | @mmn&usm&ﬂm More impor-
tantly, it offers a way of overcoming it @% calling for the acceptance
of a straightforward understanding of peacebuilding as an impact
rather than a taxonomic set of activities. Only then will we be able
to recognize and measure when, why, and how Northern activities
or Northern-supported initiatives can have peacebuilding or conflict-

nurturing wd@wnﬁm.. While the eventual development of tools for
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“Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment” (PCIA)® may help us to identify
instances where peacebuilding has been commodified, ameliorative
action will require many more political resources than analytical
and technical ones.

To address.these issues, discussion is structured around analyses
of the nobm,mww of (1) “peacebuilding”; (2) a number of conflict-
nurturing peacebuilding initiatives; (3) the militarization of peace-
building; (4) the peacebuilding impacts of some nonpeacebuilding
initiatives; and (5) the underpinnings of the commodification of
@mmnm@cmagm.\ .

Any critical discussion of peacebuilding must begin by revisiting
our <o$¢&mﬁ%. Thus, it is useful to begin with a brief discussion of
the term “peacebuilding”—particularly in light of the intentional and
unintentional fuzziness in its current use.*

Here, :@mmnm@é&wmz is used in its broadest sense to refer to those
initiatives which foster and support sustainable structures and
processes which strengthen the prospects for peaceful coexistence
and decrease the likelihood of the outbreak, reoccurrence, or contin-
uation of violent conflict.’ This process entails both short- and

long-term objectives, for example, short-term humanitarian opera-
> tions and longer-term developmental, Uo:mnmﬁ economic, and social

objectives. Peacebuilding is therefore! a twofold process of decon-

structing the structures of violence, and constructing the structures

of peace. These are two interrelated but separate sets of activities

that must be undertaken simultaneously. Any intervention that includes
one without the other is guaranteed not to have a net positive
peacebuilding impact. Clearly, the instruments required for peace

construction are different from those required for violence decon-

- struction.

mmmnmvsmmgw is not about the E%Omaow of “solutions,” it is
about the creation of opportunities. The challenge is to Em.bm@ and
nurture the political, economic, and social space, within which
indigenous actors can identify, develop, and employ the resources
necessary to build a peaceful, prosperous, and just society. Ultimately,
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peacebuilding entails mﬁ.amwmﬁmmdgm or creating democratic struc-

* tures and processes that are fair and ..Hmmwodm?m to the needs of an
entire womamwwozlm.m._ institutions which protect and advance the

.

political Emr_wm and responsibilities of state and civil society, and

which strengthen human security through the promotion of robust
and sustainable economic, judicial and social practices.

It cannot be overemphasized that at its essence, peacebuilding—

like reconciliation—is an impact or outcome more so than a type of
activity. Over the last few years, peacebuilding instruments have typi-
cally focused on such activities as human rights projects, security
sector reform, democratic institution strengthening, public sector
reform, and more nebulously, “good governance” projects. It is essen-
tial that we consider the peacebuilding and peace-destroying impacts
of those development activities that are not conventionally framed
or analyzed in this context—for example, mnﬁ&ﬁmm and initiatives
in agriculture, irrigation, health, or mmcnmnonr.Hm we ﬁdmmamﬁwv&

peacebuilding as an impact, then it is necessary to delineate the

“peacebuilding impact” of an initiative from its developmental impact,

economic impact, environmental impact, or mmmb&mw impact. When -

’

we do so, we see that positive humanitarian or developmental Eﬁumna
are, at times; coincident with @io&cnwbm a @ommﬁ?m peacebuilding
impact; however, disturbingly, sometimes they are not.

- When we understand peacebuilding as an impact, we are com-
pelled to reassess Zowgmﬁb.mﬁw@ow%m activities in war-prone regions
regardless of whether they are labeled developmental, humanitarian,
“peacebuilding,” commercial; or cultural. We then begin to unearth
some unsettling instances where so-called peacebuilding initiatives
(and other kinds of initiatives) have had confli¢ct-nurturing impacts.

Some preliminary thinking on 'this @Tmﬂ.ogmbod has been under-
taken by the well-marketed work of Mary Anderson, who points out
that the economic and political résources bundled into International
Assistance may affect conflict in HH.WED% ways, such as (1) aid resources
are often stolen vumémmiowm and fmmm to suppott armies and to buy
weapons; (2) aid affects markets by Hmwbmow&bm either the war

i
|
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mnomo:p% or the peace economy; (3) the distributional impacts of
aid affect intergroup relationships, either feeding tensions or rein-
forcing connections; (4) aid substitutes for local resources required
to meet civilian needs, freeing them to support the conflict; and (5)
aid legitimizes people and their actions or mmmdmmm_. supporting the
pursuit of either war or peace. ® -

While Anderson is concerned largely with humanitarian assis-
tance in conflict-prone regions, the mxm,ﬁ%ﬁwm below illustrate two
self-described peacebuilding initiatives that appear to have had nega-
tive impacts. One is a large scale, high profile “operation.” The other
is a small scale, low profile project. Following these two cases, discus-
sion turns to a related phenomenon: the militarization of peace-
building. -

Iain Guest of the Overseas Development Council outlines the
first example in an editorial entitled “Misplaced Charity Undermines
Kosovo’s Self-Reliance.”” He develops. the contentious argument that
the .?mm,ammo.w UN Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK) operation “was

squandered on a foreign-driven emergency relief operation that has

- undermined Kosovo’s [significant] indigenous capacity for recovery.”

According to Guest, International aid officials brought a profound
misconception to their work in Kosovo. They viewed the returning
Kosovar refugees as victims in need rather than msﬂﬁaﬂw with
strengths. A,

In some respects, Kosovo's civil| society emerged tougher and

- more mature from the ordeal. Yet, this was not the way it looked to

Geneva and New York. From the start, the international agencies
assumed they were dealing with a. “humanitarian emergency.” At
first sight this was not surprising. Sixty thousand houses were
destroyed. Heating, water, and electricity had stopped functioning,.
Over 10,000 Kosovars were missing.' Mass graves were being found.
Kosovo’s minorities—the Gypsies (Roma) and Serbs—were isolated
and frightened. It is easy to see why governments (and multilateral
agencies) threw humanitarian aid at Kosovo, and why so many

seasoned international nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) res-
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ponded. As of the beginning of December, 285 NGOs were regis-
tered in Pristina.

Throughout the second half of 1999, UNMIK, NATO, mdm QHGH

_ NGO partners mounted a classic relief operation. They delivered
food aid, handed out shelter kits, and dispatched patrols to guard
Orthodox churches and rescue individual families. Yet, _u% U.mnmﬁ.ﬂcmh.
there was little to show for the effort. Garbage was still piled high
in the streets of Pristina. Electricity, water, and heating were inter-
‘mittent. Only one class of Kosovar police had graduated from UNMIK’s
police training academy. Most Serbs and Roma had fled or were in
hiding. - .

None of this is to underestimate the difficulty Om rebuilding Kosovo.
But it is to argue that reconstruction would have dmmb put on a more
solid footing if it had been built around DSH society instead of

~humanitarian commodities and services. The Bmmwzm concentra-

- tion of international aid in such a Qﬁ% country rmm had a devastating

|

impact. By December 1999, car ac

cidents had overtaken landmines

7 _

as a source of injuries. Less visible, but equally damaging, was the

* i

inflation caused by agencies snapping up houses at prices way beyond

the means of Kosovars. Unable to

pay rents, and with their families

on welfare, many students were forced to sleep in classrooms. But
mnothing caused more distortions than GZHSEA_% policy on salaries.

Kosovar teachers, doctors, and police officials receive between $100

and $150 a month. But a Kosovar could earn over tén times as much .

by working for an international agency as a driver, watchman, or
interpreter. Guest mentions one of/Kosovo’s most experienced human
rights activists who had helped to establish a women’s legal aid
center.and had attended Hmdmmq human Emgm” training courses in
Norway and Geneva during the 1990s. But as a “local employee” of

the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe Aomomv

she now translates for international staff with a fraction of her

experience. Officially, she is SHL&K even to take testimony from
victims. It is a “scandalous mecmw of local talent.” This reservoir of
local talent should have been ﬁfm centerpiece of UNMIK’s recon-

, *

'
I
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struction strategy. The ultimate net impact was a contribution to
-the incapacity—rather than capacity—of civil society to rebuild itself
upon a foundation of tolerance and respect.

In June 2000, I had the opportunity to review a number of youth -

Hu,HomHme in the Republika Srpska (“RS”), many of which included
“conflict resolution” workshops. I left Bosnia Herzegovina asking
what, if any, positive peacebuilding impacts are being generated by
the hundreds of internationally supported workshops E the ethni-
cally cleansed post-/prewar reality of Serbian Bosnia Herzegovina.
What would peacebuilding look like in postwar Germany if the
Nazis had won? In the shadow of some of the dirtiest ethnicized
violence of the 20th Century—which included the butchering of
200,000 t0 250,000 children, women and men—one cannot but be

. struck by the realization that this question is no longer hypothet-

ical.® In many cases, the willingness of internationally supported
projects to work within “the givens” on the ground, effectively accepts,
excuses, and ultimately legitimizes the atrocities that created the
current political dispensation. The subtlety with which moz.:w project
officers achieved this was impressive. One informed me that his .
conflict resolution workshops worked within what he called
“geographical communities”—which, when translated from English
to English, meant the Serb areas in RS. This sleight of hand avoided
the question of whether in fact the Canadian-funded project worked
to build bridges between ethnic communities. Without mentioning

the fact of ethnic cleansing, the impression is created that 93\

were working in the intergroup arena, whereas this was not the
case. The workshops themselves did niot create a multiethnic space
within which youth and young adults from all communities could
mewd to address the many unburied issues of such conflicts. When
pushed on this issue, he argued that the distance was necessary “in
light of the intergroup hyperviolence.”

As a result, workshops of homogenous groups of Serbian youth

“dealt largely with various interpersonal problems universal to adoles-

cents and youth around the world. When their wartime experiences
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were m&mammmma, it appeared to reinforce a sense of common victim-
hood and a H__-mm& to HHM_EEQE, ethnically cleansed ‘geographies—
rather than initiate contacts across the interethnic divide.” The
memories of close friendships with kids from other ethnic groups
were fading with time, allowing those wmwmo,b& linkages and opportu-
nities for peacebuilding to fade also. The foundation of peacebuilding
was being allowed to crumble in the same way as the burnt out
houses on the Bosnian landscape. Sadly, biographical borders were
being reshaped along with ethnicized geographical borders—with
the help of internationally supported peacebuilding projects. - ‘
' How can there be any semblance of genuine @mmnm,cﬁm&bm, if there

conflict resolution workshops in RS is not peacebuilding, but the
reinforcement of apartheid geographies sought and achieved by
the Balkan génocidiers."” Interestingly, and disturbingly, despite the

. .- fact that every male in the region over the mmw of 22 would have

been directly involved in the militarized cleansing campaigns, to

my knowledge there is not a &bm& project addressing the individual
and collective pathologies that must inevitably have accumulated
during the war on civilians. m

While there are often clear military security tasks in “post”-conflict
settings that are best undertaken by military mnonm‘ it is an increas-

ingly common mistake to cast military activities as the cardinal

referent from which all other activities take their bearing. Inter-
_
[

the military-security Hm@ﬁ#mam%m for every one dollar spent on

humanitarian assistance, Qmaoﬂmﬁmmﬁmm how this may jeopardize

peace and reconstruction mmo}w.: Peacebuilding is essentially a

developmental initiative with a crucial security component, rather

than the other way around. While the military security dimension

national intervention in Somalia, where ten dollars were spent on

should not be neglected, the @wom@mnﬁm for longer-term develop-

|

ment are compromised to the extent that it is dominated by military

security logic. It needs-to be mﬂﬁ?mmﬁmm that the militarization of
peacebuilding does not simply HJmmH to the use of military personnel
B | n
|
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is no contact with members of other ethnic groups? The result of -

in nonmilitary self-described peacebuilding or humanitarian roles.
It refers to the application of a militarized logic and approach to the
peacebuilding problematic.

In many ways, the modus operandi of military organizations runs .

contrary to most approaches to a sustainable developmental approach
to peacebuilding. Zm#malmm approaches minimize local inputs
and place a priority on selfsufficiency; development approaches
tend to maximize local inputs and build on local resources. Military-
led approaches bring with them the material and human resources
for their anticipated job; development actors attempt to develop
state and community capacities to identify problems and formu-
late solutions. A military-led approach is taskoriented, short-term
and dependent on high institutional support; a development ap-

proach is process-oriented, long-term, and minimally dependent

on institutional support.

In an already militarized situation, a trained and disciplined
military force is essential for some tasks in the first stages of demilita-
iNmmmﬂlmoH example the decommissioning of arms, demobilization
of soldiers, and de-mining. Also, the contributions of military engi-
neers in the areas of logistics-and infrastructural construction in
the immediate postconflict setting are sometimes invaluable, as

_ Ankersen notes.!? This is where the military’s talents are best used.

However, the military does not possess the necessary skill set to
play effective nonmilitary roles.

" Afine example of a study mm<OnmmDm, the militarization of human-
itarianism and peacebuilding is the CARE Canada-sponsored study
entitled Mean Times: Humanitarian Action in Complex Political m&%mm:&\
that makes the recommendation that NGOs should “consider the
privatization of security for humanitarian wﬁ%%mm.é

' The expanded use of “professional security/military private compa-
nies” is an especially dangerous path to follow. Zoggmﬁmb\&bm the
very real and serious human rights, humanitarian law, mnnocbﬁm_uwzﬁv\_

‘transparency and funding problems inherent in these companies
(KMS, Sandlines, Executive Outcomes, MPR], etc.), an approach which

°
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increases the “privatization of security” at the international level

further erodes the Hmmam:mg of the state as an institution and the

« very idea of the state as the sole actor'with legitimate recourse to

the use of mEﬁmE force. Unfortunately, the checks and balances which
allow private security wbwﬁﬁﬁmw.ﬁm at the sub-national level are not
present internationally to a degree which would ensure that légal,
humanitarian and human Hmmﬁ.a abuses do not take place. \
Such “privatization” would allow for the further militarization
of an already difficult, complicated and violent situation in a variety
of ?w.%m. For peacebuilding Eﬁmaﬁw. the extent to which actors
work through and adopt a :nc_.msao of violence,”* determines whether
they are legitimizing and subsidizing the furthér militarization of
the conflict. This approach includes treating éwpibm factions as if
they were the legitimate representatives of a ﬁmH.,ﬂ.oENma population
and includes the use of militarized forces to .j.,oﬁmnﬂ. the delivery
of humanitarian assistance, often Weiﬁr no Eoﬁm“_&ﬁ as to the “safety”

of the civilian recipients. ! ”

In particular, such an mw‘,—uaomnf would serve to legitimize gun-

L. W o
dwwmmmﬁﬂuoﬁ\a\mﬁsngwmm_dﬁ@mgﬁﬁammﬁﬁmd%ﬁm to identify and

strehgthen the often voiceless Brmmmm who were silenced through

v

policies of intimidation and terror during a wobmwnﬁ. Surely, the
real challenge we are called G@oLH to answer is how to deligitimize
violent gun-based authority structures and to HmﬁmEHENm traditional
andfor alternative authority stryctures based @b the constructive
conflict management techniques of discussion and compromise.
The militarization of society takes on many forms. There is the

i
increasing prevalence and influence of military and paramilitary

actors in the political-economic

ratus of the communities engul

shift of priorities and resources

and social decision-making appa-
fed in the conflict. There is also a

human rights needs to warfighting. Then there is the large influx

of small arms into the hands o

the streets and fields of conflict.

f civilians, especially children, on

5 Most importantly, it refers to the

tendency for intergroup relatibns and conflict management to be

t

a
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from civilian, humanitarian and-

defined solely in narrow military-security terms. Hence, social and
political problems come to be represented as “military-security” prob-
lems that justify and require military-security onEo.bm. The fact
that the political, economic and social root causes of these violent
conflicts require appropriate corresponding political, economic and
social strategies and instruments seem to be largely ignored. Military
instruments alone cannot provide sustainable solutions to deep-
rooted sociopolitical conflicts. Indeed, it is a well-known lesson of

fieldwork that when humanitarian actors arm themselves, the local’

&Smudnm escalate and further polarize an already extremely difficult
situation.

If armed forces are employed by so-called “humanitarian” actors,
and are to _uAm used for something more than window dressing, then
at some point they will have to pull their triggers. In crude terms

- the following questions must be addressed: what is an acceptable

ratio of “locals” killed to assistance delivered? Perhaps both “human-
[itarians” and peacebuilders would be better served by mo=m<ibm
strategies which support community-level constructive conflict ma-
nagement ,Hmﬁpmw than hiring mercenaries (directly or indirectly) to
fight their way into situations. This é.oﬁE be one way of shifting
from a culture of violence to one of sustainable peace.

~ If the examples above illustrate ﬁbmmnobmwnﬁ.bzﬁzibm impact of
self-described peacebuilding activities, the next two examples focus
wb less glamorous types of “instruments” which have had mwmim,nma
and positive peacebuilding impacts _uﬁﬁ are not usually identified
as :@wmomdcﬁ&dm instruments” per se. As peacebuilding is com-

modified, these are the types of projects that are likely marginalized

E from peacebuilding discussions.

. The first @SQ@K is the national immunization mm%m project in
war zones that, in addition to rmiwm_udmmmcwmzm health impacts,
has m.Lmo created the space within which health benefits led to the
recognition of common interests-and the measurable expansion of
wmmomdsmmgm space. In active war zones around the world, ceasefires

have been arranged to enable the mass immunization of children
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inside and outside war zones as part of the massive effort to eradi-
cate polio from the face of the Ewbmﬁa .

There can be little doubt that the health impact of the polio
eradication initiative has been profound in both war and non-war
zones—having succeeded in eliminating polio from large parts of
the planet. The access that has been achieved under &mmn,ﬁ# circum-
stances has exceeded all expectations. For. example, the “National
Immunization Days” in the DRC from 13 to 15 August 1999 reached
an estimated 8o percent of the approximately ten million children
in that nocﬁ.ﬁ.% Despite fighting in the northeastern city of Kisangani,
91 percent of the children there were immunized.” Similarly, in
Sri Lanka, in September and October 1999, “Days of Tranquility”
were established to permit the immunization of all children in the
country— for the fifth time since the conflict spiraled into violence
in 1983. According to.some eXperts, Sri Hmbwmw_ may now be free of
polio.’® The success of this initiative illustrates ?mﬁ children’s health

can become a superordinate goal around SEQ%UHHQQ can converge
across battle lines to‘induce the noowmﬁ&ob” necessary for immu-
nization campaigns. omEdo&T_ El mm?mﬁoﬂ Lebanon, and the
Philippines provide important instances from which lessons can be
learned.
~ The challenge for health workers is to monitor the impact of the
conflict environment on immunization initiatives. However, it is
equally important to consider ?m impact such initiatives may have
on the peace and conflict environment, because this may be the

- critical factorin explaining roémhﬁmgmdﬁobm of this kind are possible
in the midst of brutalizing wars. ”
There is a growing ﬁb@mwm&b&bm among development workers
on the ground that immunization days may have a positive impact
on efforts to end conflicts. For W@SB@HP in the Batticaloa District of
Sri Lanka, the process of organizing Days of Tranquility in the war
zone cultivated important EmoMHB& channels of communication and
cooperation across political wbm,w ethnic divides. These channels appear

to have been central to the negotiations that finally brought elec-

i
|
i
i
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tricity back to the region.'® They have also been essential in defusing
local level tensions following the formal ceasefire in February 2002.2

In Somalia, the demand from the local population that their chil-

dren be immunized led local leaders to de-mine roads to permit -

access for vaccination teams. Decrees were issued that no weapons
were to Uw displayed on the days of the immunization campaigns.*
Such events have contributed both directly and indirectly to @mmn.m-
building.

The second example is the USAID-supported Gal Oya water manage-
ment project in Sri Lanka, which provides an excellent example of
a proj moﬂ that generated both developmental and wmmnm_u::&bm
benefits.* Interestingly, its peacebuilding function was entirely inci-
dental to the project. By cultivating the mutual interests of members
from different ethnic and socioeconomic groups, the project managed
to thrive even in the midst of severe communal conflict. And perhaps

more importantly, it resulted in the construction of ad hoc institu-

- tions of intercommunal cooperation beyond the scope of water

management. In other words, it had a significant, positive impact
on the incentives for peace within a particular area of Sri Lanka.
The Gal Oya Water project was one of the largest and most complex
J\,Eﬁmw schemes in Sri Lanka. It faced mmﬁbﬂﬂm obstacles—physical
infrastructural, bureaucratic, and Huoﬁm,nmr To top it all off, the Uw&.mnh
was confronted with an over-arching ethnic dimension: the Tamil-
Sinhalese divide, which constitutes the main battle line in the
ethnic violence at the national level, was paralleled at the local level
of the project. In the ¢ontext of ethnic tensions, if water did not
reach the Tamil “tail-enders,” there would be good chance that this
would be attributed to the “maliciousness” of the Sinhalese “head-
enders” rather than to geographical or other factors. In other words
the incentive structure was not especially conducive to noowﬁ.mmom
Umgmmﬂ the communities. ‘
The specific impact on the incentive structures for peace is most
evident in the detailed mﬁﬁ&mm of the Gal Oya projéct undertaken
by Norman Uphoff, who, in the midst of a project set in the context
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of escalating intergroup violence, expressed surprise at seeing “demon-
strations of co-operation and generosity—within farming com-
munities, between ethnic groups, on the part of officials, and between
officials and farmers.”? He recounts incidents during comimunal
riots when Sinhalese farmer representatives took it upon themselves
to guard the homes of the Work Supervisor and Technical >mmumﬁmbﬁ
(Tamil) in Gongagolla. Uphoff explains the interest-based noddwo-
nent of why this was so as follows:
Water distribution creates foreseeable incentives for co-opera- ,
tion among users. There is likely to be some competition, even
conflict, among users within any given noHEdmbm area if the
supply of water from a common source is Emmm@dmﬁm to meet
all the demand. At the same time, there are Enmbﬁém for co-
operation to increase that supply, if possible, thereby reducing
conflict and enhancing productivity, converting a zero-sum situ-
ation to a positive-sum one by collective action. Farmers on-
different field channels who HH,ME% clash over the distribution

. ” . |
of their water among their ijﬁmmm have reason to co-operate

when it comes to getting more water supply | into the distribu-
tary channel that serves their Lm%mnﬁd\m field channels.®

Gradually however, there m<o~<mL not only a common set of inter-
ests, but a shared common Embﬁwa\ among Tamils and Sinhalese.”
Mutually exclusive ethnic amﬁﬁﬂmm gradually gave way to a shared
identity as farmers. The noggdmﬁow of contact, interest, and partici-
pation helped to forge strong doﬂmm of friendship that “took on
practical meaning with the mBmHmmdnm of co-operation and ener-
gization in Gal Oya.”* ! :

What does the Gal Oya wwoumnﬁ teach us mdosﬂ successful peace-
building? It appears that some of the factors that contributed to its
success as a development Huwou.mn,ﬁ also contributed to its success in
peacebuilding. The fact that it is a thoroughly participatory devel-
opment project may be an E%OHSE factor in explaining its success
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in both areas. The emphasis on promoting participation generated
a number of operating principles which have clear peacebuilding
implications: (1) ensuring continuity of personnel to make a learning
process more feasible; (2) having a network of supportive, committed
persons in a variety of positions; (3) avoiding partisan political
involvermnent; (4) attracting and retaining the right kind of community
leadership; and (5) going beyond narrow conceptions of self-interest.
Particularly relevant to the argument that peacebuilding requires a
strong participatory dimension is Uphoff’s observation that “more
important than knowing how much participation is occurring is
knowing who is or is not involved in different kinds of participation.”?

It is possible to identify other lessons from Gal Oya that may be
generalized and applied to the explicit cultivation of a peacebuilding
dimension in development projects. There was an emphasis on local
capacity @ﬁm&d\w in m&?dmbmmﬁdma and selfreliance in both
resource use and communal relations. The project steered away from
too much government involvement and, perhaps most importantly, it

mnnm,@:m&_ genuinely and fully, that intended beneficiaries have
intelligence and social skills, not just labour and funds, that
can be useful for project design and implementation. The poor
can even usefully comment on technical Qm,&mb questions, but
more important, they can help to plan and carry out the ma-
nagement of project activities.?® ,

7 Although some of the factors that contributed to the development

success of the project may also have contributed to its peacebuilding

_success, there is still a need for a different set of criteria to assess .

the peacebuilding impact of the project.

Within the spatial constraints of this current study, the empir-
ical discussion above sets the context for a more explicitly political
analysis of the'’commodification of wmmnm_uﬁm&bm.

There are many possible approaches to the examination of peace-

building. One approach has been the development of taxonomies
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of Emﬁ?ﬁdnbnm that are sometimes accompanied by case studies
Qm&bwmm to assess the efficacy of different instruments in different
settings.” ﬁ_ﬁ noﬁ%mLAmob of different instruments ,5 .&mmmmbﬁ con-
texts is meant to provide the basis for determining more system-
atically how and why certain instruments are more or less suitable
and effective in particular mmﬁasm,,m. In other words, it might help
to match instruments to the operational environment. Thus, for
example, it might enable us to better understand the sociopolitical
postconflict conditions that make South African style Truth
Commissions a better bet than International Criminal Tribunals—
or vice versa.

Taxonomic approaches work when they increase our under-
standing of a phenomenon by highlighting its elemental features.
while muting extraneous or tertiary features. Such approaches might
be seen as methodologically prudent, even mHmmwmﬁﬁ However, I confess
to being wary about adopting them in the current examination of

peacebuilding—not because EM&N ﬁﬁ%o&w@% exclude more than
they include, but because of noLﬂﬁnmdm wdmmmvbmg and deflationary
tendencies by practitioners mbmw policymakers in the application of
the label :.@mwnmdcﬁmgm._ to ﬁﬁmi Eamﬁﬁwm. On the one hand, it
seems that from a field @mﬁmﬁmnmﬁw\m almost any project set in a region
of militarized violence can be H”md&mm a “peacebuilding project.” On
the other hand, from a donor and policy @m%@wnﬁﬁy the label is
typically applied to a narrow Wmﬁ of activities such as human rights
projects, security sector Hmmoﬁpﬂ democratic institution strengthening,
public sector reform, and more nebulously, “good governance” proj-
ects (typically focusing on moﬁi:ﬁmwﬁ rather than civil society or
the private sector or the relationships between the three entities).

In the worst case scenario, ithis. leads to the commuodification of
peacebuilding: a process in which peacebuilding as an idea and as
a set of practices is simply stuffed into the standard operating systems
of the standard international'actors who do the same old song and
dance. When “new monies” mwm found, or existing monies are real-

| _
located to support “peacebuilding activities,” the old wine-new bottle
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syndrome is as prevalent as the faces at the funding trough. Nowhere

is um.gm more evident than in the continued militarization of peace-
building interventions.

Integral to the commodification of peacebuilding is its compart- -

mentalization and perhaps, eventually, its ghettoization—not unlike
the less-than-effective mainstreaming of gender and the environ-
ment into our development thinking and programming. Discussions
of wmmnm@cﬂ&dm have so far excluded the vast majority of mom.iﬂmm
supported or ﬁﬂ&mﬁ.mﬁmb by international actors that directly.affect
the dynamics of peace and violent conflict, such as “conventional”
deyelopment and humanitarian initiatives by aid agencies (health
mmc..nmmo? agriculture, and so on); the business practices of EEQH
national corporations; or foreign economic policies of states that
often subsidize corrupt, human rights-abusing regimes in the South
Without the compartmentalization of our peacebuilding HESES.
and programming, we would have to confront the big, and znnoﬁm
.moﬁmzﬂ contradictions between peacebuilding rhetoric ,m:m standard
Eﬁmwbwmowﬁ practices. How, for example, can we take seriously the
peacebuilding rhetoric of the permanent members of the UN Security
Council when they are also the world’s largest arms traffickers?*
@H how can we take seriously the US concerns about East Timor S?.wz
it supported training programs for the Indonesian military forces
(following in the US tradition of the School of the Americas in the
United States that trained the military and paramilitary arms of
human rights abusing regimes throughout Latin America) impli-
cated in the atrocities that preceded East Timor’s Eamwmbmmwn%vﬁ
Or how can we take seriously the US’s concern’ for Palestinians .5
the Fall 2000, when it sat mute as the Israeli State used its helicopter
gunships, tanks, and full military force against Palestinian children
women and men? Or how can we take seriously the rhetoric of EHM
UK, when its so-called “Ethical Foreign Policy” allowed for the sale
of military equipment to Pakistan (only ten months after .#
nodamgbmm..mrm military regime that overthrew the elected govern-
5@5 and to the Mugabe Regime in Ziinbabwe while it is embroiled
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in military m_aﬁﬁgwid in the DRC—not to B.mbmow its vicious
attacks on internal political opponents and white farmers?®>
It is for this reason that this study is @Hmmwnma by the quote from
Anthony Loyd, which is meant to swamwmnoﬂm the moral and polit-
ical ambiguity of the motives and impact of the Northern- driven
Peacebuilding Project.: The quote would fit perfectly if the’ final
sentence read, “People call it peacebuilding but it is just a substitute
for rowm
How do we know that any self- mmmnidma peacebuilding instru-
ment/initiative even works, aside from anecdotal stories shared over
warm beer in generic bars in war-prone regions around the world?
An unsettling characteristic of the proliferating self-described peace-
building projects has been the failure to evaluate them systematically—
a situation not unique to this particular set Om international activi-
ties, by any means. There are many reasons moH this, but three in
particular need to be highlighted in the nE,HmE context. One is polit-
ical; the other two are technical. ° | |
The political reason is tied wﬁm&% to @5 need mow ZoHEme
donors to show their domestic nebmﬂgmwﬂmm that they are @Hommﬁﬁ.
ming in the area of wmmnmgﬁaamlm need heightened by (1) the
public nature and scale of MOmﬁlmOE War massacres of civilians (epit-
omized in the hyperviolence of Rwanda and the Balkans) and (2)
the conspicuous failure of Zowﬁpmﬂb States to intervene effectively
in such dirty militarized ﬁoambnmloa worse, to fuel it implicitly
through acts of commission md& omission. For this reason, in the
mid- and late 1990s, Northern moﬁoﬂm became quite desperate to be
seen as funding anything that noﬁE plausibly be construed as peace-
building in intention. In mﬁnr circumstances, the profile of an
initiative was more important than the potential impact. Accordingly,
we saw the rise of high profile, media-savvy, low-impact-on-the-ground
projects like the WarTorn Societies Project and the Carnegie Commission
on Preventing Deadly Conflict., E some of these projects, a bizarre
funding dynamic appeared to _mmﬁ in s&@@g the very lack of sub-

|
stantive impact by the project mﬁnoGHmMmm some donors to continue
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funding it just to avoid being seen as having backed a loser—classic

wcases of good money following bad. The absence of independent
audits and evaluations of these projects, in effect, served the inter-
ests of both donors and recipients.

The technical obstacles to the evaluation of self-described peace-
building projects are twofold. The first is simply the absence of
dppropriate methodological tools and the means to apply them.
The second is the application of inappropriate existing programming
and mSszgmod tools. Thus, some efforts to examine peacebuilding-
related programs (such as governance programs) that use conventional
evaluation methods have generated rather bizarre indicators—such
as the World Bank’s use of “length of time it takes to have a tele-
phone line installed” as a governance indicator.® :

It is becoming increasingly clear that there is a fundamental mis-
match—not a “gap”—between the planning, implementation and
evaluation tools at the disposal of international actors in conflict
settings and the types of challenges they are ostensibly meant to
address.* The current focus on so-called “gaps” by many within the
academic, policy and operational communities® may inhibit us from
critically assessing the structures, processes, and standard operating
procedures that currently define and limit bilateral and multilat-
eral developmental humanitarian “institutions”jorganizations. The
logic and rules of the conventional humanitarian, development, and

peacebuilding “game” often undercut wmmnm_usm&bm impacts/outcomes.
The conventional programming logic of efficiency, product-over-process,
linearity, and “results-based management” inherent in Northern-
control projects (under the guise of monitoring and accountability)
is at odds with what is often required for sustainable, effective,
humanitarian/developmental peacebuilding initiatives, e.g., approaches
that are organic, process-oriented, community-controlled, Tespon-
sive, and nonlinear. If our current approaches—our standard operating
procedures—are at odds with our peacebuilding objectives, then we
require a new and different approach to our work in conflict-prone

regions—an approach that is very different from our standard oper-
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.mmwm procedures; an approach that may be mbm,gmﬁnm& to our
current Bmﬁ_womoyomwmmf and tools. , .

One starting point for the .nmmﬁwm of a new wwwwomn?\gmﬁaﬁbma
is to subvert/reverse the principles that, so far, have been guiding
our work, as suggested in Table 2.1: .

Fa

Y

TABLE 2.1

Principles to Guide Future Approaches

Principles Guiding Present Approach

Less Structuredforganic
[
Locally controlled

Structured/mechanistic

Control obsessed (externally)

Ostensibly predictable Patently zswmm&nnmgm

Process-orietited

Product-obsessed orien
! -
Time limited (bungee cord Open-ended | o0
interventions) ”
Absence ; ; Presence iﬁ
|
| N
Rigidly Planned “ Responsive ;
Routine Creative i

Despite the increasing’ Boamaﬁb of the commodification of
peacebuilding, there is still the g menm within Sgnr to challenge and
resist this process. It requires us nowmﬁmbﬁ% to ask the following
question of all self-described Humm,.nmdﬁn&dm initiatives: “will/did the
activity foster or wc.ww.own sustainable structures and processes which
strengthen the prospects for @ﬂmnmm& coexistence and decrease the
likelihood of the outbreak, Hmo%cﬁamdnm, or continuation of violent
conflict?” And it requires us to me the same question of almost any
activity in conflict-prone areas.

The development of the instruments bmnmmmw&\ to answer this
question is a relatively mqm;mzmo;\ma techniical exercise that will
respond to the application of intellectual resources, community partic-
ipation, and appropriate levels of funding. However, the biggest
challenges to answering this ewmmmow are political not technical®

Nonetheless, we should Hmnomin that the very posing of this ques-

|
|
|
i
|
i
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tién is an essential part of the process of bﬁmﬂ.sism activities that
have genuine, just, and lasting peacebuilding consequences.

~ We find ourselves at a unique moment in this peacebuilding dis-

cussion. There are many allies within gatekeeper organizations that -

are cominitted to genuine peacebuilding, but they frequently find
themselves stymied by rigid and unhelpful bureaucratic structures
and internal political feuding. One colléague at the World Bank

* explained that his biggest battles in the area of postconflict recon-
struction are the daily fights within his organization—leading him
to describe himself as a “bureaucratic guerrilla.” However, despite
'the obstacles, there are the opportunities to work both within and
outside the N.ﬁmmnmdﬁb&bm establishment” to move this question to
the center of our work.
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