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Abstract. Current discourses about the everyday in relation to international peace
interventions focus on two main aspects. First, the perceived quality or qualities of everyday
life tend to be attributed to ‘local’ organisations or actors and assessed positively. Second,
the control of life (including bio-political control and governance) tends to be associated
with ‘international’ actors and viewed negatively. This article challenges these key
assumptions by contextualising them in social and political theories of the everyday and in
two key examples: ‘affective’ peacebuilding in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and ‘threatworks’ in
Northern Ireland. It also calls for an approach to the ‘everyday’ in international
interventions which moves beyond local/international power dynamics and is attentive to the
pluralities of power and practice that emerge in these settings.
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Violence may have historical and international significance, but it unfolds within
everyday life.1 Likewise, international interventions designed to halt violence or
prevent its recurrence often stem from the strategies of powerful supra-national
actors, but they are realised through simple, even mundane practices at a local
level. It is no surprise, then, that ‘the everyday’ is of significance to those who
study, design and critique international peace interventions and in particular to
those scholars who have made increasing calls for ‘everyday’ orientations towards
peace.2 As I shall argue, this ‘everyday’ turn is a powerful analytical lens for
approaching strategies of intervention based on principles such as bio-political
control, ‘positive peace’ or conflict transformation. But what exactly is the
everyday, and how does it relate to the realm of the international?

* For their valuable input into this article, the author wishes to thank the international participants
of the ‘Hybrid Forms of Peace’ workshop, held at the University of St. Andrews on 16 November
2009 as well as Oliver P. Richmond, Stefanie Kappler, Liam Kelly and two anonymous reviewers.

1 For an incisive account of this, see Veena Das, Life and Words: Violence and the Descent into the
Ordinary (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2007).

2 Oliver P. Richmond, ‘Eirinism and a Post-Liberal Peace’, Review of International Studies, 3 (2009),
pp. 557–80; Oliver P. Richmond and Audra Mitchell (eds), Hybrid Forms of Peace: from the
‘Everyday’ to Post-liberalism (Basingstoke: Palgrave, forthcoming 2011).
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This article explores two major strands of thought related to the everyday in the
discourses surrounding international peace interventions, each of which reflects a
particular facet of 20th century social and political theories of the everyday.
Indeed, whilst this tradition in social and political theory presents the everyday as
a site of tension between quality and control of life, in the literature on peace
interventions, one or the other approach tends to be privileged. The first, focused
on the ‘quality or qualities of life’ assumes that the everyday is a ‘local’ space or
sphere in which actors enhance their quality of life through localised practices.
From this perspective, the everyday is a wellspring of immanent creativity,
transcendence and peaceful development. The second approach suggests that these
very qualities render the everyday vulnerable to the strategies of power and
bio-political control on the part of external actors.

This article argues that the dynamics of the everyday, and the relationship
between the dynamics of quality and control, are far more nuanced. The
cultivation of quality of life can be a powerful medium for international control,
whilst, conversely, localised strategies of control can be necessary in order to
preserve the quality or qualities of life in contexts affected by violence or the threat
thereof. To explore these issues, the article challenges each of the assumptions
about these orientations towards the everyday – their nature, sources and
normative position – by examining two counter-examples. The example of ‘affective
peacebuilding’, grounded in a brief study of peace interventions in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, demonstrates how international actors can be the source of strategies
based on the cultivation of wellness, human flourishing and aspiration, and the
potentially negative effects of these. Moreover, the example of ‘threatworks’, based
on the case of Northern Ireland, examines how forms of control may be exerted
by ‘internal’ or ‘local’ actors and may actually improve the quality of life by
limiting violence. The exploration of these examples not only challenges existing
debates about the everyday, which focus on the power relations between ‘local’
‘international’ actors. It also has important and perhaps counterintuitive implica-
tions for the role which aspects of everyday life – including affect and conflictual
interactions – play in relation to peace interventions and violence.

What and where is the ‘everyday’ in international interventions?

The ‘everyday’, I shall argue, is the set of experiences, practices and interpretations
through which people engage with the daily challenges of occupying, preserving,
altering and sustaining the plural worlds that they occupy. Here, the term ‘world’
refers not to the terrestrial earth, but rather to the unique spaces in which human
groups create and sustain their collective lives, interacting with their material
environment.3 The practices, through which they create, alter and move between
worlds, which I have called ‘world-building’,4 relies largely on the everyday
practices I shall discuss below, and is constitutive of everyday life. These practices,

3 See Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998[1965]);
Agnes Heller, Everyday Life (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1985).

4 Audra Mitchell, Lost in Transformation: Violent Peace and Peaceful Conflict in Northern Ireland
(Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2011).
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as I shall argue below, may be conflictual or involve radical change. However, they
are often concerned with the meeting of everyday challenges: for instance,
interacting with or caring for one’s family, friends and community, working or
exchanging goods, and observing or transgressing socio-cultural norms, memories
or traditions – all of which help to constitute various spheres of collective life.

In the literature on peace and conflict studies, the everyday is conceptualised in
terms of three major dimensions: the nature of the everyday; the sources of its
guiding dynamics; and the normative implications of engaging with the everyday
as a means of peacebuilding. The nature of the everyday tends to be discussed in
terms of two major concepts: quality (or ‘authenticity’) of life, and the qualities of
life that are believed to promote, embody and enhance it; and control of life, or the
use of power to constrain and shape it. In the context of international peace
interventions, these concepts are filtered through analysis of the sources of
everyday dynamics, focusing on the ‘local’ and the ‘international’, or ‘internal’ and
‘external’ forms of power. In the literature on peace and conflict studies, the
everyday is interpreted in terms of two general concepts: quality/qualities of life
arising from the ‘local/internal’ realm; and control of life imposed by ‘international/
external’ actors. Finally, each of these phenomena have specific normative
implications. The former is often lauded as desirable, emancipatory or even
subversive, and a means of approximating the goal of ‘positive peace’.5 In contrast,
many authors critical of mainstream peace interventions warn against the excess
power of international/external actors in controlling life through peace interven-
tions. Indeed, the vexed or even agonistic relationship between the qualities of the
everyday and attempts to control it appears to be the basis for the various forms
of ‘hybridity’ that characterise international peace interventions ‘on the ground’.6

Here, I shall briefly examine these two constructs, focusing on the major streams
of thought regarding the ‘everyday’ in the academic and practitioner literature,
examining each of the three dimensions discussed above.

Where, then, are the ‘worlds’ formed and experienced in everyday life? The
term ‘everyday’ appears to connote locality; indeed, those writers who adopt the
‘quality of life’ approach to the everyday tend to focus on local and even
interpersonal interactions. Yet, although world-building often takes place through
simple acts it can, and does, take place at all levels of analysis. For instance, ‘local’
actors in a conflicted area may engage in forms of world-building such as
celebrating traditional holidays or simply creating specific patterns of communi-
cation and exchange. At the same time, international actors engage in world-
building when they make radical alterations to the social, economic, and
governmental structures of a conflicted polity.7

From this perspective, the ‘everyday’ is not a specific level of human
organisation, but rather a dimension of human experience which can, and does,
take place at every level of analysis. In the context of peace interventions, ‘local’
and ‘international’ actors may struggle or even conflict in attempting to promote
particular forms of world-building, and thus to promote different models of

5 Johan Galtung, Peace by Peaceful Means (London: Sage, 1996).
6 See Oliver P. Richmond, and Audra Mitchell, Hybrid Forms of Peace: From the ‘Everyday’ to

Post-Liberalism (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2011).
7 Audra Mitchell, ‘Radical Peace: Mainstream Peacebuilding and the (Im)possibility of Radical

Critique in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Cyprus and Northern Ireland’. Under Review, forthcoming.

International peace interventions 1625

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

02
60

21
05

11
00

01
80

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210511000180


everyday life, whether through the promotion of liberal-democratic processes,
traditional, tribal or indigenous practices, and often ‘hybrids’ formed from the
interaction between these.8 Moreover, in these contexts, ‘local’ and ‘international’
actors often share an ‘everyday’ by engaging simultaneously in specific forms of
world-building. For instance, employees of international organisations and NGOs
may engage with the same physical spaces, social practices and basic challenges (for
instance, procuring food, water and shelter) as local actors when attempting to
implement peacebuilding processes ‘on the ground’. Conversely, and perhaps more
frequently, ‘local’ actors adopt the forms of world-building (whether voluntarily or
otherwise) promoted by international actors, for instance, by constituting them-
selves as formal NGOs, engaging in dialogue and advocacy, or adopting the
language and ethics of international policymakers.9 Indeed, whilst the goals of
international actors may be large in scale, they are often realised through the
promotion of specific forms of world-building that affect everyday life: for instance,
participation in democratic processes, the consumption of public services or the
construction and use of physical infrastructure or homes. For these reasons, I shall
refer to the everyday not as a ‘local’ or ‘international’ phenomenon, but rather as
a set of practices through which a range of actors can inhabit and move between
local and international worlds in the context of peacebuilding.

Now, I shall briefly examine how two major strands of thinking about the
everyday are embodied in contemporary peace and conflict studies: a focus on the
quality or qualities of life, and the control of life. Within this field, the two
approaches appear to reify an oppositional power relation between ‘local’ and
‘international’ actors, associating ‘the everyday’ with the former and ‘power/
control’ with the latter. However, in the context of 20th century social and political
theories of the everyday, it becomes clear that quality and control are not the
preserve of distinct groups of actors, but rather facets of the same dynamic. This
is a vexed dynamic – of quality/control – which all actors navigate in the medium
of everyday life. This, in turn, suggests that the everyday has much more complex
and nuanced implications in relation to peace and violence.

a. Quality/qualities of life from ‘within’

One of the most important facets of 20th century social and political theories of
the everyday is their focus on the innate qualities of everyday practices, and how
these contribute the quality of life for human beings by imbuing human life with
special depth, meaning or worth. For instance, de Certeau contrasts the ‘tactics’ of
the everyday – including walking, which creates and shapes spaces, and reading,
which appropriates oral traditions and resists rational codification – as practices
which only occur in the realm of ordinary people.10 For Agnes Heller, Henri

8 Roger Mac Ginty, ‘Indigenous Peace-making Versus the Liberal Peace’, Cooperation and Conflict, 43
(2008), pp. 139–63.

9 Audra Mitchell, ‘Transforming a deeply divided society? NGOs and peacebuilding in Northern
Ireland, 1970–2006’, in Matthew Hilton, Nicholas Crowson and James McKay, (eds), NGOs in
Contemporary Britain (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2009), pp. 242–60.

10 Michel De Certeau, The Practice of Everyday Life (Berkeley, CA and London: University of
California Press, 2006 [1984]).
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Lefebvre and Michel de Certeau, engaging in the practices of everyday life leads to
a special kind of knowledge, one concerned primarily with human needs and their
fulfilment. This knowledge or, perhaps more aptly, ‘savoire faire’11 is derived not
from training or conditioning, but rather from the experience of building,
maintaining and interacting within a community. Such activities, these theorists
argue, have a special quality due to their immediacy. Heller argues that the kinds
of activities that people use to maintain and enjoy everyday life (such as talking,
cooking, working and caring) are more likely to be non-instrumental and
self-fulfilling than engaging with the more universalistic, instrumental, productive
logics of science, administration and other systems that govern them.12 The
qualities of these activities are attributed, in large part to their association with
direct, lived experience13 or ‘unmediated’ praxis.14 As such, Lefebvre contends,
these practices resist the alienation or separation from lived experience often
experienced in modern life by providing a direct link with the natural, biological
or traditional life of communities.

The quality of ‘everyday’ activities, for these authors, also lies in its ability to
generate plurality and richness in social life. For Heller, the everyday is a realm in
which individuals may develop as rich, internally plural beings, conditioned by
their interactions with the world and with others. She argues that these everyday
interactions produce a plural form of personality which, in turn, gives rise to
communities composed of unique and varied individuals.15 In addition, Lefebvre,
Heller and Dorothy Smith16 all draw attention to a significant ‘other’ whose
(sometimes sole) arena of action is the everyday: women, whose social status often
allows them to find power and agency in the everyday. Thus, the everyday is
viewed as the place where plurality and otherness is expressed immediately,
unmediated and in all its variety.

Indeed, although it is often a source of boredom, repetition and inertia – the
usual connotations of the terms ‘mundane’ or ‘quotidian’ – everyday life is also
viewed as a wellspring of creativity. This is because, Heller and Lefebvre claim,
the patterned repetition of everyday life is punctuated by moments of transcend-
ence, catharsis or ‘play’.17 Lefebvre’s discussion of the role of the ‘festival’, a
traditional but swiftly eroding aspect of everyday life, is useful in this regard. He
describes festival as the ‘explosion of forces that had been slowly accumulated in
and via everyday life’.18 It is in these moments of collective creativity, he claims,
that the regular rhythms of life can be sped up, slowed down, changed or
transcended. Similarly, Heller advocates the transcendence of existing conditions
from within everyday life; that is, her goal is not to leave this realm but rather to
remake the various levels of the polity, including those that supervene upon it, by
releasing its potential for radical change.19 According to Vanegeim, it is only

11 De Certeau, Practice.
12 Heller, Everyday.
13 Heller, Everyday; Raoul Vaneigem, Revolution of Everyday Life (London: Rebel Press, 1983).
14 Henri Lefebvre , Critique of Everyday Life, Vol. 2 (London: Verso, 2002), p. 77.
15 Heller, Everyday.
16 Dorothy E. Smith, The Everyday World as Problematic: A Feminist Sociology (Boston: Northeastern

University Press, 1987).
17 Heller, Everyday; Lefebvre, Critique – Vol 1.
18 Lefebvre, Critique – Vol 1, p. 39.
19 Heller, Everyday.
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through massive changes in the patterns of everyday life that such changes could
take place.20

Moreover, the qualitative distinctiveness of the everyday is aligned with a
powerful idea of humanism centred around needs and their fulfilment – not only
physical or biological, but also personal, spiritual or communal. The everyday is,
importantly, framed as an immanent realm, or one that emanates from the lives of
individuals and is self-constituting. As Charles Taylor argues, it may even eclipse
the idea of transcendence or ‘higher’ realms.21 Indeed, Taylor highlights the ethical
basis of the everyday, ‘exclusive humanism’, as a uniquely modern understanding
of the human condition. Heller’s account of the individual in everyday provides a
prime example of this. Everyday practices, she claims, should foster a dynamic in
which all parties are able to fulfil aspects of the other’s unique personality by
means of their interaction.22 Following Hegel and Lukacs, she claims that this
allows individuals to transcend their own alienated status and connect with the
species as a whole – whilst remaining firmly ensconced in the everyday.23 For
Lefebvre, a similar outcome occurs when basic needs are realised as desires, which
in turn may enable radical social change.24 The humanism of the everyday, then,
is strongly conditioned by ideas of the individual personality and (collective or
individual) agency and the meeting of experienced needs versus those generated by
systems of production/consumption. A focus on everyday logics and practices is,
therefore, expected to generate a form of human fulfilment that transcends mere
‘survival’25 and realises human potentiality in a fuller manner.

Within the literature on peace interventions, an emphasis on qualities and
quality of life is associated with approaches to peace based on the idea of the ‘local’
or transformation ‘from below’. Such approaches focus on the perceived potential
of ‘local’ actors to resist external control through practices that enhance the quality
of life – for instance, ‘authentic’, fulfilling, nurturing or emancipatory approaches to
peace. One such approach is found in the recent work of Oliver P. Richmond in this
journal and elsewhere.26 This approach rejects the notion that the everyday is a
model for peace, or that a ‘functioning’ everyday should be conflated with peace.
Instead, it focuses on the potentialities of local agents to contest, reshape or resist
within a local ‘space’. Here, ‘the local’ refers to a universal set of practices, rather
than a reference to parochial, spatially, culturally or politically bounded places. This
spatial element is crucial to his argument. Invoking Michel de Certeau, Richmond
frames the everyday as a potential realm of critical practice, in which subjects may
assert or attain agency by devising ‘tactics’ that may thwart the hegemonic and
potentially oppressive ‘strategies’ of international actors.27 Thus, Richmond’s ac-
count fuses the idea of locality with that of specific qualities of life (human agencies
and the capacity to resist power) and the potential for a better quality of life (found
in emancipatory forms of peace).

20 Vanegeim, Revolution.
21 Charles Taylor, A Secular Age (Cambridge, MA: Belknap, 2007).
22 Heller, Everyday, p. 33.
23 Heller, Everyday.
24 Lefebvre, Critique – Vol. II (see fn. 37).
25 Vanegeim, Revolution.
26 Richmond, ‘Eirinism’; Oliver P. Richmond, ‘Resistance and the Post-Liberal Peace’, Millennium

Journal of International Studies, 38:3 (2010), pp. 665–92.
27 Ibid.
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Elise Boulding’s idea of ‘cultures of peace’ exemplifies a different application of
this strand of thinking, from within the ‘practitioner’ literature in peace and
conflict studies.28 Boulding argues that, in every society – including conflicting ones
– there lie ‘hidden’ practices that are conducive to peace. Indeed, she seems to
equate peace with the basic maintenance of everyday life. ‘Peaceableness’, she
claims, inheres in the daily practices associated with family life (re)production,
feeding, organising work, solving problems, meeting human needs and collective
‘play’ or creative activity which, she contends, compose the better part of daily life.
For Boulding, peaceableness is ‘an action concept, involving the shaping and
reshaping of understandings, situations and behaviours in a constantly changing
lifeworld, to sustain well-being for all’.29 That is, peace is bound up with
socialisation and the physical enactment of practices associated with caring,
interpersonal exchange and social formation, including that of identity-based or
‘communal’ groups on a small scale. She also emphasises the importance of the
‘local’ in creating peace, but lends it the specific connotations of the small scale,
face-to-face interactions and traditional or ‘culturally’ based modes of activity.30

Moreover, although the issues of resistance and agency raised by Richmond are
not prominent here (nor is the impact of external interveners), Boulding suggests
that a certain kind of agency arises or emerges from ‘associative richness’ and, in
particular, moments of collective creativity, such as communal festivals or the
caring relationships formed within families and kinship groups.31 In short,
Boulding’s approach equates local activities – often associated with caring,
communication and social interaction – with a better quality of peace.

These ideas are echoed in the recent work of John Paul Lederach, who relies
heavily on his assumptions about the everyday to formulate a ‘transcendent’ model
of conflict transformation. Lederach invokes the idea of ‘ordinary language’ and
‘everyday understandings’ as a basis for altering the dynamics of conflict.32 He
associates the alteration of personal beliefs and attitudes as a form of ‘craftsman-
ship’, or collective work, which fosters creativity or ‘moral imagination’.33 Impor-
tantly, apparently transcendent moments of creative problem solving are to arise
from the physical, embodied, practiced elements of dialogue and interaction.34 For
Lederach, the use of such activities to bring about change helps to close what he
calls the ‘authenticity gap’ – that is, the gap between the goals associated with peace
and the realities of the lives of conflicting actors. For Lederach, ‘to be authentic,
social change must be broadly structural but it is tested by the minutia and
immediacy of people’s behavior’.35 In other words, peace is behavioural, and, what’s
more, it is linked to and dependent upon the behaviours that take place in everyday
life and their capacity to imbue the human experience with transcendent qualities.

28 Elise Boulding, Cultures of Peace: The Hidden Side of History (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press,
2000).

29 Ibid., p. 1.
30 Ibid.
31 Ibid., p. 103.
32 John Paul Lederach, Preparing for Peace: Conflict Transformation Across Cultures (Syracuse:

Syracuse University Press, 1995), pp. 26–7.
33 John Paul Lederach, Moral Imagination: The Art and Soul of Peace-Building (Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 2005), pp. 5, 25.
34 Lederach, Moral, p. 38.
35 Ibid., p. 56.
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As this discussion has suggested, there is a powerful strand of thought
regarding the everyday which associates it with local/internal or small-scale
activities that embody unique qualities and enhance the overall quality of collective
life. This idea is reflected in the ‘everyday’ approaches to peacebuilding discussed
above, which view the everyday as a space of resistance, agency, transcendence and
the enhancement of life. In other words, they promote a normatively positive
assessment of peacebuilding techniques that harness the qualities of life emerging
from local groups to create a better quality of peace and everyday life after
violence.

b. Control of life from ‘without’

Within social and political theories of the everyday, the emphasis on quality or
qualities of life is not clear-cut. On the contrary, the authors discussed earlier
highlight the deep ambiguity of everyday life and the tension between its qualities
and its vulnerability to control and alienation. Within the same set of discourses,
the everyday is simultaneously framed as a site for domination and control by
means of the exertion of power, whether subtle or openly coercive.

The everyday, as theorised earlier, is a vast, variegated and porous realm,
whose ragged edges are subject to constant rending and mending. According to
Lefebvre, Heller and others, it is also the underlying basis of the entire polity and
all of its levels.36 As such, it may become the site of alienation, penetration,
discipline and control. One of the most poignant warnings issued by the authors
above37 is that everyday life may become instrumentalised to the logics of
production and consumption, or other norms of modernity. A range of logics or
overarching ‘strategies’ of power38 – including the quantification or objectification
of human beings,39 privatisation40 and the atomisation of individuals,41 dynamics
of self-regulation, production and the radicalisation of symbols or communicative
praxis42 – may be extended into the realm of the everyday, often by means of
modernising processes.43 In this manner, the logics of modern production,
consumption and regulation are able to penetrate the realm of the everyday and
transform its practices such that they feed and generate the aforementioned
processes.44 This concern resonates with the Foucaultian idea of governmentality,
which harnesses existing social practice as a set of conduits and techniques for
administering power45 – and which is the basis of the paradigm known as

36 Lefebvre, Critique – Vol. I; Heller, Everyday.
37 Lefebvre, Critique – Vol I, II, III; Heller, Everyday; Vanegeim, Revolution; De Certeau, Practice.
38 De Certeau, Practice.
39 Vanegeim, Revolution; Heller, Everyday.
40 Lefebvre, Critique – Vol II.
41 Charles Taylor, Sources of the Self (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989).
42 Lefebvre, Critique – Vol. I.
43 See Audra Mitchell, ‘Peace Beyond Process’, Millennium Journal of International Studies, 38 (2010),

pp. 642–66.
44 Vanegeim, Revolution; Lefebvre, Critique – Vol. II.
45 Michel Foucault, ‘Governmentality’, in The Foucault Effect: Studies in Governmentality (London:

Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1991), pp. 87–105.
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governance, central to mainstream peacebuilding projects. Indeed, as post-
Foucaultian theorists point out, the penetration of the basic elements of daily life
– survival, hygiene, social structure, and behaviour, for instance – is one of the
bases of bio-political control.46 These strategies of governance may be used to
create a form of ‘pastoral’ power which shapes communities through the meeting
of their basic physical and social needs, and often occurs through the shaping and
subjectification of the individual through his or her encounters with the systems
used to produce and satisfy needs.47 This process of penetration may be a force for
the colonisation and domination of the everyday;48 however, since it meets many
needs and improves, on some registers, the lives of a large number of individuals,
it may be perceived by them as a form of freedom, emancipation or the realisation
of latent potential.49 This has important implications when applied to peace: given
the strong normative connotations of the concept, any form of peace, no matter
how constraining, may be perceived as a form of freedom from violence.

These dynamics of penetration, the cultivation of dynamics and the (re)shaping
of needs may contribute to a powerful form of alienation in which human needs
and potentialities are determined at a ‘level’ far removed from that of individuals
and communities, and in accordance with its logic. Indeed, as Lefebvre and Smith
both argue, the hierarchical nature of the productive process may result in the
stratification of the polity and, as these levels ascend, the allocation of power to
the highest levels. As these levels are formed and abstracted, they tend to simplify
human activity by homogenising it into a set of uniform codes, symbols or
processes,50 removing its subtler nuances and complexity. Furthermore, as Lefebvre
argues, the processes in which these logics unfold are designed to repel or absorb
disruptions that may extrude from non-penetrated spaces; the process of ‘recu-
peration’ may, in fact, strengthen the institutions or logics of power. Indeed, this
is the dilemma posed by a number of post-structuralist theorists, remarkably
Deleuze and Guattari51 and Foucault:52 to resist a machine is to fuel its productive
processes and to provide material upon which it can work. In turn, these dynamics
may lead, perhaps ironically, to the alienation of power from the realm of everyday
life. Alienation, in this context, involves the removal of agency in the face of power
and, as a result, the formation of a major disjunction between the needs defined
and produced by the strategies of power and those emerging from the immediate,
local experience of individuals and groups.53

Another, perhaps less popular critique of the everyday comes from theorists
such as Taylor and Vanegeim54 who are concerned that the cultivation of everyday
life may result in the impoverishment of the human condition. Their image of the
everyday is the inverse of the ‘quality of life’ argument discussed above. From

46 Niklas Rose, Powers of Freedom (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999); Mitchell Dean,
Governmentality (London: Sage, 1999).

47 Foucault, ‘Governmentality’.
48 Vanegeim, Revolution; Lefebvre, Critique – Vol I.
49 Rose, Powers; Lefebvre, Critique – Vol I.
50 Lefebvre, Critique – Vol I; Heller, Everyday.
51 Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari, Anti-Oedipus (London: Continuum, 2008).
52 Foucault, ‘Governmentality’.
53 See Oliver P. Richmond and Jason Franks, Liberal Peace Transitions (Edinburgh: Edinburgh

University Press, 2009).
54 Vanegeim, Revolution; Taylor, Secular; Taylor, Sources.
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Vaneigem’s perspective, a concern with the problems of everyday life may lead to
an obsession with survival, or the avoidance of death, even if the latter involves
flattening life into a meaningless process of production and consumption. Taylor,
in a less extreme formulation, is concerned that the horizon of total immanence,
‘exclusive humanism’ and the loss of transcendent moralities may result in the
attrition of traditions and values that enrich human life, and the preclusion of the
aspirational quality that sparks human ingenuity.55 He relates this directly to the
problem of violence, arguing that the goal of ending violence related to
transcendent goals may result in more life, or more orderly life, but it may also
deprive groups and individuals of the unique factors, traditions or sources that
constitute them.56

Drawing on this strand of thinking, an alternative discourse on the everyday
within peace and conflict studies that engages more or less directly with the
everyday, focuses on its vulnerability to control and manipulation by powerful,
external actors. This literature often draws upon post-structuralist and especially
Foucaultian critiques of liberal peacebuilding which have emerged in recent years.
Vivienne Jabri,57 for instance, argues that war involves the extension and exertion
of power throughout the levels of the polity and international sphere, rooted in
societal structures and patterns. However, she claims, the discourses and policy
frameworks of peacebuilding operate in similar ways to impose ‘Western’ or
Western-modern knowledge systems on what they construct as non-Western
societies characterised by lack. In this manner, she argues, the violent subjugation
of other societies has been supplanted by the universalising practices of interven-
tion.58 Tracing these interventions from Kant’s perpetual peace thesis, she argues
that ‘if democratic societies eschew war through the pacifying mechanisms of a
democratically ratified law, then war must somehow be relocated at the limits of
democratic space and, if such space expands through institutionalised, law-
governed relations between states, then peace acquires a universal, perpetual
character’.59 From this perspective, it is the exclusion of violence and conflict that
creates a space of peace purged of conflict. This, she claims, is a juridical
understanding of peace in which the Kantian notion of a civic peace is expanded
to the international level and used as a means for regulating violence at the level
of everyday interactions, or the dialectics in which peace and conflict are played
out. Her concern is that the agency or capacity to ‘legislate for peace’ be grounded
in Habermasian discourse ethics and a transformative, cosmopolitan form of
democracy rather than the exertion of bare force.60 Here, the everyday world of
discursive interaction is presented as one which could, potentially, reshape and
determine the ‘legislation’ of peace, but which most powerful actors persist in
dominating. From a different perspective, David Chandler61 claims that peace-
building interventions (increasingly conflated with state-building) tend to convert
the traditional sovereignty asserted by the Westphalian nation-state into the

55 Taylor, Secular.
56 Taylor, Secular; Mitchell, ‘Lost’ (see fn. 69).
57 Vivienne Jabri, War and the Transformation of Global Politics (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2007).
58 Jabri, War, p. 27,
59 Ibid., pp. 67–8.
60 Ibid., pp. 92–3.
61 David Chandler, Empire in Denial:The Politics of State-Building (London: Pluto, 2006).
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dispersed and complex processes of ‘self-government’. As peace interventions
become more closely aligned with the creation and implementation of good
governance, an administrative logic, and the meta-narratives of international actors
tend to depoliticise the project of peace and reduce it to a problem of
management.62 Through the use of strategies such as ‘partnerships’ formed between
international and local actors, he claims, the former combine ‘domination and
denial’ in a forceful way.63 On the whole, this leads to a form of peacebuilding in
which the priorities of governance usurp contestation and politics.

In a related sense, Mark Duffield64 examines the use of the development and
security agendas that underpin contemporary peace interventions to exert bio-
political control over the social, economic and biological aspects of human
existence and, ultimately, to control ‘surplus life’.65 From this perspective, peace is
measured largely by what I shall call the ‘quantity of life’ – that is, the extent to
which peace interventions can guarantee the social, biological and economic
survival of citizens in a particular area. Non-governmental organisations (NGOs)
that attend to needs defined in these fields help to extend the power of international
actors which, Duffield argues, have their roots in colonial discourses and
strategies.66 This approach to peace creates a ‘permanent emergency’ in which
‘surplus life is a potentially dangerous life in need of constant rescue and
reintegration’ into and by means of the processes associated with peacebuilding,
which ultimately constructs war as an unending process.67

I have illustrated how two very different orientations towards the everyday have
developed within the study and design of international peace interventions. Each
reproduces (whether or not explicitly) one of the main facets of the everyday
discussed here, in large part attributing the ‘quality’ dimension to ‘local’ actors and
the ‘control’ aspect to ‘international’ actors. However, by grounding these
discourses within the same tradition of thinking about the everyday, I have
demonstrated the deep ambiguity of the everyday: these two approaches are, in
fact, not alternative visions of the everyday, but rather two dimensions of the same
dynamic of quality/control, in which all actors are ensconced. Now, I shall
illustrate the complexity of this dynamic by subverting the local/international
framework and challenging several core assumptions about the role of the everyday
in international peace interventions.

Quality/control: counterintuitive approaches

The approaches discussed earlier on in the article capture several of the key
dynamics of the everyday that operate in international peace interventions –
including struggles around power relations. However, by ascribing the ‘quality’ and
‘control’ dimensions of the everyday to particular sets of actors (‘local’ or

62 Chandler, Empire, p. 59.
63 Ibid., p. 97.
64 Mark Duffield, Development, Security and Unending War: Governing the World of Peoples

(Cambridge: Polity Press, 2007).
65 Ibid., p. 9.
66 Ibid., pp. 33–5.
67 Ibid., p. 216.
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‘international’) they obscure the ambiguities of the everyday and its complex role
in peace and violence. Here, I shall think counterintuitively about the dynamics of
quality control by examining two everyday phenomena which have important
theoretical and practical implications for understanding the role of the everyday in
peace interventions. In so doing, I shall challenge – and perhaps broaden – all three
dimensions of the analyses of the everyday discussed above: their nature, the source
of their dynamics and the normative status attributed to them.

a. Quality as control: affective peacebuilding

A concern with the quality or qualities of everyday life is not peculiar to ‘local’
actors. Indeed, mainstream peace interventions are very much concerned with
cultivating these qualities. ‘Positive peace’ and conflict transformation approaches in
particular aim to deliver peace through a powerful medium: affect, or the psycho-
logical, emotional and experiential elements of everyday life. More specifically, they
conceptualise peace in terms of affective concepts such as wellness, therapy,
flourishing, fulfilment or even emancipation, and they frame peace as an object of
desire, aspiration and fulfilment or the realisation of higher modes of being. This
mode of ‘affective peacebuilding’ differs from the bio-political analyses discussed
above. Whereas the latter are concerned more with the regulation and manipulation
of the quantity of life and death, and the control of its dynamics, the affective
dimension of peacebuilding directly targets the qualitative aspects of everyday life.
To appreciate this, it is instructive to glance briefly at the discourses surrounding
‘positive peace’ and the closely-related strategy of conflict transformation.

Within these fields, bio-political and bio-affective strategies are deeply entwined.
For instance, Galtung’s seminal Peace by Peaceful Means promotes a strategy of
‘diagnosis, prognosis therapy’ in response to violence, not only to ‘cure’ violence,
but also to prevent relapse.68 From his perspective, the relationship between those
affected by violence and those who would create peace is akin to a ‘patient-healer
relation’.69 Both Galtung and Boulding call for the deeper involvement of women
in conflict transformation, as they are viewed as ‘nurturer-leaders’ or believed to
have been socialised into nurturing roles which promote peacefulness,70 whilst
Louis Kriesberg avers that empathy is a necessary element of creating peace.71

Similarly, Lederach uses metaphors of health and wellness to describe the
conditions of ‘sustainable’ peace; he claims that this state of affairs is ‘like the
immune system in the body or a healthy ecosystem in the environment’.72 For him,
the goal is to create ‘healthy, generative social interaction’.73 Likewise, Boulding is
concerned with promoting and channelling the caring impulses of individuals and

68 Galtung, Peace, pp. 29–30.
69 Ibid., p. 257.
70 Galtung, Peace; Boulding, Cultures, p. 138.
71 Louis Kriesberg, Constructive Conflicts (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 1998).
72 John Paul Lederach, ‘Keynote Speech: From Truce to Transformation – Live Issues V’ (Belfast:

Community Relations Commission, 2007).
73 John Paul Lederach, ‘Keynote Speech: Live Issues 2002’ (Belfast: Community Relations Commis-

sion, 2002).
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groups, based on their ‘deepest feelings of doing right’ and ‘a passionate concern
for the welfare of human beings’.74

These images of health, well-being and nurturance are related to bio-political
strategies of controlling bodies, life processes and ‘excess life’,75 but they also
contain an ideal of health and wellness that focuses on quality of life, experiential
elements and even morality. Rather than privileging biological health, they
promote a form of human flourishing or even ‘exclusive humanism’76 (see further
on) that conflates the ideals if humanism with the steady growth and stability of
everyday life. Hugh Miall, for instance, directly relates ‘positive peace’ to the goal
of promoting ‘human flourishing’, which is tied to the self-realisation of human
beings rather than their mere survival.77 Indeed, the goal of realising the
potentialities of human beings and providing them with a sense of deeper fulfilment
is a goal of many influential authors in this field. From this perspective, fulfilment
involves not only social harmony, economic prosperity, or individual betterment,
but also the ability for ‘human beings to develop and use to the full their capacities
for creativity, service and enjoyment’78 and to engage in ‘moral growth’ which may
ultimately ‘humanise’ them by providing ‘a genuinely good form of human
conduct’.79 The concepts of ‘positive peace’ discussed here are not concerned with
‘bare life’ or ‘survival’,80 so much as with cultivating and altering the quality of life
by means of the specific qualities of the everyday – including caring, communi-
cation and interaction. In elevating everyday practices into sources of fulfilment
and moral improvement, they highlight an important aspect of transformative
peace interventions: the cultivation and the potential manipulation of affect.

Affect as a strategy of peacebuilding involves the attempt to enhance the quality
or qualities of life emotional, aspirational and even transcendent elements of life.
For some authors in the field, the alteration of violent patterns of behaviour is
strongly associated with ‘affect control’ and the creation of cultures of conflict
management that ultimately become the ‘emotional basis of the community’.81

From this perspective, peaceful activity and interactions are promoted through the
‘impact of feeling’ and the ‘passion’ or depth of feeling with which people pursue
peace.82 The ‘authenticity’ of this feeling is believed to be crucial. For Howard
Adelman, peace arises through ‘the cultivation of an inner authentic spirituality
independent of external norms and influences’.83 In a similar manner, Lederach
claims that creating peace requires bridging an ‘authenticity gap’, which involves
genuine, lived experience and the use of ‘moral imagination’.84 Authenticity, in this

74 Boulding, Cultures, p. 134.
75 Duffield, Development.
76 Taylor, Secular, p. 569.
77 Hugh Miall, Emergent Conflict and Peaceful Change (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2007), p. 12.
78 Adam Curle, Making Peace (London: Tavistock, 1971).
79 Robert A. Baruch Bush and Joseph P. Folger, The Promise of Mediation: Responding to Conflict

Through Empowerment (San Francisco: Jossey Bass, 1994), pp. 2, 235.
80 Vaneigem, Revolution.
81 Dieter Senghaas, ‘The Civilisation of Conflict: Constructive Pacifism as a Guiding Notion for

Conflict Transformation’, Berghof Handbook for Constructive Conflict Management (Berlin: Berghof
Centre for Constructive Conflict Management, 2004), pp. 4–5.

82 Boulding, Cultures, pp. 84, 134
83 Howard Adelman, ‘Cultures of Violence’, in Thomas F. Keating and Andrew W. Knight (eds),

Building Sustainable Peace (Tokyo: UN University Press, 2005) p. 308.
84 Lederach, Moral, p. 49.
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context, refers not only to the veracity or local resonance of a certain strategy of
peacebuilding, but also to the extent to which people experience it as enriching,
fulfilling or emancipatory.

Indeed, the ideal of emancipation is an important aspect of the affective
dimension of transformative peace interventions or ‘positive peace’ strategies.85 For
Galtung, emancipation takes place at an individual and societal level, and involves
‘conscientisation’, or ‘the dialectic of liberating oneself from the old Self while at
the same time creating the new self’.86 Within this vein, many authors in this field
adopt a utopian approach to the idea of peace, or one which frames conflict
transformation as the active attempt to transcend existing conditions and imagine
or visualise new ones. For Jabri, peace is a normative construct which both
identifies violence in existing conditions and contains an emancipatory component
aimed at altering them.87 Likewise, for Lederach, an active, collective ‘moral
imagination’ is necessary to overcome the ‘pervading ethos of pessimism’88 that he
believes to accompany violence, and to ‘transcend what has been and is now, while
still living in it’.89 Similarly, for Boulding, ‘the very ability to imagine something
different and better than what currently exists is critical for the possibility of social
change’.90 This emancipatory or utopian strand in thinking about ‘positive peace’
and conflict transformation bears an important relationship to affect. It is premised
on the existence – or, in most cases, the cultivation – of a strong desire or longing
for peace.91 More specifically, the ideals of wellness, human flourishing, fulfilment,
emancipation and utopianism frame peace as an object of desire and aspiration.
Peace, from this perspective, is simultaneously the harmonious unfolding of
mundane everyday life and an ideal to be constantly striven for.

The use of affect as a strategy of peacebuilding is particularly apparent in the
interventions of international organisations that promote ‘positive peace’ or trans-
formative approaches to peace, security and development. Here, I shall briefly
examine how this approach has shaped peace interventions in Bosnia-Herzegovina
(BiH). Due to its particularly brutal and pervasive, socially-embedded forms,
violence in BiH and the Balkan region in general is often framed in international
discourses as pathological, a deviation from ‘universalisable normal life’,92 or as a
moral problem to be corrected through international interventions, or as an inherent
weakness in or incapacitation of society or the state.93 In addition to the perceived
social or moral pathologies embedded within society, there is a strong assumption
that poverty or poor standards of living are important causes of ongoing hostility.94

To address these perceived symptoms or syndromes, international actors have

85 Heikki Patomaki, ‘The Challenge of Critical Theories: Peace Research at the Start of the New
Century’, Journal of Peace Research, 38 (2001), pp. 723–37.

86 Galtung, Peace, pp. 257–8.
87 Jabri, Discourses, p. 162.
88 Lederach, Moral, p. 54.
89 Lederach, Moral, p. 59.
90 Boulding, Cultures.
91 Kriesberg, ‘Constructive’, p. 4; Douglas Roche, ‘Foreword’, in Keating and Knight, ‘Building’, p. xii.
92 Michael Merlingen and Rasa Ostrauskate, ‘Power/knowledge in International Peacebuilding; the

Case of the EU Police Mission in Bosnia’, Alternatives, 30 (2005), pp. 297–323.
93 Chandler, Empire; Sumantra Bose, Bosnia After Dayton (New York: Oxford University Press, 2002).
94 World Bank Group Assistance to Bosnia and Herzegovina, A Decade of Reconstruction and

Development, 1995/2005, (World Bank, 2005); UNDP, MDG Update Report for Bosnia and
Herzegovina (New York: UNDP, 2005).
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focused their efforts on several therapeutic strategies that focus not only on raw
economic growth, but more directly on personal, moral and social development
related to the quality of everyday life and its experience. Amongst these therapies is
the strategy of development in alignment with EU and UN standards of develop-
ment and stability, such as the UN’s Millennium Development Goals95 and the EU’s
Stability and Association Process, which related to standards, procedures and
institutions within the political system and bureaucracy.96 Many of the strategies
used to achieve these goals involved the cultivation of personal skills and collective
self-development or improvement. For instance, UN and EU interventions sought to
enhance ‘human capital’ and prevent a ‘brain drain’ by reforming education,
micro-credit and opportunities for employment training.97 Crucially, many of these
initiatives involved projects designed to promote democratic or ‘European’ values,
including those of human rights and participative democracy.98 Indeed, such educa-
tive programmes, whether delivered formally in schools or through NGOs, were
tasked with ‘teaching people how to behave and know right from wrong’.99 In
addition, these international actors provided direct therapies such as trauma coun-
selling and projects intended to promote ‘reconciliation, measured by inter-ethnic
collaboration on [the] implementation [of projects]’100 and to ‘overcome ethnic
nationalism’.101 In order to achieve the latter, those involved in the initiatives in
question were expected to learn and practice behaviours that promoted tolerance,
empathy and even care for others. As such, these initiatives acted as therapies for
both of the perceived ills discussed above: impoverishment and moral or ethical lack.
Crucially, the international actors promoting them framed themselves as providers of
care or healing, or catalysts for the personal, moral and socio-economic growth of
BiH, and thus as a source for the cultivation of an improved quality of life.

International interventions based on social and economic development also
entailed a strong emancipatory element based on the powerful normative image of
modernisation and ‘prosperity’.102 As Vanessa Pupavac claims, the image of a
strong, healthy, modern society and economy was often contrasted with a
romanticised ‘pastoral’ image of BiH based on rural agriculture and craft, despite
the country’s recent history of heavy industry during the Communist period and
continuing to the present time.103 Perhaps ironically, this approach mirrors the
well-documented negative attitudes of city-dwellers towards their rural counter-
parts that was prevalent during the war104 and is still reflected in the discourse of
many urban young people today. For instance, one respondent in my recent study

95 UNDP, ‘MDG’; World Bank, ‘World’.
96 David Chandler, ‘From Dayton to Europe’, International Peacekeeping, 12 (2005), pp. 336–49.
97 UNDP, ‘MDG’; World Bank, ‘World’.
98 European Union, ‘Western Balkans: Enhancing the European Perspective’ (Brussels: Europa Press

Releases, 2008); David Chandler, Bosnia: Faking Democracy After Dayton (London: Pluto Press,
1999).

99 Chandler, Bosnia, p. 148.
100 European Union Enlargement Directorate General, Ad Hoc Evaluation of the CARDS Programme

(Brussels: EU, 2008), p. 48.
101 International Crisis Group, Ensuring Bosnia’s Future: A New International Engagement Strategy

(Brussels: International Crisis Group, 2007).
102 European Union, ‘Western’.
103 Vanessa Pupavac, ‘Weaving or Forging? Peace-building in Bosnia Herzegovina’, Invited Lecture at

the Centre for Peace and Conflict Studies, University of St. Andrews (21 May 2010).
104 See Ivana Macek, War Within: Everyday Life in Sarajevo Under Siege (Uppsala: Acta Universitatis

Upsaliensis, 2000).
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of ‘international life’ in Bosnia-Herzegovina criticised her hometown of Mostar –
and international actors involved in its reconstruction – for failing to attain this
ideal: ‘the city’s not an urban community anymore. It doesn’t provide me with an
idea of a city that I think a city should be. It doesn’t provide my friends – it
doesn’t provide anyone who has a more cosmopolitan view of life’.105 Another
respondent, also working in Mostar, commented that ‘we want to see reconstructed
buildings in Mostar. We want to see these, you know, clean grass parks, theatres
and this and that as all normal, European citizens here’.106 This second quote
suggests that, in fact, the aspiration towards a perceived ideal of European values
is in fact an aspiration towards the attainment of mundane aspects of everyday life
– yet another ambiguity in which the powerful affective appeal of peacebuilding is
embedded.

In a more negative sense, Chandler argues that the modernising strategies of
international actors in BiH were contrasted with the image of the uneducated
peasant, a ‘lack of democratic values’, or poor decision-making shaped by
trauma.107 According to Michael Pugh, BiH was generally perceived by inter-
national actors as ‘un-modern’ in that individuals ‘have not been freed from
collective constraints, social norms or society itself’.108 Indeed, he claims, ‘the
people of BiH and accused of resisting the modern condition, clinging to
primordial identities, political clientism and forms of economic exchange that
brought them into contention with globalisation and structural adjustment, as well
as with each other’.109 International interventions designed to modernise the
economy and society, and to dissolve these obstacles, were thus expected to free
BiH from the perceived shackles of underdevelopment. In this sense, the ‘therapies’
of modernisation, education and reform discussed above were associated with
‘emancipating’ BiH from perceived conditions of backwardness and lack, and the
idea of modernising development was framed as an object of aspiration and desire.

The element of desire is crucial. In order to achieve the goals of modernisation
and peacebuilding, the international actors in question needed to generate sufficient
desire for the kind of peace they offered. To achieve this, they created a powerful
object of desire: the EU, and the normative-affective images it engendered.
Membership in the EU is generally treated as a ‘carrot’, or a ‘pot of gold’110 – in
other words, a rationalistic inducement to comply with international standards
based on economic or political incentives.111 Yet in the case of peace interventions
in BiH, the EU symbolised much more: as Mary Kaldor argues, for many actors
(both ‘local’ and ‘international’), the term ‘Europe’ had ‘an almost mystical
significance’ and was the primary ‘outlook to which those who opposed nation-
alism aspired’112 and it functioned as ‘a symbol for a new type of humanitarian
reconstruction, and a symbol of a new Europeanism or internationalism’.113

105 Author’s interview with Arts NGO Worker, Mostar (8 March 2010).
106 Author’s interview with peacebuilding NGO Worker, Mostar (8 March 2010), emphasis added.
107 Chandler, Bosnia, p. 148.
108 Michael Pugh, ‘Transformation in the Political Economy of Bosnia Since Dayton’, International

Peacekeeping, 12 (2005), pp. 448–62.
109 Ibid., p. 450.
110 Chandler, ‘From Dayton’, p. 341.
111 International Crisis Group, ‘Ensuring’, p. 19.
112 Mary Kaldor, Old and New Wars (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2001), p. 57.
113 Ibid., p. 67–8.
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Indeed, EU documents evoke powerful images of a ‘European future, marked by
increased stability and prosperity’114 for BiH and, according to the UNDP, ‘BiH’s
journey to Europe amounts to more than a set of technical and legalistic processes
[. . . it] is fundamentally about renewal and unity.115 In a related sense, World Bank
documents suggest that the ‘negative feelings’ engendered by war were to be
replaced with a new optimism grounded in the goal of EU accession and overall
development ‘in order to allow all residents of BiH to hope that tomorrow will be
better and that tomorrow will soon come’.116 These comments reflect the manner
in which international actors employed images of optimism, transcendence, and a
more caring, prosperous future in order to generate popular desire for the
strategies of peace intervention they promoted. In addition, they constructed
powerful objects of desire to visually symbolise the goals in question, including the
bridge built across divided Mostar. According to Sumantra Bose, the then High
Representative Paddy Ashdown called the bridge a ‘cornerstone of Bosnia’s
reconstruction as a multi-ethnic society and a symbol of bridging the gap between
communities’117 to much international fanfare. Perhaps tellingly, upon the con-
struction of this bridge, ‘local Bosniacs poured scorn on the international obsession
with the bridge’s wider meaning’ and still, one respondent claimed, he knows
several individuals who have ‘never crossed the bridge’ in defiance of its attempt
to unify the city.118At any rate, international actors construct visible objects of
desire, including the bridge in Mostar, the luxurious, modernistic headquarters of
international organisations and the imposing new parliament and governmental
buildings of Sarajevo (surrounded, still, by pitted and bullet-ridden buildings) as
means for generating desire for a promised future.

The desire for a particular model of peace, development and security, in this
case, is a powerful form of control. Each of the objects of aspiration and desire
discussed earlier – whether a ‘healthy’, prosperous economy and society, or the
normative ideals of the EU – was used to mobilise citizens of BiH around
particular strategies of peacebuilding. In particular, the ‘mystical’ promise of EU
membership was instrumentalised to place pressure upon Bosnian politicians to
adhere to EU regulations, and particularly to the demands of the SAP. Indeed, as
peace interventions in BiH began to hit difficulties in the early 2000s, the EU issued
vague threats to put these objects of desire further from reach if BiH did not
comply with its regulations.119 As such, the generation and mobilisation of desire
and longing (whether for prosperity, fulfilment, modernisation or emancipation)
had an important function in ensuring adherence to a particular mode of peace and
polity-building.

This brief discussion suggests that even peace interventions realised primarily
through strategies of development are not strictly bio-political; they are also
affective, or driven by the cultivation, alteration and manipulation of the quality
and qualities of everyday life and its affective dimensions. This challenges two of

114 European Union, ‘Western’.
115 UNDP, ‘MDG’, p. 3.
116 World Bank, ‘World’, p. 3.
117 Sumantra Bose, ‘The Bosnian State A Decade After Dayton’, International Peacekeeping, 12 (2005),

p. 333.
118 Author’s interview with former OSCE employee, Mostar (9 March 2010).
119 See European Commission External Relations Directorate General, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Country

Strategy Paper 2002–2006 (Brussels: EU, 2002).
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the assumptions about the everyday discussed above. First, it suggests that the
impulse to create a peace based on the quality of life by means of the unique
qualities of everyday practice is not necessarily the sole preserve of ‘local’ actors.
It may also be a deliberate strategy employed by ‘international’ actors to create
particular models of peace. Secondly, and in relation to the latter point, the
cultivation of affective phenomena – whether the ideal of therapy and wellness,
aspirations toward self-fulfilment or the desire for emancipation – are not always
positive or desirable when used instrumentally in this manner.

This problem has been commented upon by several contemporary philosophers,
including Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri. In their books Multitude and Empire,
they claim that power in the contemporary world order is realised largely through
the control of ‘immaterial labour’120 or the use of ‘moral instruments’121 to direct
and control human life. According to them, the products of ‘affective labour’
include ease, well-being, satisfaction, excitement or passion, and thus they conflate
the subject of affective labour with its product – the feeling or experience of these
affects.122 They draw upon the work of Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari,123 who
argued that power in the contemporary era is based largely on the creation of
‘machines’ or social processes that ‘inscribe’ human life with certain patterns.
‘Desiring-machines’, they claim, are not driven by genuine human needs, but rather
create needs and then produce the desire to fulfil them.124 In the field of peace and
conflict studies, several authors have commented on the fact that international
peace interventions are concerned more with their own normative and practical
models of peace than with meeting the everyday needs facing individuals in
contexts of violence.125 Here, I have suggested that this dynamic is not simply one
of ignorance or a gap between perceptions. Peace interventions may, in some cases,
constitute Deleuzo-Guattarian ‘desiring machines’ which generate a need for
particular models of peace rather than attempting to identify and address existing
needs within everyday life (although the two may sometimes overlap). Another line
of criticism can be found in the work of Charles Taylor, whose investigation of the
‘ethics of authenticity’ raises several concerns with regards to the ramifications of
such strategies. Taylor suggests that the ‘powerful moral ideal’ behind moderni-
sation privileges individual self-fulfilment126 and, simultaneously, flattens human
life by collapsing transcendent ideals into matters of mundane everyday life or
‘human flourishing’.127 This, he claims, may contribute to the dissolution of
valuable social structures through the ‘atomisation’ of society, and the loss of the
experience of transcendence, which he views as an ‘essential human fulfillment’.128

These analyses suggest that no matter how normatively desirable the strategies in

120 Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, Multitude: War and Democracy in the Age of Empire (London:
Hamish Hamilton, 2004), p. 67.

121 Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, Empire (Cambrdige, MA: Harvard University Press, 2000), p. 35.
122 Ibid., pp. 292–3.
123 Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari, Anti-Oedipus (Capitalism and Schizophrenia) (London:

Continuum, 2008).
124 Ibid., pp. 28–9.
125 Chandler, Empire; Oliver P. Richmond and Jason Franks, Liberal Peace Transitions (Edinburgh:

Edinburgh University Press, 2009).
126 Charles Taylor, The Ethics of Authenticity (Toronto: Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 1991),

p. 15.
127 Taylor, Secular.
128 Taylor, Ethics; Taylor, Secular, p. 640.
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question or their ‘products’ might seem, the external manipulation of affect may
ultimately be used as a form of control over the (re)production of society, and may
ultimately dilute or damage it.

Finally, the cultivation of quality or qualities of life as a means for affective
strategies may have perverse effects. According to several members of international
organisations that I interviewed in BiH in the spring of 2010 (fifteen years since the
Dayton Peace Accords), this attempt to use promises and what I have referred to
as the cultivation of affect to encourage participation in and adherence to strategies
of peacebuilding may have backfired. Several respondents suggested that since
2006, a sense of disappointment and despondency has become widespread since the
institutional, social and economic changes promised by peacebuilding actors have
not materialised, and EU membership still seems to be a long way off.129 As a
result, it was suggested, many citizens of BiH have not only become wary and
mistrustful of the peace interventions, but in fact disaffected by the contrast
between the aspirations generated by peace interventions and the reality they face.
For instance, one respondent suggested that ‘the ordinary people would call
international organizations “fog sellers” [. . .] justifying their large salaries and their
large budgets at the expense of the country’.130 Therefore, the cultivation of the
quality or qualities of life as a means for gaining affective control, may be a risky
strategy in the long-term.

b. Control as quality: threatworks and the control of violence

The discussions above suggested that control in the realm of the everyday tends to
be perceived as a dynamic of power that originates from outside the context of a
peace intervention, usually from external or international actors. It also suggests
that the normative orientation towards control as a mode of peacebuilding is, on
the whole, negative, or at least very cautious. Here, I shall argue that control might
be integral to the quality of life of the actors in question and, moreover, that
control need not emanate ‘from above’ or even from relatively powerful actors.
Rather, it may occur at a local level and in the medium of conflictual forms of
world-building, or what I have elsewhere called ‘threatworks’.131

‘Threatworks’ are the sets of practices, institutions or customs through which
people exchange, acknowledge, evade, manoeuvre, contest and otherwise resist
threats to their collective existence. Elements of a threatwork may include, for
example, physical objects, such as barriers, gates and walls; social practices such as
(‘voluntary’) segregation, ostracisation or reticence around members of a different
groups; or cultural markers such as symbols, flags, the use of non-mainstream
languages and other tactics for promoting or preserving a particular way of life.
Each threatwork is potentially unique; even within local neighbourhoods or regions
affected by the same broad dynamics of threat, different practices and activities are
used to temper and resist it. These practices tend to comprise or be associated with

129 Author’s interview with UNDP Employee (6 March 2010); Author’s interview with OSCE Analyst
(8 March 2010); Author’s interview with ICR Consultant (10 March 2010).

130 Author’s interview with former OSCE employee, Mostar (9 March 2010).
131 Mitchell, Lost, chap. 2.
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events (such as sporting events, traditional holidays or celebrations, or parades) or
habits (such as living amongst one’s own co-ethnics, wearing clothing of symbolic
colour, or using words or slang that mark one as a member of a specific ethnic
group) that are crucial to the preservation and enjoyment of the kind of life
envisioned by each respective group.

In any polity in which plural worlds coexist, the acts through which they are
built, preserved and altered frequently collide with those of other groups and create
radical threats. The threats raised by this form of pluralisation may be reacted to
with hostility or even aggression, but it may also be greeted by responses ranging
from simple toleration132 to active engagement. Some of these responses may be
undesirable and reactionary, whilst others may be creative and progressive, but all
constitute means of responding to, resisting and coping with threat. Where plural
worlds are perceived by their inhabitants to be relatively balanced and stable (if not
strictly equal) in terms of their power, influence or degree of security; where they
may overlap without threatening damage or destruction, and where people may
move between them with relative ease, threatworks are less pronounced. However,
where there is a perceived imbalance of threat – that is, where one world or form
of world-building appears likely to breach, compromise or even obliterate another
– threatworks may be more visible, tangible and play a bigger role in everyday life.
The contexts generally defined as ‘conflict zones’ or ‘societies in conflict’ are those
in which conflictual forms of world-building are significant or even predominant
within everyday life.

Threatworks bear an important relationship to violence: they resist, shape and
control the threat of violence, and the realisation of such threats. More specifically,
conflictual forms of world-building are often used to prevent cycles of violence.
Although they bear a causal relationship to cycles of violence, the direction of
causation is not that which theorists of conflict tend to assume. In short,
threatworks or conflictual forms of world-building respond to, and attempt to
resist, the threat of violence; they do not cause violence, nor do they escalate into
violence if left unaltered. In fact, I have argued, the reason why a high incidence
of threatworks tend to correlate with cycles of violence is that the threatworks in
question emerged in response to a particularly intense or imminent threat of
violence, and attempted to resist it. In fact, the cycles of violence in question
occurred when and where these threatworks were breached or destroyed. In other
words, violence does not arise from conflict, but rather from the impossibility of
conflicting.

In the context of Northern Ireland, threatworks have been an important means
of exerting control and, in so doing, preventing violence and increasing the quality
of life throughout periods of intense threat. In the 1960s, before the most violent
cycles of the Troubles began, a range of social practices were used to defuse,
suppress or dissipate the threats exchanged between conflicting groups differen-
tiated by class, ethnicity or political orientation. These involved the informal
segregation of groups within physical communities and at public events, the
relegation of sectarian references to the private realm and the toleration (if not
acceptance) of members of conflicting groups. In most cases, these practices arose

132 Wendy Brown, Regulating Aversion: Tolerance in the Age of Identity and Empire (Princeton and
Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2006).
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in cultural events such as sports days or in the traditional organisation of social
and family life, all of which were constitutive of the groups in question and
perceived to be crucial to their existence and survival as a community. The
formation and maintenance of threatworks such as this, allowed a long standing
conflict between these groups to be embodied in such a way that the threats
exchanged between them were not experienced as ‘irresistible’ (or uncontrollable)
by any particular group. As a result, conflict took place, but in relatively
non-violent (if not peaceful) ways. This dynamic changed dramatically in the late
1950s and early 1960s, when large-scale changes in social, economic and political
organisation rapidly altered the patterns of everyday life. This, in turn, damaged
established threatworks and directly intensified the fear of eradication experienced
by a range of groups (including Republicans, hard-line unionists and the Unionist
state). It was in this context – in which threatworks were rapidly threatened or
destroyed, and conflictual forms of world-building were no longer sufficient to
respond to the threat of eradication – that the cycle of violence known as the
Troubles emerged.133

In contemporary Belfast, complex threatworks are used to control the threats
raised by (at least two) dynamics: continuing frictions between groups, in particular
paramilitary-affiliated organisations; and the massive changes brought about by the
‘peace process’. Currently, these threatworks include frequent rioting (often
amongst young people), the display of paramilitary or sectarian flags or symbols,
aggressive or destructive behaviour at parades, memorials and civic events and the
erection of social or physical barriers occupy much the same role.134 As
anthropological and historical literature illustrates,135 these activities have histori-
cally been used as means for channelling, managing or at least responding to the
threat of violence, sometimes for centuries.

Crucially, threatworks help to sustain periods of relative peace by engaging
directly with (and in) various forms of conflict. Indeed, many of the phenomena in
which threatworks are embodied are crucial to the inclusion, well-being and social,
cultural or economic integrity of the polity and the groups within it, even if they
involve unevenness or exclusion, which may be an affront to the norms of
peacebuilding actors. As such, they are not simply local versions of ‘negative
peace’, but may instead constitute competing – or even conflicting – visions of
positive peace developed by each group or community in accordance to its
orientation to or place in the conflict. In, the destruction of threatworks through
international interventions such as peacebuilding may in fact constitute a powerful
form of violence – ‘radical violence’ or the destruction of the roots of conflicting
groups.136

The idea – and practical manifestations – of threatworks raise a challenge to
each of the dimensions discussed above. First, the analysis of threatworks suggests
that local/internal actors are not engaged only (or even primarily) in activities

133 Mitchell, Lost, chap. 2.
134 Mitchell, ‘Conflict’, see fn. 98.
135 See A. T. Q Stewart, Narrow Ground: Aspects of Ulster – 1609–1969 (London: Faber and Faber,

1997); Neil Jarman, Material Conflicts: Parades and Visual Displays in Northern Ireland (Oxford and
New York: Berg, 1997); Marc Howard Ross, Cultural Contestation in Ethnic Conflict (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2007).

136 Mitchell, Lost, chaps 4, 5, 9.
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oriented specifically to enhancing the quality of life, at least not in the ways
envisaged by the authors discussed above. The ‘quality’ approach to everyday life
in peacebuilding focuses on specific forms of world-building – such as practices of
caring, communication and resistance – that fit within a conception of everyday life
as a place of enhanced experience. However, the analysis of threatworks reveals
that the dimension of control is just as powerful within everyday life at a local
level. Indeed, this analysis also confounds the assumption that control in everyday
life is a property of international/external actors. In this case, local practices,
traditions and forms of world-building are used to control threats or violence,
whether from ‘other’ ethnic groups or in the form of large-scale changes emanating
from peace interventions or broader trends, such as global economic fluctuations.
Finally, the analysis of threatworks casts doubt on the assumption that control in
peacebuilding may create a trade-off between its own logics and the qualities of life
offered by ‘local’ forms of agency. The idea of threatworks suggests that there are
many forms of control and dynamics of power – including those engaged in by
‘local’ actors. Within threatworks, local, often traditional forms of control are used
to protect plural worlds and forms of world-building, and thus to secure certain
qualities of life for those who inhabit them – not least by limiting the eruption of
violence or the threat thereof. However, threatworks tend to be perceived by
international actors as evidence of violence, recidivism or even crime, largely
because they challenge or disrupt the preferred means for controlling violence
promoted by national or international actors.137

As such, the example of threatworks suggests that the impulse towards control
may emerge from ‘local’ actors as well as ‘international’ ones. Although it may be
realised in forms which contest or even conflict with the goals of international
actors – for instance, in creating neutral or inclusive spaces – it may have a range
of counterintuitive positive effects with regards to peace and violence. For instance,
it may empower communities to resist the threat of violence and eradication
through plural (if conflictual) forms of world-building, rather than through the
destruction of plural worlds that accompanies violence. It may also empower these
actors to control violence in ways that resonate with their own immediate, lived
experience, rather than international norms of security. In this sense, it may
contribute to the elements of authentic experience, plurality and immediate social
interaction associated with the qualities of life discussed above. From this
perspective, the example of threatworks suggests that local forms of control in the
form of threatworks or conflictual world-building may in fact be crucial to
protecting or enhancing the quality or qualities of everyday life in contexts of
violence.

Conclusions

Two main strands of thinking about the ‘everyday’, each grounded in a tradition
of social and political theory, have dominated discussions of the everyday in the

137 Audra Mitchell ‘Conflict – in – Transformation: Ethics, Phenomenology and the Critique of the
Liberalizing Peace’, International Peacekeeping, 17 (2009), pp. 667–84.
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context of international interventions. The first, drawn largely from the discourses
on ‘positive peace’ and conflict transformation, is focused on the ‘qualities’ of life,
their ‘internal’ sources and their positive normative status, whilst the second, found
largely in critical approaches to peace and conflict studies, highlights the tendency
of the everyday to become a conduit for external control, and the negative
implications of this. Each of these approaches draws on a different facet of the
dynamic of quality/control that underpins social and political theories of the
everyday. However, as I have demonstrated, the two elements of the quality/
control dynamic cannot be easily separated or ascribed to a certain group of actors
or sources, nor should either be assumed to have rigid normative implications.
Instead, they are two facets of a vexed dynamic of quality/control that is negotiated
by all actors in the context of a peace intervention – both ‘local’ and ‘international’
– in the medium of everyday life. This article has illustrated the various ways in
which this dynamic may unfold, challenging key assumptions about the nature,
source and normative orientations towards each dimension by inverting several
core assumptions. It has argued that quality, or the qualities, of life can become
a powerful vehicle for control in the context of affective peace interventions, whilst
‘threatworks’, a local means for controlling violence and threat, can improve the
quality of life.

These observations suggest that the role of the everyday in international peace
is much more complex and ambiguous than current discourses suggest, and that
much more exploration of the dynamics of quality/control is needed. Here, I have
used two examples to subvert the assumption that control is a property of
‘international’ actors and quality or qualities of life are the concern of local actors.
International interventions may be based on norms that appear desirable, such as
care or therapy, human flourishing or even emancipatory or utopian orientations
stemming from ‘local’ everyday practices. These, however, may act as forms of
affective control that are instrumentalised to the creation of specific forms of
polity-building derived from powerful supra-national actors, thus magnifying the
dynamics of control and perhaps diminishing the quality of life and the ability of
actors to fulfil their own more immediate needs. Second, threatworks are local
forms of world-building used to control, resist or otherwise shape violence or the
threat thereof. Whilst they tend to be dismissed as evidence of recidivism or
violence by international actors, they may be crucial to maintaining the quality of
life in contexts where the threat of violence is likely to persist. These insights
suggest that the exploration of the everyday in international peace interventions
needs to move beyond – without abandoning – the nature of local/international
power struggles and to devote more attention to the complex and counterintuitive
ways in which the dynamic of quality/control unfolds. This, I have argued, may
have crucial implications for understanding the effects of international intervention,
the spheres in which they take place and the everyday worlds that they may have
a role in shaping, inhabiting, creating – or destroying.
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