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FRAGILITY IS REQUIRED: PEACEBUILDING THEORY BRIEF OVERVIEW

A state or territory emerging from an armed conflict undergoes a process of constructing a new reality.
The peacebuilding process involves a broad range of measures focused not only on rebuilding territories
affected by armed conflict but, more importantly, on identifying and strengthening institutions dedicated to
fostering peace and preventing the recurrence of conflict. This article attempts to outline the main
theoretical approaches and perspectives in peacebuilding research and its implementation. This study
examines the perception of peacebuilding through conflict resolution as a key multidisciplinary approach.
The conceptual analysis highlighted distinctive features of peacebuilding compared to related
interconnected terms, such as conflict prevention, peacekeeping, peacemaking, postwar reconstruction,
statebuilding, nation building, and reconciliation. A structural-functional analysis made it possible to
differentiate theoretical approaches to peacebuilding activities involvement. The differences between
peacebuilding from above (top-down approach) and peacebuilding from below (bottom-up approach) are
analyzed. The essence of the hierarchical approach through the liberal paradigm is revealed in contrast to
the idea of a hybrid peace. An exceptional impact of the transformative approach on peacebuilding is
highlighted. The current trend of cosmopolitan conflict resolution is described. Emphasis is placed on the
prevailing perception of peacebuilding as a viable endeavor during the fragile phase of post-conflict
interaction and the state of conflict actors, particularly concerning the capacity for flexibility and
adaptability to evolving circumstances and changes. This article does not strive to comprehensively present
all existing theoretical frameworks to peacebuilding. Instead, it aims to delineate its distinctive attributes
and to serve as a catalyst for further scholarly inquiry in this domain.

Knmouosi cnosa: conflict resolution, peacebuilding, peace and conflict studies, liberal peace, a top-
down approach to peacebuilding, a bottom-up approach to peacebuilding, hybrid peace, fragile states.

Statement of the problem. Today, there are various interpretations of the essence of peacebuilding. In
light of this, it is important to identify the main ways to understand this phenomenon from different
perspectives. These distinct viewpoints often reflect the complexities of conflict and the unique contexts in
which peacebuilding occurs. By examining these interpretations, it is possible to gain deeper insights into the
effectiveness and challenges of peacebuilding initiatives. Eventually, understanding the multifaceted nature
of peacebuilding is crucial for fostering sustainable solutions in the conflict resolution field.

The article is devoted to addressing the complexities and ambiguities surrounding the concept of
peacebuilding and its application in diverse contexts through main theoretical perspectives. The purpose of
the article is to present a structured theoretical overview of peacebuilding as a significant part of conflict
resolution, and peace and conflict studies.

Analysis of the latest research. The latest publications on peacebuilding are mostly focused on specific
cases of its applications. Thus, a popular direction of research is peacebuilding through environmental aspects
(T. Ide, C. Bruch, A. Carius, K. Conca, G. D. Dabelko, R. Matthew, E. Weinthal) [1]. For a long time remains
relevant the topic of the role of civil society in conflict resolution (N. Annan, M. Beseng, G. Crawford, J. K.
Kewir) [2]. T. Paffenholz examined peacebuilding as an ever-developing process manifested in a series of
(re-)negotiations through the «perpetual peacebuilding» paradigm [3]. Another significant dimension is
peacebuilding implementation considered through the prism of urban studies by D. Simangan [4].

The literature review indicates that researchers and practitioners are making significant efforts to expand
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the concept of peacebuilding to encompass the complexities of the practical elements involved in fostering
peace. Nevertheless, the lack of examination of the feasible environment for peacebuilding and the
peculiarities of conditions for its implementation has emerged.

Main provisions. There is often confusion around conflict resolution terminology. It is essential to
clarify definitions and interpretations from the outset. This is partly because conflict is a universal feature of
conflict society. Therefore, by «conflict» we do not exclusively refer to armed conflict, whether international
or non-international. For instance, peacemaking encompasses the use of negotiations to resolve intricate
economic challenges, a practice that is frequently employed in various contexts. The authors of this article
will not enter the discussion on conflict definition here, giving preference to a broad understanding of this
phenomenon as characterised by pursuing disparate goals in the interaction between conflictants. This
definition can be applied to any political conflict, whether it is endeavoured by peaceful means or by the use
of force. However, in the context of peacebuilding, it mainly refers to a narrower category of armed conflict
—a conflict where parties on both sides resort to the use of force. Violent conflict, or deadly conflict, is similar
to armed conflict but also includes one-sided violence such as genocides against unarmed civilians and
violence associated with domestic and international criminality [5]. In this article, the terms conflict, war and
armed conflict are used as interchangeable categories. This is defined specifically to avoid terminological
confusion and facilitate the perception of theoretical material.

While conflict prevention can be used at any stage of the conflict, peacekeeping is typically associated
with the deployment of international forces or observers to maintain peace and security in post-conflict areas,
and peacemaking involves efforts to resolve disputes and conflicts through negotiation and diplomacy,
reconciliation focuses on healing relationships and learning to live non-violently with radical differences,
peacebuilding underpins the work of peacemaking and peacekeeping and refers to a long-term process of
addressing structural issues and relationships between conflictants. Peacebuilding has been at the core of
conflict resolution studies. It embraces the activities from the moment when a peace agreement is reached to
post-conflict reconstruction and reconciliation.

Post-conflict reconstruction (postwar reconstruction) is a part of peacebuilding efforts aimed at
rebuilding and rehabilitating a state in different fields (social, economic, political, security, and cultural)
following the end of a conflict (war). This concept is interrelated with so-called postwar peace operations.

Statebuilding is interrelated with postwar reconstruction and refers to the attempt to (re)build self-
sustaining institutions of governance capable of delivering the essential public goods required to underpin
perceived legitimacy and what it is hoped will eventually become an enduring peace. Stable and lasting peace
certainly requires state functions adequate to the needs of the population (effective governance) but also
consultation and participation with all stakeholders (legitimate governance). So, the concept of statebuilding,
turns out after all to be inseparable from wider issues of peacebuilding, despite the tensions between them.

Nation building as a term was widely used during the period of decolonization to refer mainly to the
enterprise of forging national identity out of the diverse populations that made up many of the newer states
so that citizenship would transcend subordinate loyalties.

We increasingly discuss peacebuilding in terms of negative and positive peace [6]. Negative peace is that
peace is distinguished from violence by the absence of violence. Negative peace means the absence of
violence and therefore in that narrower definition peacebuilding is devoted to a set of questions around how
to prevent violence from reasserting itself. Positive peace seeks to understand the root causes of the conflict
in terms of what gave rise to it, and peacebuilding in that understanding is devoted to addressing the root
causes of conflict or violence. Given this, a related idea due to Johan Galtung [7] is the distinction between
direct violence (aggression that results in physical injury or death), structural violence (embedded in social
structures and institutions, resulting in harm by preventing individuals or groups from meeting their basic
needs: systemic inequality, poverty, discrimination, and social injustice), and cultural violence (beliefs,
values, and norms that justify or legitimise direct and structural violence).

Considering the aforementioned, several theoretical approaches to implementing peacebuilding have
been proposed by researchers. Some of these approaches are interconnected and complement one another, so
we aim to clarify any confusion surrounding them.

Peacebuilding from above (top-down approach) is the kind of peacebuilding where international
institutions or regional actors are engaged for the most part [8]. Liberal peace and the top-down peacebuilding
approach are closely interconnected. Both emphasize the establishment of formal institutions and governance
as essential for sustainable peace. Liberal peace advocates for democracy, human rights, and economic
development as foundational elements. Similarly, top-down peacebuilding often involves interventions led
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by state or international actors focusing on strengthening governance structures. Both approaches prioritise
stability in post-conflict societies. They frequently rely on international norms and engage political elites to
foster legitimacy. However, this can lead to the marginalisation of grassroots voices and local practices.
Critics highlight that elite-driven processes may overlook the needs of local communities. Despite their
shared goals, the emphasis on external solutions raises important questions about inclusivity. Ultimately, both
concepts underscore the complex dynamics of achieving lasting peace. The United Nations has actively
promoted liberal peace through various initiatives and peacekeeping missions. For instance, the UN's efforts
in post-conflict countries like Liberia (UNMIL) and Kosovo (UNMIK) exemplify this approach.

The discussion surrounding liberal peace is closely linked to what is known as the democratic peace
thesis. While the two concepts are sometimes conflated, they are distinct in significant ways. The liberal
peace thesis is broader, encompassing the promotion of liberal values and institutions across various contexts.
In contrast, the democratic peace thesis is more specific and originates from Kantian republicanism. It stands
out as one of the few empirical theories within peace and conflict studies, based on the proposition that
democratic states do not engage in war with one another.

On the contrary, peacebuilding from below (bottom-up approach) emphasises the importance of
grassroots participation, local agency, and community involvement in the peacebuilding process. A
significant contributor to this concept is John Paul Lederach, who advocated for strategies that empower local
actors and foster sustainable peace from the ground up, contrasting with top-down approaches that often
overlook community involvement [9]. Peacebuilding from below focuses on grassroots involvement and local
ownership, often integrating aspects of both civil society and people-to-people initiatives. All three variants
are essential for a comprehensive peacebuilding strategy, each addressing different aspects of conflict and
contributing uniquely to sustainable peace. The Civil Society approach tends to be more organised and
structured, focusing on advocacy and capacity-building, while people-to-people initiatives prioritise
interpersonal relationships and direct dialogue. By involving local actors, the bottom-up approach aims to
create more sustainable and contextually relevant peace initiatives. For instance, in Guatemala, indigenous
people do not regard the capital city as «their» country, given it represents the dominance of an elite and an
international ideology of peacebuilding not commensurate with local approaches. From the Solomon Islands,
Timor, Mozambique, to Liberia there have been local attempts to bring customary forms of governance and
law into the international blueprint for peacebuilding [10].

There is increasing concern about the inability of the liberal peace experiment in the post-Cold War era
to effectively engage with its intended populations. Instead, these populations have begun to reshape the
liberal peace model to meet their own local needs. The contradictions inherent in liberal peace have generated
numerous tensions, leading to the emergence of a range of previously underexplored local and contextual
peacebuilding agencies. These agencies actively renegotiate both the local context and the liberal peace
framework, resulting in a hybrid form of peace that integrates local and liberal elements, often referred to as
post-liberal peace [11]. The term hybrid peace was notably popularised by Oliver P. Richmond. His research
highlights the complexities of peace processes that integrate both traditional practices and modern governance
structures, reflecting the evolving landscape of peacebuilding in post-conflict contexts [11]. The idea of
hybrid peace highlighted the blend of local and international practices in peacebuilding processes. By
integrating local practices and perspectives with international efforts, hybrid peacebuilding aims to create
more sustainable and contextually relevant solutions, fostering deeper societal change and resilience in post-
conflict environments. Richmond’s analysis emphasises how these hybrid approaches can contribute to more
sustainable peace by incorporating local governance structures and cultural contexts alongside external
interventions.

A significant contribution to peacebuilding theory development is a transformative approach, rooted in
conflict transformation theory, whose conceptual foundations can be found in Johan Galtung’s theory of
violence and peacebuilding [12], and Edward Azar’s work on analysis and management of protracted social
conflict [13]. This perspective emphasises the importance of addressing the underlying social, political, and
economic dynamics of conflict rather than merely seeking to manage or resolve it. According to John Paul
Lederach, peacebuilding is a long-term multi-track transformative contribution to social change, helping to
create a just and sustainable peace beyond the narrow definition of a post-conflict period [14]. He argues that
liberal peacebuilding is primarily preoccupied with the situation of stabilisation; it does not go beyond that
to talk about the engagement of the long term in bringing about societal transformation. In addition, the sorts
of things that you might want to engage in when talking about elites and peacebuilding are not necessarily
the same that you talk about when engaging the grassroots.
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Thus, hybrid peace refers to peacebuilding processes that combine local and international approaches,
integrating traditional and modern methods of conflict resolution. It often reflects a blend of local practices
and global norms, whereas transformative peace focuses on addressing the root causes of conflict and
fostering deep societal changes. It aims to create a just and equitable society where relationships are healed,
and structural inequalities are dismantled. A peculiar combination of these two approaches is the model of
transformative and cosmopolitan peacebuilding, which seeks to privilege local capacity-building while
recognizing the necessity of negotiating between local and international actors [5].

Most recent research introduced the cosmopolitan conflict resolution concept [5]. This term indicates the
need for an approach that promotes constructive means of handling conflict at local to global levels in the
interests of humanity. The concept arose as a counterpart of transnational conflict, which has emerged as a
developed extension of Azar's protracted social conflict and has considered global changes that have occurred
since the end of the Cold War and the regionalization of conflict that has resulted [5]. From this point of view,
peacebuilding and postwar reconstruction concepts become more than a sum of action to create lasting peace.
Ultimately, they tend to reflect a global agenda via the proactive promotion of certain values against any sort
of violence (direct, structural or cultural).

It could be summarised that the main significant feature for the start of peacebuilding (post-conflict
reconstruction) activities is its feasibility during the fragile stage of the post-conflict state of conflictants and
the breakable interaction between them when the war ends but the peace is not yet secure. This context
requires an acute awareness of the complex interplay between stability and volatility, where the capacity for
flexibility and adaptability becomes crucial. Moreover, it is important to be included in the context, directing
efforts to transform its foundations, and not to resolve current manifestations as a result of fundamental
contradictions.

Fragility, according to the OECD, is the combination of exposure to risk and insufficient coping
capacities of the state, system and/or communities to manage, absorb or mitigate those risks. It occurs in a
spectrum of intensity across six dimensions: economic, environmental, human, political, security and societal
[15]. Since 2015, The States of Fragility reports by OECD have aimed to deepen the understanding of how
fragility affects international stability and development, while also examining trends in resource and financial
flows that address its underlying causes [16]. Corresponding to the aforementioned analysis of protracted
social conflict, addressing fragility as a driver of instability requires a more robust understanding of fragility,
seeing it as a deeply political issue centred on the social contract between the state and society, as well as
greater consideration of the role of stress factors (internal and external) [17].

The Fragile States Index Annual Report 2023 by The Fund for Peace [18], illustrates that fragility
remains a significant global concern, challenging the notion that it is solely a threat arising from poorer
countries. Recent events have demonstrated a reverse contagion effect, wherein conflict in Europe has
exacerbated inflation, fuel riots, and food insecurity in vulnerable nations worldwide. Additionally, this
situation reveals that powers such as China, Russia, and Western democracies may be more susceptible to
fragility than previously understood, necessitating a comprehensive approach to addressing this pervasive
challenge.

Peacebuilding efforts must account for the fluid nature of conflict environments, recognizing that the
needs and motivations of stakeholders may shift rapidly. This adaptability enables peacebuilding initiatives
to stay relevant and effective, addressing new challenges and opportunities as they emerge. Furthermore, this
dynamic approach fosters greater resilience among local communities, empowering them to navigate the
uncertainties inherent in post-conflict settings. Consequently, the integration of adaptive strategies within
peacebuilding frameworks enhances the likelihood of achieving sustainable peace.

Conclusions. Conflict resolution approaches to peacebuilding are developing over time in the direction
of complementing each other to create new meanings. The linkage between liberal peace and peacebuilding
from above (top-down) illustrates a shared focus on formal institutions and international norms, but it also
raises important questions about inclusivity and the role of local agencies in achieving sustainable peace.
Reflection on this is presented by peacebuilding from below (bottom-up). The concept of hybrid
peacebuilding is linked to a transformative approach and emphasises the integration of local and international
practices in peacebuilding processes. Current theoretical approaches to peacebuilding and post-war
reconstruction as its essential part collectively contribute to a holistic understanding of peacebuilding. Recent
research has introduced the concept of cosmopolitan conflict resolution across local and global levels in the
interest of humanity. This perspective positions peacebuilding as a global agenda embodiment that actively
promotes certain values against various forms of violence. The perception of peacebuilding as a viable
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endeavour holds particular significance during the fragile phase of post-conflict interactions and the evolving
dynamics among conflict actors.
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Ilapuescvka B. B., Ilanina I. I'. [lompiona Kpuxkicms: KOpOMKUil 02110 meopii MupooyoyeanHs

Hepoicasa abo mepumopis nicia 36potiHo20 KOHQIIKMY € HOB0I0 PEANbHICIO, WO KOHCMPYIOEMbCAL.
Tpoyec MupobyOignuymea 0Xonmoe eUKy KilbKicms 3ax00i8, CHPAMOBAHUX He Julde HAd 8IOHOBIeH S
mepumopit, SIKi NOCMPaicoaiu 6HACIIO0K 30pOHO20 KOHGIKmMY, a Ui, Hacamnepeo, USHAYEHHS Ma
VKpInJienHs Cmpykmyp, OIIbHICMb AKUX CHPAMOBAHA HA NOCUNIEHHS A KOHCOMOAYiI0 MUPHUX 3YCUTb §
VHEMOMNCIUGNIEHHSL NOBMOPEHHA KOHGaixmy. Y yiti cmammi 30ilicHeHo cnpo0y OKpecienHs OCHOGHUX
meopemuyHUX niox00ie i nepcnekmus y 00CiioxNceHti ma peanizayii mupooydienuymea. Kniowosum
MINCOUCYUNTTHAPHUM OOCTIOHUYLKUM HIOX000M 00 PO3YMIHHA 3A3HAYEH020 NPOYeCy € U020 CHPUUHAMM
uepe3 8pezyno8ants KOHQAIKmMie, wo npedcmasneno y yit cmammi. KonyenmyanvHuil ananiz Uceimiug
BIOMIHHI pucu po30y006u MUpy NOPIGHAHO 3 OOMUYHUMU G3AEMONO8 A3AHUMU MEPMIHAMU, MAKUMU 5K
npeseHyist KOHMAIKMIE, NIOMPUMANHSL MUPY, 6CTAHOBICHHS MUPY, NICIA80€EHHA 8I00Y0084,
depotcasomeopents, Hayicmeopenns ma npumupenns. CmpykmypHo-@yHKYIOHATbHUL aHAi3 048 3MO2Y
ougpepenyiroeamu meopemuyti nioxoou wooo 3aryyeHHs 00 Mupomeopoi disibnocmi. [lpoananizosano
BIOMIHHOCMI MidiC p030)Y008010 MUPY 38epXy 6HU3 i 3HU3Y 820pYy. Po3kpumo cymuicms icpapxiynoeo nioxooy
uepe3 nibepanvhy napaouemy Ha npomusazy ioei 2iopuonoeo mupy. Iliokpecieno euHAMKOBUL 6NIUEG
mpaucgopmayitinoeo nioxoody na Mupooyoienuymeo. Onucano cyuacHy meHoeHyiio aUpiuieHHs
Kocmononimuynux Kongaikmis. Haeonoweno na nepesasicnomy cnputinammi po3oy0osu Mupy siK
AHCUMMEZOAMHO20 3aX00Y Ni0 Yac HecmabilbHOT hazu NOCMKOHPAIKMHOT 83aEMOOIT Ul MAKO20 JHC CMAHY
VUACHUKIB KOHPIKMY, 0COOIUBO 8 KOHMEKCMI 30amMHOCI 00 SHYYKOCMI ma adanmayii 00 MIHAUGUX
obcmasun i 3min. Y yitl cmammi asmopKu He npazHyms 6U4epPnHO NpedCmasumu 8¢i HAsI8HI MmeopemuyHi
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3acaou po36y0oeu mupy, paouie, MEMOI0 € OKPECIeHHA GIOMIHHUX PUC MUPOOYOIGHUYMEA, d MAKOIC
CHPUSIHHSA NOOANILUUUM HAYKOBUM PO3BIOKAM Y Yill 2aY3i.

Knrouoei cnosa: spezyntoganusn Kougaixmis, po36yoosa mupy, 00CIi0HCEHHI MUPY ma KOHQIKMIs,
qnibepanvHull Mup, nioxio 00 MupoOyOieHuYmMea 36epxy 6HuU3, NiOXio 00 MUpoOYOIBHUYMEBA 3HU3Y 620DY,
2IOpUOHUL MUP, KDUXKI Oepocasi.
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