3 Peace in international relations

Oliver P. Richimond

Peace can be scen in more cnitical terms as both a process and a goal. This opens up ,
ticular focus on the process by which peace as a self-conscious and reflexive goal ma? ;::
achieved. If peace is taken as a strategic goal it would tend towards a focus on mutual préscr‘:
vation and never move beyond prelimnary stages relating to security, but there arc further
more inspirng, possibilitics. '

"This is certainly not to dismiss the importance of mainstream IR, but to caution againg
its representation as a ‘complete” discipline, which it clearly is not. Indeed, there is a S‘cn'uus
question as to whether aspects of orthodox approaches (by which I mean positivist dehages
derived from realism. hberalism and Marxism) to IR are anti-peace, somctimes purposively,
and somectmes carelessly. The three main orthodox theories are often taken to offer determin-
ist grand narratives: realsm offers an elite and negative peace based on inherency; liberalism
offers a one-size-fits all progressive framework of mainly clite governance with litde recogni-
ton of difference; and Marxism offers grassroots emancipation from determinist structures
of the international political economy via violent revolution. Yet, as this study shows, in the
context of peace other possible narratives emerge.

This study is informed by an attempt to establish a broader, interdisciplinary reading of
peace and to embed this within IR. It is worth noting that peace has preoccupiced a broad
range of thinkers. acuvists. pohticians and other figures in various ways, often to do with an
interest in, or critique of, violence, influence, power and politics. These include, to nam¢ but
a lew. Thucydides, Hobbes, Machiavelli, Kant, Locke, Paine, Jefferson, John Stuart M,
Gandhi. Freud. Einstein, Lorenz, Mead, Martin Luther King, Thoreau, Foucault. Ga!(ung‘l-
Boulding, Freire, Tolstoy and Camus. Many other public figures, religious ﬁg“r.eb' cuhur-t
figures. politicians and officials. as well as many obscured from Western pos!-E|1!|5lulrnmc:
thought by their linguistic or cultural difference, also turned their hands to describing peacc:
Yet. there remains a surprising lack of an explicit debate on peace in IR theory: "

More than ever, research and policy informed by a contextual undcrsl..'mdmg 0 .Ps‘
needed, rather than merely a focus on fear reproduced by worst case sceurity sccna.rfI: i
ming from a balance of power or terror derived from military, political or c-conom*‘-l "I Pur:u‘.'
cal [rameworks that assume violence and greed to be endemic. Indeed, in the m,"tcmus, als0
context it 1s also clear that any discussion of peace as OPPOS(‘d to war and coﬂﬂlf-[mi"ﬂb- iny
connect with rescarch and policy on development, justice and environmental s:l;f peact "
'l-hcsc are the reasons why, for cxample, the hiberal peace - the main conccp
circulavon today - is in crisis.

Much of the debate about war that dominates IR is also indicativ [ overt v [
what peace is or should be. This ranges from the pragmatic removal C:\ (;u;l R"POPO[
an ethical peacc. ideology, to a debate about a scll-sustaining peace: "
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conceptualised “peace through strength’s “halance of power’: “collective s uriy’s "peace
through law’: “personal or religious pacifismn’™s and “revolutionany pacilism'. Hedley Bull saw
peace as the absence of war in an inteenational socicty. though of course war was the key
guarantee for indwidual state survival. These views represent the mainstream approaches
and mdicate why the ereation of an explicit debate about peace is both long overdue and vital
in an international environment in which major loreign policy: decisions seem to be taken in
mono-ideational environment where ideas matter. but only certaim, hegemonic ideas.

With the exception of orthodox versions of realism and Marxism, approaches to IR theon
offer a form of peace that many would recognise as personally ac ceptable. Realism fails to
offer much for those interested in peace, unless peace is seen as Darwinian and an unreflex-
ive, privileged concept only available to the powerlul and a commonwealth they mav want o
crcate. Most realist analysis expends its energy in reactive discussions based upon the inher-
ency of violence in human nature, now discredited in other disaiplines. which are ulumaely
their own undoing. This is not to say that other approaches do not also sufler flaws. but the
focus on individuals, socicty. justice. development. welfare, norms. transnationalism. insti-
tionalism or functionalism offers an opportunity for a negotiation of a form of peace that
might be more sustainable because it is more broadly inclusive of actors and issues. In other
words. parsimony, reductionism and rationalism run counter to a peace that cngages fully
with the diversity of life and its experiences.

Methodological considerations

Any discussion of peace is susceptible to universalism, idealism and rejection-ism. and o col-
lapse under the weight of its own ontological subjectivity. This study is indebted 1o a genea-
logical approach that can be used to challenge the common assumption of IR theorists that
peace as a concept is ontologically stable. in terms of representing an abjective truth {plausi-
ble or not), legitimating the exeraise of power, and representing a universal ethic. To rehearse
this, a genealogical approach allows for an investigation of the subject without deference to
a meta-narrative of power and knowledge in order to unsettle the depiction of a linear pro-
Jeetion from “origin’ to ‘truth’. The camouflaging of the subjective nature of prace disguises
ideology, hegemony. dividing practices and marginalisation. Concepts of peace should be a
cornerstone of IR interdisciplinary investigation of international politics and cveryday life.

For the purposes of this study, peace is viewed from a number of perspectives. It can be a
specific concept (one among many): it infers an ontological and epistemological position of
being at peace, and knowing peace; it infers a methodological approach o accessing knowl-
edge about peace and about constructing it; and it implics a theoretical approach. in which
pPeace is a process and outcome defined by a specific theory.

The concepts of peace

What is peace? This would seem to be an obvious question desening an obvious answer.
Yet, the reluctance to apen this debate could be merely an oversight. it could be because the
answer is 1o obvious to waste ime upon it, or it could be because once opened up. the debate
upon peace offers all kind of possibilities, liberal. illiberal or radical, and possibly subversive.
This is not to say that there is a conspiracy of silence when it comes to peace. because two
World Wars and the Cold War would scem to have setded this basic question of modernity in
favour of the “liberal peace’, made up of a victor’s peace atits most basic level. an institutional
Peace to provide international governance and guarautees, a constitutional peace to ensure
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a civil peace to ensure frecdom and rights within so, AN
es the individual before the state, though in Contineyyy,
(a little noted. but significant poine:.

democracy and free-trade, and

[his. in Anglo-American terms, plac s

. 4 . ) (-
vaneties it sees the indnadual as subordinate to the s e
' I 7 t upon a social contract between Fepresentatives and CUZens. et evepyg
Both variations rest u i i

o eeems. There may be a liberal consensus on cace
since 1989 indicate that prqcc I n'olh nsln;(:i!:;s-c::;;‘:;c ;:ld intellectual issues ""'“ﬂl?"lllq:
but there are nf.:ll)-’l],{:.l.uzrrc;:;ll; :::s:u?om \\f;;r}ibcrnl ek P S T nl'c-mﬁ.
::::::lcs‘ ::?d“:lllt :::Lllu:ds used to build it (from mlitary int(‘.r\'t.nﬁ?" 2 the role of NGO,
international organisations, agencics and inu-m:-uionnl financial msptuutlms:‘. e

One approach to thinking about peace lh._u is commonly ust fs'm Oln Ak atats his-
torical. mternational. uses. These generally include the fol!nmrlg. an A ""m")d”““ peace,
which depended upon a stning of military conquests IOOFCIY lnked togcthcr; al E!:X'Roma.?n.
which depended upon tght control of a territorial empire. and also included a (,'arlhngm-
ian peace’ in which the city of Carthage was razed to the ground and strewn \\11]} salt 1o
make sure it would not re-emerge; an Augustine peace dependent upon the adopuon ang
protection of a territorial version of Catholicism, and the notion o!' jus.l war; thtt Westphalian
peace. dependent upon the security of states and the norms of territorial sovereignty: the Pax
Britannia, dependent upon British domination of the seas, on trade and loose alliances with
colonised peoples; the Paris Peace Treaty of 1919, dependent upon an embryonic interna-
tonal organisation. collective security, the sel-determination of some, and democracy: the
United Nations system, dependent upon collective sccurity and international cooperation, a
soctal peace entading social justice, and the liberal peace, including upon democratisation,
frec markets. human rights and the rule of law, development, and, perhaps most of all. the
support both normative and material, of the United States and its allics.

Though peace was supposed to be one of IR s key agendas when the discipline was founded
i 1919, and cenamly was explicitly part of the main institutional frameworks of the modern
cra. IR as a discipline tends to deal with peace implicidy, through its theoretical readings
of international order, of war, and history. The empirical cvents that mark IR tend to be
associated with violence, rather than peace. Most thinkers in a Western, developed context
assume that they know peace and would never take on an ontological position that violence
s 2 goal, though it may be an acknowledged side-cflect. “This adds the sheen of legitimacy.

not to say legality, in both a juridical and nomative sense to the discipline, despite its very
limited engagement with peace.,
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9 atis viewed as a top-down institutonal framework or a bottom-up vl society-onented

framework:

10 there needs to be littde discussion of the conceptual underpinnings of peace because it is
one ideal iberal form:

11 most thinking about peace in IR is predicated on preventing conflict, and at best ereating
an externally supported peace, not on creaung a self-sustaining peace.

These dvnamics have meant that the most important agenda in IR has not been subject o a
sustained exarminaton. Even in the realms of peace and conllict studies. the tocus has been
on prevenung violence rather than on a sustaied atempt to develop a self-sustaining order.
Where attempts have been made to reflect on a viable world order in a number of different
quarters. the liberal peace has often emerged as the main blueprint approach. What 1s most
important about this treatment 1s that as an objecuve pomt of reference, it 1s possible for the
diplomat. poliucian., official of internatonal organisations, regonal organisauons or interna-
tional agencies, to judge what is right and wrong in terms of aspiranions, processes, instiu-
tions and methods. i their particular arcas of concern. The liberal peace 1s the foil by winch
the world is now judged. i its multiple dimensions. and there has been hittle in terms of the
theonsation of alternative concepts of peace.

How does internauonal theory develop concepts of peace? This happens only indirectly in
most cases. Implicit in thought and pracuce relaung to the intermational are multiple perspec-
tves on the nature, scope and plausibility of certain kinds of peace. What is more. in this age
of globalisation the deferral of a debate on peace in favour of reducuve and expedient debates
on war, power, conflict and violence, is dangerously anachronistc if IR theory 1s to be seen as
part of a broader project leading to viable and sustainable forms of peace.

Perspectives on peace in IR theory

Realism implics a peace found in the state-centric balance of power. perhaps dominated by a
hegemon. Peace is limited if at all possible. Idealism and utopianism claim a future possibility
of a universal peace in which states and indniduals are free. prosperous and unthreatened.
Pluralism, liberalism, internationalism. liberal institutionalism and neo-liberalism see peace as
existing in the institunonalisation of liberal norms of cconomic, political and social institutional-
isation of cooperation. regulation and governance. These approaches offer functional networks
and orgamisation, and wransnationalism, between and beyond states. and the ensuing Liberal
peace is believed not to be hegemonic, but universal. Structuralism and Marxist approaches sce
peace as lying in the absence of certain types of structural violence. often in structures which
promote cconomic and class domination. Cosmopolitanism extends the liberal argument to
include the development of a universal discourse between states. organisatons and actors for
mutual accord. Constructivism combines these understandings, allowing identities and ideas
to modify state behaviour but retaining the core of realism which sees states as underpinning
order and peace as limited to institutional cooperation and a limited recognition of individual
agency. Critical approaches sce peace as a consequence of a cosmopolitan. communicative
ranscendence of parochial understandings of global responsibility and action. Post-structural-
ISIN represents peace as resulting from the identification of the deep-rooted structures of domi-
nance and their revolutionary replacement as a consequence of that identification by multiple
and coexisting concepts of peace which respect the difference of others.

One common thread within many of the implicit debates about peace is its use as some-
thing close to the Platonic “ideal form’. In The Republic, Socrates argued that truth is found in



Preace wn international relations 4]

represents a compromise upon both positions. This is indicative of Galtung's negative and
positive prace framework, which s the most wadely used conceptualisation of peace. This
can be extended, as Rasmussen has mdicated., into a negauve and positive epistemology of
prace, meaning that ontological assumptions are made about whether i negative or positive
peace can exist. The dominant mode of thought, however. wlich mtorms most IR theorists
and policymaking todav is that “the logic of strategy penvades the upkeep of peace as much
as the making of war’. In other words, a negauve epistemology ol peace arses lrom strategic
thinking. and even the application of force or threat. War can even theretore be seen as the
‘origin of peace’ by exhausung opponents and their resources.

The Mamxist-derived orthodoxy offers a concept of peace relating to the nternational
poliucal economy, the problem of economice explotation of its weakest actors, and the sub-
sequent need tor rachcal reform. Tt posits that the international economic system defines the
behaviour ol its key actors. [rom this pemspective, peace can be seen in terms ol development
and the just division of resources. Social and economic justice provides the dominant focus
of significance for peace within Marxist-influenced approaches in IR, This raises the issues
of the emancipation of the individual. the provision of welfare and the sharing of resources
cquitably across socicty without regard to politcal, economic or social hierarchies. Bevond
the state, Marxist-inspired approaches focus on the division of resources through an equuable
internatonal cconomy and the reform of neo-liberal strategies of trade and development. as
well as ransnational approaches to global political and social communication designed to
produce fairer commumication, dialogue and mteracton.

For contemporary realists such as Waltz or Mearshimer, peace is very limited, delineated
bv a natural confluence of interests rather than a mechanisuc reform or management of inter-
ests or resources. For contemporary and broadly liberal thinkers like Falk or Keohane, or
pluralist thinkers like Burton, the latter provides the basis for a more humane peace guided by
liberal norms and human needs. For English School thinkers, and for constructivists. peace
is cquated with the hberal nature of the state, which provides secunity and manages equita-
ble and transparent transnational mechanisms of exchange and communicaton. In terms
of social constructivism. peace could be both pragmatic and ideauonal, and constructed by
actors with the resources and broad consensus to provide both social legitimacy and matenal
value. To some degree, critical theorists and certamly post-structuralists see more ambiguity
in peace and war and recognised that peace would only be achieved in pluralist forms by
uncovering the relationship between power and discourse, and the ways in which behaviour
is constrained and conditioned by the hidden exercise of hegemonic power. Peace is impeded
by hegemony, ‘Oricntalism’, or by methodological, ontological barriers erected by the tradi-
tion of liberal-inspired post-Enlightenment rationalism and institutionalism. Cnitical theorists
and post-structuralists are interested in identifying the structures of hegemony and domina-
tion and, in the case of the former, neo-liberal creating universal programmes providing a
cosmopolitan response.

A major criticism of the ‘agenda for peace’ in IR is that it has been strongly influenced by
idealism or utopianism, rather than reflecting a pragmauc engagement with the problems
of IR. However, the democratic peace project. and the broader forms of the liberal peace,
illustrate that this is not the case. The now dominant concept of liberal peace has pracucal
implications, and can be conceptualised without necessarily entering into the realms of fan-
tasy. Yet this has occurred without much debate about the possible vanants of the concept of
peace. Because thinking about peace is dominated by a set of key assumptions, most theorists,
policymakers and practitioners assume that the concept of peace they deploy is ontologically
stable. By extension this means that peace can be engineered in environments where it may
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v ideal form. associated with ‘goodness” rather than inn.sltt:f_iccti\:c’pt:'rcrcpfin-ns ancl imrn-s,i
This tvpe of thinking indicates that there could be :m qb!ccll\'t- reality odplcfuf. but b‘_‘(‘ans.p .
is an ideal form it s Pmb-"bl)' not fully ;mnimhl:-: Yet, itis uﬁ-cn asaurr_w that hustory is dryy,
by a lincar. rational, pm_q-rrs;iun towards that ideal form. The notion of pcf;c(- as a-" il
form has different implications for different approaches to IR theory, s;}:.uurmng the mplicy
acceptance that peace 15 gquiding objective even though it cannot be achicved to a belief thy,
rational progress will lead to peace. )

Debates about peace span both classical and contemporary l“"“‘_‘“r‘-'s- and a range of
intellectual debates. These include what modern realists often described as tlu: realism of
I'hueydides. Augustine, Hobbes and Schmitt, in which peace was to be Ifuuml in boundeq
and {;ﬁcn tragic strategic thinking in which unitary actors delineate their own versions of
peace wathin the framework provided by sovereign states. rl‘wc .lragc(lly‘ of d"*'_“ approaches
lics in their unitary internal assumptions of a sharcd peace within political units based upon
common interests and values, and the diflicultics in maintaining peaceful relations with other
external polies that have their own notions of peace. Peace in these terms is derived from
territorial units determined to protect their identitics and interests, and is therefore extremely
limited. For this rcason, an international system comprising states pursing their interests is
caid 10 exist. which denotes few shared values beyond domestic politics, and rests upon the
hierarchical ordering of international relations, This is based upon relative power and alh-
ances derived from shared interests rather than shared values. Peace is conceptualised as very
basic, or as a Utopian idcal form, which is unobtainable.

A less harsh version of peace is to be found in the idealist, liberal and liberal intervention-
i<t strands of international thought. These also focus on temvitonally bounded identity and
interest units - mainly states - but see their interests defined in terms of cooperation and
chared norms rather than power. Consequently, these approaches engender a concern with
the nature of the domestic polity and the best way of creating domestic political harmony to
cnsure peaceful relations between polities at the same ume. This type of thinking has given
rse 1o major projects to construct international regimes, laws, and norms to limit war and
engincer peace between polities. including states and multilateral organisations. Here ques-
tions of justice begin 1o emerge at a normative level in relation to peace between and within
political units. Subsequent debates about justice revolve around the discovery and construc-
tion of legal frameworks bascd upon universal norms and so acceptable to the majority of
states within an international society or community. This latter concept denotes the liberal
beliel that shared values at the international level indicates a community of states rather than
merely a system of states as realists would have it. For those interested in what happens inside
states rather than between them, peace may rest upon the preservation of a sociocconomic
ord‘vr. or the use of a particular type of constitution, or the construction of an cqual and just
sociely. Democratic peace theorists are able to extend this domestic peace to an international
comnruumty. 'I he liberal peace is the widely used term to describe this broad framework.
e ety et e o B
nature for rr:\lisl.s or the failure g;l' in 5:" Psf“O"aCth\’ﬂblﬂ- ThIS fallurc.rcsts - hummf
p organi;auom i ::1 utions for hbcrals‘, and is rcﬂcc-tc(.i in the nutuﬂ: Or
consenvative and rca!i.sl,lhough; thou ‘:’; ‘“ﬁ:" e Tlu-ls ® thc- ghma c;\
the adoption of certain (lomcsli(‘.aml |Etcn?;t'l c_r]als, A sy e peaces plausible throvg
the nights and needs of individuals, For some “iJ;M ]Pl'aCfJCL's et e . guaramcc‘“lg:
rest upon the discovery of the obstacles to c" rl . ‘5;“ Ee b )
sece et rand G Stome Bie ];ba ¢, and then upon the deployment of the €0

stacles. The Westphalian international syste™
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hich is probably not achicvable but is worth working IO“'ﬂ"J‘l- As are suly,

term process, which 1s pre J «cd upon problem-solving from the perspective ol achje..
intellectual t'llf.'rg)' n;f]ds 1o be foql.sc; ll[:“ '"l-l”m I'his then provides the basis for 5 "J“L!l'r
ing a mimimalist version of peace i the sho - . onping violence and Dot fos
term refinement of the concept. In the short-term, stopping il g ir

; ; histicated attempts to provide rights. resources and
security 1s often the focus, with more sop The is that the short-te .
democratic institutions secn as a longer tenm process. [_h'- hope 15" I : ; “T.“' Prace
will be superseded m the longer term by .1 .s(-l[-sulslmlnnilg Pr.'lacc acco;l ;::.I',Slo ; -:I-n‘l'\.(‘l"s'd").
agreed formula. International theonsts, political scientists, (!'P omam'c(l)l -l' pol 1c1.u‘15 ane
azens rarely question whether they undc'rsmml. these sh(?r t-term E":;l ‘ U"Ig l;?m‘l c C;“f‘l Pts of
peace, but instead take them a predetermined givens. which _-"ho“ simP v be implemented
when the opportunity arises. Certainly, amongst groups united by common 1"“‘""‘.’3- tns
appeans to be a plausible position. What becomes clgar when onc examincs the views of
actors that are divided by interests, culture, conflict, ideology, religion, or other forms of
identity, is that these assumptions of peace break down very casily. An .-ul,sumption of peace
ticd up in the framework ofa group’s pesition on a particular piece of territory, or the superi-
onity of ane culture, identity or religion over another, can casily become a source of conflict,
Ouie could make a strong argument that IR is actually about conflicting images of pcace, as
opposed to conflicting interests.

War and peace are seen as separate concepts, which are the antitheses of cach other, par-
ticularly for pluralists, liberals, constructivists and critical theorists (peace may masquerade as
war for some post-structuralists). Yet, this separation has always been weak. For example. in
the debate on peace-enforcement or humanitarian intervention, and on state-building. there
has been much tension. This is pardy why the debates over state-building in Afghanistan and
Iraq in the carly 20005 have been so controversial, The contemporary conc ept of the liberal
peace, which is expressed in different ways throughout much of IR theory, also makes this
separation. The liberal peace provides the 'good life” if its formulas are followed, for all, and
without exception, and even if it rests on a coercive introduction through invasion or peace
enforcement. This has occurred within a Western context, which immediately points to a
major ﬁa\\' i thinking about peace (and indeed in the capacity of this study), which is firmly
roo‘lcd ina cri'iiquc within this Western, secular context. Peace rests upon a set of cultural,
social and pohp'c.nl norms, often dressed up as being secular, though closcly reflecting the
lm.n-s;?lhr religious wntings on the issue, The Christian notion of crusades for peace, or the
;::: i’\n:’::n';:?;s:gl‘::;l[;c;c:. lrs tal»:t-n for g{r'an.tc.-d in lh::s context. Lawful sclf-deftcncc and
faited. From this have ¢ f:'St‘natlon of this tranqui order, once all peace cflorts have
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The liberal peace is closelv associated with the orthadoxy of IR theon . and can be seen as
an outcome of a hvbridisanon of liberalism and realism. This can be deseribed as axis denot-
ing ltberal-realtsm i which force, controlled by states undempins the democratic and hberal
pohucal, social and cconomic institutions of a hberal polity.

This axis explams both violence
and order. and how they are related m the

mamtenances of domestc and intermanonal order.
Structural thinking adds to this a concern wath social istice and legiamacy, but this s mainly

dealt with in a hberal-reahist context by democrausation rather than the promouon of social
justice. So while the structuralist or Marxist agenda has been partally incorporated, it lacks
the affinity of liberal-realism. where hierarchies. states and groups accept certain levels of
dommance and intrusive governance in order to alo receive related. progressive lreedoms.
Equality 1s not a key issue, rather securny and stabihity discursively construet mternational
life.

A number of strategies for the conceptualisation of peace can be idennfied in the literature
on IR, and its sub-disciplines. ‘These can be summarised as follows:

I Idealism depicts a future, complete peace mcorporating social. political and economic
harmony (of which there are no examples) represented by internationalism. world gov-
crnment and federation. This ype of peace is represented as desirable but effectively
unobtainable. It 1s an “ideal form’. though for idealists this does not mean that attempts
to achieve it should be abandoned. Some idealists saw the League of Nations, and later
the UN, attempts at disarmament, and the outlawing of war, as an atempt to attain this
prace.

2 Liberalism, liberal-internatonalism/institutionalism. neo-liberalism and liberal impe-
ralism, and ulumately liberal-realtsm depict an achievable general peace derved from
international institutions and orgamizations representing universal agreements and
norms. This provides a basis for individualism. and social. political and/or economic
rights and responsibilities, based upon significant levels of justice and consent. Ttis gener-
ally acknowledged that this form of peace wall probably be marred by injustice. terror-
1sm, secessionism or guerilla warfare perpetrated by marginalised actors which do not
accept the norms and frameworks engendered in such universal agreements. Sull. this
represents a form of peace that is believed to be plausible and achierable, though often
geographically imited by boundaries that exclude actors who do not conform to such a
view of what is essentially an inter national society. Peace in this framework can be con-
structed by actors with the necessary knowledge and resources. probably resembling a
Kantian ‘Perpetual Peace’. This is commonly referred to as the liberal peace, embodicd
m the UN system and a post-Cold War ‘international society’.

3 Realism (and other power/interest focused theories) represents IR as relative anarchy
managed by a powerful hegemon or an international system, which produces a basic
international, though not necessarily domestic, order. This imposes a limited temporal
and geographically bounded order. which attempts to manage or assuage border con-
flicts, terntonial conflicts, ethnic, linguistic. religious (and other identty) conflicts. The
resulting type of peace rests upon the balance of power, or domination, perceptions of
threat and the glonfication of national interest in relation to military might. There have
been many examples of this type of peace. from Alexander's conquest of the ancient
world. the Pax Romana (and the destruction of Carthage), the Pax Britanuia and the
Paris Peace Treaty of 1919,

t Manxist inspired strucwuralist insights into peace represent it as resting on social jus-
tice, equality and an equitable system of international trade, where states and actors
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(0 sociocconomic class indicators. Peace in
cse terms is achicvable. but probably onll)" after _tjassi\'c,'and p‘;’O‘bﬂbly r‘c?’r!mbnam
upheaval in the interational cconomy nnc‘l in tmdhluonnl class an ‘;_a;nlomn_ -ur:r;m-].ics
and svstems which reorder states and the international m a way w ich better represery
in llu:' interests of workers and society, rather than wealthy clites. ‘
5 Critical theory and post-stnic wralism, rcslin'g to some dcgrf:c upon the mtcllcc.uml leg.
acy of points 1, 2 and 4, depicts an cmancipatory peace, it mult:pllc forms, in “’I_‘ith
consideration of forms of justice. identity and representation allo\-:rs for marginaliseq
ritics) and environmental factors to be consi.

actors (such as women. children, and mino
cred. Criucal theory seeks a universal basis to achieve such an outcome through cthicy|

forms of communicaton, whereas post-structural approaches are wary of‘ accepting its
plausibitity in the light of the dangers of universalism, the probir.:m of relativism and the
genealogical scale of the obstacles to cmancipation. Hyputhcn.cally, hothl approaches
concur that marginalised actors and discourscs should be recognised, and discourses and
practices of domination should be removed through radical reform. \\’hclhc:-r there can
be a universal peace or multiple states of peace, reflecting pluralism/relativism is heav-
ily contested. However, there is still a strong sensc that peace as an ideal form could be
achicved within critical theory. Post-structuralism certainly does not deny the possibility
of peace, but sees it reflecting difference, everyday life, hybridity and personal agency.

are not hierarchically organiscd according

th

One peace or many peaces?

One of the ways in which IR theory and international practices related to the ending of war
can be evaluated is by opening up the conceptualisation of peace by asking the question, one
peace or many? Clearly. the liberal peace is the dominant conceptualisation deployed in
these processes, and represents an amalgam of mainstream approaches to IR theory, though
IR theory and associated debates also offers a powerful critique of this conceptualisation, and
offers a glimpse of alternatives. These alternatives are as yet not comparable to the liberal
peace in their intellcctual conceptualisation, and have had little impact on the policy world.
However, the liberal peace is far from being uncontested and indced is theoretically rather
incoherent. A debate between it and other forms of peace, and a negotiation between the
different actors, levels of analysis and many issucs involved is necessary. Indeed, for IR to
contribute to its original agenda for peace it must become more fully involved in this proc-
ess of theorisation of peace and a negotiation berween its possible concepts. By developing 2
clear lea of the type of peace that cach theoretical perspective envisages, and also developing
theoretical approaches in the light of this debate, this process of evaluation and development
could b}‘?‘"- setting peace and its variants at the centre of IR theory rather than at its periph-
ery. as is currently the case. For this process to be meaningful, however, there also nceds t0
be a debate about what basis such evaluation would rest on. Would it aspirc to a cosmopoli-
l;'l.h ;mt]. m?i\‘crfal set of basic norms? Would it aspire to a communitarian version oi'pcact?
Would it give nse to one prace or many peaces? If the latter, how would the via media, or proc
css of negotiation and mediaton, hetween them operate? Would peace be limited ;imply to
:w prevention of open viqlcn.cc, or would it aim to respond to structural violence, inequalitys
r:::‘l"l::\l::::}i T:;f:ﬁ%::;o: :1\,1‘:; :a:; l::;dfal:ors that create a sustainable peace in this
S . ;. 2 y en constructed? Or, perhaps, even more
ambitiously, how can a srlf-sustam:ng peace he created?

IR lh"o")'- conllict "1'-“_"}' and, indecd, policy debates often make the mistake of assuming
that the project of peace is so apparent as to not require detailed PR i

ed explanation. This is part
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the problem of peace. What is peace, why. who creates and promotes it, for what interests,
and who is peace for? IR theory makes a number of key assumptions across its spectrum
ol approaches. The essenvalisation of human nature regardless of culture, history, poliucs,
economy or socicty, is common. The extrapolation of state behaviour from a flawed view of
human naturc as violent assumes that one reflects the other. This also rests on the assump-
tion that one dominant actor. in this case often the state, is the loci around which power,
interest, resources and socicues revolve, in this sense, IR is often pereeived to be immutable,
reflecting the forces which drive it and their permancuce, ranging from structures, the state,
I0s and other key influences. Alternatively, these immutable forces may simply disguise an
intellectual conservativism in which individuals as agents simply repeat the errors of old as
they believe that nothing can change. This ‘self-ulfilling propheey’ argument is often reflec-
tive of both an acceptance of the key difficulties of IR. as well as a reaction against them.
Furthermore, all of this assumes that there can be value-free investigation in the discipline.
Or is all knowledge effectively discursive and ideational? By atterupting to understand and
interpret peace, are we empowered to bring about change, or destined to be confronted only
by our inability to do so?

This study underlines the view that a universal, single form of peace will incvitably be scen
by some as hegemonic and oppressive, and though there may indecd be a dominant version
or agenda for peace in IR theory and in practice (currently the liberal peace) this reflects
the intellectual imitations of the orthodoxy of the discipline, its culture, ontology and meth-
ods, rather than its achievements. It is clear that peace is essenually contested as a concept.
Inevitably, and following on from this, it is a subjective concept, depending on individual
actors for definition. different methods and ontologies, and indeed different epistemological
approaches. Its construction is a result of the interplay of different actors' attempts to define
peace and according to their relative interests, identities, power and resources, For this rea-
son, different approaches to IR theory produce different discourses about peace, some within
the liberal peace framework, and some outside of it both as rhetorical devices and as prac-
tices. In the context of such inter-subjective concepts, theory is inevitably intertwined with
practice, and cannot merely be read as representing an orthodoxy. hegemonic or othenwise,
hi practce, in different political, social and economic environments around the world, there
are rich variants of peace known to other disciplines or perhaps awaiting discovery. Yet, the
libcral peace has become a hegemonic concept.

To counter this universal and hegemonic discourse, peace might instead be contextualised
more subtly, gcographically, culturally, in terms of identity, and the evolution of the previ-
ous socioeconomic polity. This means that one should be wary of a theoretical approach, or
an empirical analysis, or a policy, which suggests that the nstitutions, norms, regimes and
constitutions associated with peace can be applied equally across the world. There needs to
be a differentiation between international order and peace in a global context, as well as local
order and peace in a local or indigenous context. This means that peace as a concept can
subjected to very specific interpretations, determined by politics, socicty, economy, demog-
raphy, culture, religion and language. It should not merely be a legitimating trope applied to
bolster a specific theory, policy or form or organisation, but conceptually and theorcetically,
should represent a detailed engagement with the multiple dynamics of conflict, war and dis-
order as well as the social, political and economic expectations, practices and identities of its
participants. Engaging with the multiple concepts of peace forms the heartland of IR’s quest
to contribute to an understanding of stability and order and the ‘good life".
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