II.11. Three Approaches to Peace:

Peacekeeping, Peacemaking, and Peacebuilding

From Impact of Science on Society, 1/2 (1976). PrIO publication No. 25—9.
Notes on page 458.

1. Peacekeeping: the dissociative approach

The classical approach to peace has very often suggested balance of power.
This approach is basically dissociative: the antagonists are kept away from
each other under mutual threats of considerable punishment if they trans-
gress, particularly if they transgress into each other’s territory [1]. Often
balance of power is accompanied by other dissociative social measures, such
as mutual prejudice (social distance), not to mention such classical ap-
proaches as the use of geography in the form of distance (an ocean, a desert) or
impediments (a river, a mountain chain). If the two social forces mentioned
— the threat of destructive behavior and an attitude of hatred and or
contempt — are insufficient to keep them apart, third parties may be called
in (or call themselves in) to exercise peacekeeping operations, e.g. patrolling
the borderline. And if the two geographical factors prove insufficient, rech-
nology may be used to supplement geography, in the form of mines, electro-
magnetic fences, etc. [2].

The dissociative approach has some merits. It is equitable, if not egali-
tarian, since it prescribes a social vacuum, or close to a vacuum between
the antagonists, and in a vacuum there can be no exploitation. If there is
inequality, it is not because one exploits the other.

But the demerits are more conspicuous.

Basically, in this structure, arms are targeted. There has to be not only
capacity to destroy, but also some credibility that this capacity will be used,
and no doubt as to who the enemy is. The impact of this in terms of creat-
ing a garrison state within, and a world of fear without, is well known.
There is power, but little balance, or at the most some precarious dynamic
balance. This dynamism in the arms race is contagious: because of the
coupling of the world’s conflicts it spreads to other parts of the world,
through vertical and horizontal proliferation [3], or simply through imitation.
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Second, the world no longer fits this approach. Geography has become
largely irrelevant; there is no geographical distance or impediment that
technology cannot overbid. Technology can then be met with more tech-
nology. creating artificial fences, etc., but that is tantamount to some new
kind of arms race. Prejudice can be counted upon in crises, but not in
general: people move too much around and start knowing each other too
well. As to weapons: they are increasingly becoming too dangerous to be
used. For that reason there is also a proliferation of small-scale and
“outdated” weapons — but the argument holds to a large extent.

It is in this context the call arises for third parties to supplement the
dangerous dissociative strategies engaged in by the first and second parties.
When a war breaks out between two groups, a status quo has been inter-
rupted; and one approach to the problem of war is the effort to reestab-
lish the status quo ante. This is an actor-oriented approach since it aims
at preventing actors from engaging in “evil actions”. It does not immedi-
ately ask whether status quo is worth preserving, reestablishing and main-
taining, or whether it possibly was even inferior to a violent encounter
because of the structural violence built into it. Such questions lie outside
the scope of that approach: the intention is to “keep the peace”, meaning
maintaining absence of direct violence. By that method “time is gained”,
it is often said, and peacemaking and peacebuilding can proceed parallel
to the peacekeeping. The problem to be explored here is why this seems
to be so difficult [4].

If the two parties at war can themselves get disentangled from the deadly
embrace and get back to status quo (and they sometimes can), then the
question of third parties does not arise. But we shall assume that the peace-
keeping is carried out by third parties. That immediately raises three ques-
tions:

— What kind of first and second parties are there?

— What kind of third parties are possible?

— What are the means at the disposal of the third parties to bring about a
status quo?

We shall see that it is impossible to discuss this without a typology of

wars and the underlying conflicts.

For the basic dilemma of peacekeeping as it is defined above is not how
to find a third party, legitimize its actions under some formula of collective
security, and make it capable of performing its roles adequately. These are
the problems that, characteristically, have attracted most attention ([5].
Rather the basic dilemma seems to be how peacekeeping as an approach
can differentiate between horizontal, vertical, and “diagonal™ wars (6] —
and not just treat them all naively as “wars”, “trouble™, “shooting in the
streets”, etc.

















































































