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Abstract

This thesis is a theoretical and empirical inquity ‘deliberative peacebuilding’, seeking to
explain the ‘failures’ and ‘successes’ of peaceabng in East Timor and Somaliland. While
warfare has increased globally since the end o€ibld War, the UN has made efforts to
build peace (e.g. Boutros-Ghali 1992). While peadding has become an internationally
applied set of ideas and practices, one of ther¢tieal gaps is deliberation. This research
thus conceptualises ‘deliberative peacebuildingd associates this with peacebuilding in the

non-Western, post-colonial, and (post-)conflicttecm

This research identified East Timor and Somalilasdts case studies. Despite similarity in
the ‘legitimation problem’ with vertical (state-sety) and horizontal (‘modernity’-‘tradition’)
inequalities/differences based upon cultural astbhical backgrounds, East Timor and
Somaliland undertook different approaches in a deedter the end of their civil wars. While
East Timor accepted UN peace operations, Somaliigedted them. Yet both experienced
similar transitions to make political order betwekilure’ (political de-legitimation/societal

dissent) and ‘success’ (political legitimation/sal consent).

Accordingly, this thesis poses two questions: 1atdaused the UN to have ‘failed’ (to
prevent the ‘crisis’ from recurring in 2006) in Ed$mor, and 2) what caused East Timor and
Somaliland to have experienced ‘equifinality’ (madkisimilar progress along different paths)
in building peace (in East Timor from 1999 to 2@t in Somaliland from 1991 to 2005).
Findings, among others, include different pathsansition: a ‘hybrid’ path with external
intervention in East Timor and an ‘agonistic’ patithout it in Somaliland. Asymmetry in

power relations urged deliberative agencies toesidihe ‘legitimation problem’ differently.
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Introduction

‘Thank you for your intervention, Mr. Yoshi. Althbuge appreciate UN'’s support, we also
regret that the UN sees us as an experiment ofgieaicing. We have say@ Timorese

counterpart in the Government to me in 2005).

‘Yes, Yoshi, we made many mistakes...., but we and pfdouilding our country and peace.
Our determinations made, make and will make fdaiSomalilander counterpart in the

University of Hargeisa to me in 2011).

The ‘research puzzle’

This thesis is a theoretical and empirical inqumtp ‘deliberative peacebuilding’, seeking to
explain the ‘failures’ and ‘successes’ of peacabng in East Timor and Somaliland. While
warfare has increased globally since the end o€thld War (e.g. Cramer 2006), the UN has
made efforts to build peace (Boutros-Ghali 1992heévéas peacebuilding has become an
internationally applied set of practices, the UNalpls political and economic measures for
democratisation (i.e. political liberalisation) askelvelopment (i.e. economic liberalisation) to
enforce, make, and build a so-called ‘liberal peéice a peace built upon liberation)
(Boutros-Ghali 1992, 1994, 1995). This, howeveuseal mixed results in the 1990s (UN
2000). Empirical studies indicate that 72% of thardries that hosted UN missions from
1988 to 2002 ended up with authoritarian regimes! (€ al. 2003: 234); and nearly half of
them returned to conflict within five years in th890s (most notably in Somalia, Rwanda,
and Bosnia) (Collier et al. 2003). In response levtiie UN (2000) associates these ‘failures’
with managerial and operational issues, advocatitegnal reforms for peacebuilding, such

as funding, planning, and coordination, the OECQDE) links them to a ‘fragile’ state as a
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threat to (in)security, urging donors to suppaatedbuilding. Nevertheless, the outcomes of
peace operations remained dismal and even detiedbirathe 2000s, given that more than 90%
of external interventions arguably ‘failed’ to pest recurring conflict (Call 2012: 2). In turn,
critical theorists have challenged the mainstrelamsiness-as-usual’ approach to
peacebuilding and explored a radical change (etlaBy et al. 2004). They often link these
‘failures’ to the dominant ideas and power of lddesm, idealism, and conservatism, which
have been embedded in international peacebuil@irgg Begby et al. 2009, Chandler 2010b,

Newman 2013).

East Timor also experienced a relapse into ‘crisif006, having hosted UN operations
since 1999. After five centuries of Portuguese eislation and twenty-four years of
Indonesian occupation, the Timorese people, less dne million living in a half-island in
the South Pacific, gained an opportunity for selffedmination in a UN-arranged referendum
in 1999, yet fell into political violence betweeropand anti-Indonesian factions following
the overwhelming vote for independence. In respaiimeeUN swiftly established a mission
in East Timor and granted it full sovereignty amdernorship to enforce, make, and build
peace and attempt to demonstrate its capacityeimelv millennium (e.g. Suhrke 2001). The
UN Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAR set up state institutions for
constitutional democracy from 1999, and handed theen to the Timorese administration in
2002. The UN’s self-proclaimed ‘success’, howewdst, not last, since the UN’s successor

state of ‘Timor-Leste’ ‘failed’ to prevent polititaonflict from recurring in 2006.

Among other attempts to seek the causes of thiaréa (e.g. UN 2006, Barbara 2008,

Moxham 2008), Boege et al. (2008), observing ‘sases’ in an indigenously-driven
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approach to employing the customary governancesyir peacebuilding elsewhere (e.g.
Francis 2008), link the ‘failure’ to the UN'’s ‘togiewn’ approach to constructing a ‘modern’
state vis-a-vis marginalising the ‘traditional’ ture and societal legitimacy, and thus
undermining political legitimacy. In testing thimpirically, they compare the UN'’s ‘failure’
in East Timor (i.e. leading to violence from 1992006), and the home-grown ‘success’ in
Somaliland in exploring the locally-available resms and capacity in the customary
governance system (i.e. leading to stability frd®@@1to 1993). They contend for the
institutional merit of integrating the ‘tradition@ustomary governance system into the
‘modern’ political system, thus ‘hybridising’ thenodern’ and ‘traditional’ institutions so as
to effectively restore political legitimacy and erdi.e. ‘hybrid political order’) in the non-
Western, post-conflict context, and challenge tiNdsUmodern’/liberal approach to

statebuilding for peacebuilding.

Somaliland is in the North-western part of Somalibere approximately three million

people reside. After a century of British colonisatand thirty years of rule from Mogadishu,
Somaliland’s resistance movement (SNM: Somali Netidlovement), together with similar
movements across Somalia, ousted the authoriteg@gime in Mogadishu and then declared
independence from Somalia in 1991. However, wiigedoldiers-turned-politicians resumed
political conflict due to their internal divisiors®on thereafter, traditional and religious
leaders explored their authority in the customaryegnance system, organising inter-clan
meetings and reconciling warring parties. Theict®ss’ in a ‘bottom-up’ approach allowed
the societal leaders to urge the warring politisismsettle a ceasefire, institutionalise the
Council of Elders as the legislature into the stg&em, and thus establish the ‘hybrid’ polity

in 1993. In the meantime, Somaliland had repeategjcted the UN’s intervention to deploy
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peacebuilders as part of the peace operations Iraséogadishu (e.g. Bradbury 2008,

Renders 2012).

Although the short-term evidence in East Timor &oathaliland supports the contention for
‘hybrid political order’ (Boege et al. 2008), ifdhimeframe is extended, the long-term
evidence undermines the ‘order’, since the ‘hybpidfity in Somaliland also ‘failed’ to
prevent political conflict from recurring soon teafter in 1994, and could neither contain
nor mediate it until the consolidated governmedtdepolitical settlement with a ceasefire in
1997 (SCPD 1999, Bradbury 2008, Renders 2012). Manre while East Timor and
Somaliland required a couple of years to ceasecitiemed conflict, they have similarly
‘succeeded’ in restoring political order thereaftgy to June 2016 when this thesis was
completed). The medium-term evidence, thereforewsha similar transition in East Timor
and Somaliland from building peace to re-buildimgpe via recurring conflict over a decade
after the end of their civil war&igure 0.1 shows this chronological sequence it Easor

and Somaliland (see the relevant events in the/oleashadowed space in Figure 0.1).
However, no attempt has been made to explore teatity of the similarities and
differences in the peacebuilding processes in Eastr and Somaliland so far. This research
‘puzzle’ between theory and evidence indicatesealrier further research to construct a
theory and (re)visit the causal mechanism, not ohtpe ‘failure’ in East Timor, but also the
‘success’ in East Timor and Somaliland after tla@ure’, and explore their implications for

policy and practice.
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Figure 0.1 Chronological sequence in the key historical év@mEast Timor and

Somaliland
Key events East Timor Somaliland
Colonisation 16" century: Portugal began colonisation. 19" century: Britain began colonisation.

Independence

1975 Eas Timor declareiindependenc from

Portugal.

19€0: Somalilancdeclarel independenc from

Britain.

Post-colonisation

1975: Indonesia annexed East Timor.

1960: Somaliland united with Somalia.

Civil war

1975-1999 Eas Timor resistel the Indonesia

regime.

1980-1991 Somalilant escalate resistanc

against the regime in Mogadishu.

Building peace

1999: The UN established a peace mission.

2002: East Timor restored independence.

2005: The UN completed the withdrawal of forc|

1991: Somaliland restored independence.

1993: Somaliland established a ‘hybrblity, yet

rejected UN intervention.
es.

Recurrin¢ conflict

2006 The ‘crisi<’ broke out.

1994 Political conflict recurrec

Re-building peace

2007-2008 The ‘crisis’ ceasec

2012: The UN terminated its peace operations.

1997 Ceasefir was settled

2005: The first cycle of elections ended.

Research objectives and questions

This research ‘puzzle$ also closely linked to personal, academic, awias motives. First,

this research is deeply ingrained in me as a pi@odr in the peacebuilding and development

field, including these two countries. While | wissed the resuming conflict and exposed
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myself to criticism within the UN and beyond as amber of its staff in East Timor from
2004 to 2006, | also saw the remaining challengeeaicebuilding as an NGO worker in
Somaliland from 2011 to 2013. These observatiofigekeme to formulate a critical view of,
and interest in, the UN-led peacebuilding vis-atkiss home-grown approach to
peacebuilding. Second, although the seminal workglorid political orders’ (Boege et al.
2008) has challenged a ‘top-down’ approach to inaonal peacebuilding vis-a-vis a
‘bottom-up’ approach to local peacebuilding, it Bns contentious (Fischer et al. 2009,
Hoehne 2013, Luckham et al. 2013), and even fatbifiits causality is mis-conceptualised
and mis-understood. This research thus aims tovaldeé to the existing theory and
knowledge in the critical strand of peacebuilditgdges and beyond (to be further discussed
in the subsequent section: ‘contributions to thesorg knowledge’). Third, this
epistemological endeavour and its findings and estjons will offer an ‘alternative’, critical
view of peacebuilding not only to researchers,asib to policy-makers and practitioners,
contribute to improving the quality of policy anthptice, and enhance their relevance to

addressing, engaging with, and responding to, soaiitical challenges in peacebuilding.

Accordingly, this research aims to investigatedhesal mechanisms not only of the ‘failure’
in East Timor in 2006, but also the ‘succassEast Timor and Somaliland thereafter, and
explore their implications. As Figure 0.1 indicatafier East Timor and Somaliland ended
civil wars in 1999 and 1991 respectively, they bexperienced a recurrence of conflict, yet
achieved political stability thereafter: the forneelased hosting the UN missions in 2012, and
the latter concluded the first cycle of electionthaut major security breakdowns in 2005.
Their security records have been unbroken sinag eitdeast as of when this thesis was
completed in June 2016. Given this, two resear@stpns are set out as follows: 1) what

caused the UN to have ‘faile(to prevent the ‘crisisfrom recurring in 2006) in East Timor,
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and 2) what caused East Timor and Somaliland te baperienced ‘equifinalitymaking
similar progress along different paths) in buildpeace (in East Timor from 1999 to 2012
and in Somaliland from 1991 to 2005)? While therfer highlights the ‘failure{i.e.

recurring violence), the latter examines the ‘sastg.e. established order). Although the
first question highlights the UN’s ‘failure’ in E&S§imor, it also engages with the home-
grown ‘failure’ in Somaliland. In turn, the secogdestion implies a hypothetical
‘equifinality’: that the two countries made similarogress towards ‘success’, yet along
different paths. It assumes the significance ded#nces in approach between the UN-led in
East Timor and the home-grown in Somaliland to @mwming peacebuilding (to be further

discussed in the subsequent section: ‘central aegtim

Ontological, epistemological, and normative positias

In formulating a theory for empirical inquiry, & important to briefly clarify the key
positions of the thesis, among others, the ontoldgepistemological, and normative
positions, as follows: 1) ontological dualism be&nwebjectivism and subjectivism in
stratifying the world at real, actual, and empirieaels, 2) epistemological ‘critical’ realism,
highlighting interactions between agency, structare culture at meta level, and exploring a
causal mechanism of social change over time antespad 3) a normative position in
valuing equality and social justice when it conesefining the ‘failure’and the ‘successh

the theoretical framework. First, given the disicipty nature of social science, to investigate
the interplay between human agency and socialtsteiand its results in social events,
sequences, and invariances, the realism schoaitofogy acknowledges the existence of a
‘real’ world ‘out there’in an essentialist or foundationalist traditionjémitivism), yet also

highlights a role for researcher and research stljanterpreting this according to his/her

21



norm and value system (subjectivism). While thenfer believes structural power determines
human behaviour, the latter highlights the instrotakpower of agency to construct socio-
political realities. However, attempts have beemet® balance them or interpret interaction
between them (e.g. Giddens 1984, Bourdieu 1989andiant 1992: 20-26, Archer 1995),
leading to an ontological position of realism whistplaced between objectivism and
subjectivism (Hay 1995). This ontological dualisdmats a difference between what is seen
as the ‘fact’, what is unseen yet supposed to happdhe ‘norm’, and what the ‘realorld

is (Bhaskar 1975, Habermas 1996). Sayer (1992)eketies, among others, the key
characteristics of ontological realism as follodjs‘the world exists independently of our
knowledge of it", 2) ‘our knowledge of that worlsl fallible and theory-laden’, 3) ‘the world
is differentiated and stratified’, and 4) ‘sociddgmomena such actions, texts and institutions
are concept-dependerfft992: 5-6). This worldview is central to this tieem challenging the
Western universalism, formulating a contextualidezbry, and abstracting a hypothetical
mechanism from it in a deductive manner. In doimgr®wever, the heavy reliance on
Western literature to conceptualise the framewaoik @éxamine non-Western socio-political
phenomena in this thesis can be subject to cnti¢esg. Lyotard 1984, Dallmayr 1996). The
deductive approach will also face anti-deductivegeres, among others, on its limitations in

understanding social phenomena (e.g. Ezzy 2002: 9).

Second, in this connection, in order to formulatheory, abstract and test a hypothetical
mechanism from it, and reformulate the theory de®sary, an epistemological position of
‘critical’ realism focuses on acquiring empirical evidenceugh investigating agency-
structure/culture interactions, appreciating agéméflexivity to interpret, affect (socialise),
and change (reproduce/transform) the structurefeutiver time (Bhaskar 1979, Archer

1995, Jessop 2001, cf. Giddens 1984). Despiterdiifgoropositions for modelling agency-
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structure/culture interactions, such as the ‘tramsétional model{Bhaskar 1979), the
‘morphogenetic approaclfArcher 1995), and the ‘strategic-relational appiogJessop
2001), a school of ‘critical realism’ has viewedeagy, structure, and culture as separate
entities, vis-a-vis structuration theory which stesm as conflated (Giddens 1984), or
discourse theory based on post-structuralism (luaetal. 1985, Glynos et al. 2007), and has
examined the two-way interactions in view of agantflexivity at meta level, vis-a-vis the
one-way effects of the agency on the structuraedoilat micro level or the structure/culture
on the agency at macro level (Bhaskar 1979: 31&#8),has thus seen these interactions not
as static but as dynamic in causing social chamgetane. This thesis adopts these
ontological and epistemological positions due &rtkffectiveness in ‘empirically’
investigating, and formulating a frame to ‘actuakxplain and understand a dynamic
casualty of social ‘realityin the process of peacebuilding over time and spHued, this
thesis, echoing critical theory and tradition, potes equality and social justice as the
general principle of making a socio-political orderg. Rawls 1971, Habermas 1996). For
this purpose, it broadens the concept of legitinfeay the vertical, modern/state-centred to
the horizontal, traditional/society-oriented (ageabby Holsti (1996), Englebert (2000,
2002)), and the form of ‘poweftom the coercive (i.e. power-‘over’) to the norecaive (i.e.
power-‘against’/'to’/'with’/'within’) (adapted by \éneKlasen et al. (2002: 45)), given that
inequality delegitimises politics, exacerbates aloobntradictions, and thus causes agential,
structural, and cultural conflict to undermine peée.g. Galtung 1969, 1990, Stewart 2000).
This normative position, interacting with the owigical position, forms a view of inequality
and injustice as the cause of violence and configch-vis equality and justice as the cause
of order and peace, and associates this with defifailure’ and ‘successh the framework

(to be further discussed in the next section). (@gioal realism, however, makes a
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framework built on a theory-laden worldview in ateé ‘norm’ fallible and falsifiable

between ‘fact'and the ‘reality’(Sayer 1992).

Central argument: a theory for, and a hypothesis fom, ‘deliberative peacebuilding’

A cause of conflict can be related to, among othieexjuality from a relational to a structural
form that delegitimises politics (Galtung 1969, @98tewart 2000). If so, what measures can
address it and restore political legitimacy? Gitleat the increasing inequalities/differences
in the political economy in the Western democraceassed the ‘legitimation crisis’ in the

late 1960s and 1970s (e.g. Habermas 1976, Held) 20@éberation’ has gained
considerable academic attention so as to addressdhnd re-legitimise the Western liberal
democracies (e.g. Manin 1987, Fishkin 1991, Ra®#3]1 Habermas 1996). Although the
Oxford English Dictionary (Soanes et al. 2005) aesi deliberation as ‘long and careful
consideration or discussion’, political philosophbave interpreted it as more than mere
discussion, rather as a means for the politictd &b rationalise political discussion and
achieve an interest-free consensus (i.e. ‘oven@pponsensus’) (Rawls 1993) and a process
by which the societal non-elite form a societalsmrsus for self-determination (i.e.
‘agreement of free and equal persons’) (Haberm8s)1@lthough the concept of
deliberation has been evolved to address the gmiconomic ‘legitimation crisis’ in the
stable Western democracies, it can also be assdaith, and applied to, the politico-

societal ‘legitimation problem’ in the war-torn, mdVestern (non/quasi)democracies.

The ‘legitimation problem’ in the non-Western, pastonial context is often related to its

culture and (post-)colonial historicity. While caieation to build a ‘modern’ state in the
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‘traditional’ stateless society (Young 1988) formesttical (colonial state vs. colonised
society) and horizontal (‘modernity’ vs. ‘traditignnequalities (Bayart 1993, Mamdani
1996), post-colonisation often deformed and radiedlthem (Migdal 1994, Chabal 1994,
Chabal et al. 1999), leading them to the ‘legitimaiproblem’. Applying the concept of
deliberation, however, requires acknowledging huility and challenge. Deliberation will

be useful to address the ‘legitimation problem’hathe radicalised vertical and horizontal
inequalities/differences, and to re-legitimise plost-conflict polity. Yet the challenge
remains: to contextualise the Western concept lidfeation for application to the non-
Western, post-colonial polity, where deliberatidten takes place in the state-society
interface, vis-a-vis the Western polity, where loefation is assumed to take place in either
the state or the society in a Weberian view ofstia¢e-society divide (Weber 1991, Rawls
1993, Habermas 1996). This is because colonisateated the state-society interface where
intermediary agencies, such as the ‘traditionaldkrs and the ‘modern’ youth, interlinked
colonisers and their subjects for ‘indirect rulBagart 1993, Mamdani 1996). The post-
colonial state often remains so, allowing ‘postecwdl’ deliberators representing the
‘modern’ state (e.g. political ‘modern’ elite suak state politicians and bureaucrats) and the
‘traditional’ society (e.g. societal ‘traditionaion-elite such as traditional and religious
leaders) to deliberate the inequalities/differermggect to power relations between the state
and the society (e.g. Migdal 1994, Chabal 1994 |é&beyt 2002). Moreover, its vulnerability
in the international political economy has madepghbst-colonial polity prone to external
intervention materially and ideologically (e.g. ffeam 1996, Van de Walle 2001, Cooper
2002). Accordingly, an assumption can be madettigahon-Western, post-colonial polity
accommodates the ‘post-colonial’ deliberation & $itate-society interface, subject to
external intervention, where the reflective ageside/re/trans-form the ‘legitimation

problem’ with the vertical and horizontal inequal#/differences (Figure 0.2). This thesis
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thus defines ‘post-colonial’ deliberation as a padi-societal means that takes place in the
state-society interface to address the ‘legitimafipoblem’ with the vertical and horizontal
inequalities/differences in connection with cultared (post-)colonial historicity in the non-

Western, post-colonial polity.

Figure 0.2 Non-Western, post-colonial polity, subject toexxial intervention, facing the

‘legitimation problem’ with the vertical and horiztal inequalities/differences
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Subsequently, this thesis sets out the pre-comditdd ‘post-colonial’ deliberation as a
politico-societal means of addressing the ‘legitioraproblem’, as follows. First, while
‘Western’ deliberation often identifies inclusiondaequality as its pre-conditions (e.g. Rawls
1993, Habermas 1996, Fung 2003), these ‘quantiéged pre-conditions (i.e. spatial
expansion in inclusivity and power equality betweletiberators) may undermine the
‘quality’-based pre-conditions for ‘post-coloniaeéliberation. For example, while spatial
expansion cannot always address pluralism in aiqowiliural polity (Taylor 1994), power
equality may exacerbate identity/difference betwaeliberative agencies in a divided polity

and radicalise them (Connolly 1991). These concenaerline the ‘quality’-based pre-
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conditions, such as mutual respect and recognititine deliberative space (Connolly 1991,
Taylor 1994) and the cooperative dimension of poi@&ddens 1984, Benhabib 2002). ‘Post-
colonial’ deliberation will thus require the prentbtions not only for the ‘quantity’ of space
(inclusivity vs. exclusivity) and power (equalitg.vinequality), but also the ‘quality’ of space
(recognitiveness vs. non-recognitiveness) and pgeaaperativeness vs. coerciveness) to
lead the reflexive agencies towards deliberatieglequalities/differences, and
(re)legitimising the non-Western, post-colonialspoonflict polity. Therefore, the
deliberative ‘success’ leads the polity and agentiesocietal consent to political authority,
while the ‘failure’ causes societal dissent andtrequires the state (or political authority) to
coerce the society (or societal agencies). Whiyeifel 0.3 illustrates the causal mechanism of
political (de)legitimation in ‘post-colonial’ deldration, Figure 0.4 translates this into a
matrix of ‘success’ and ‘failure’ in ‘post-colonialeliberation, where the X-axis and the Y-
axis indicate the pre-conditions of quantity andlgy in space and power. This matrix also
makes it possible to trace the dynamic processdertiegitimation/consent and de-
legitimation/dissent, and visualise the complexitypost-colonial’ deliberation, whose
‘success’ in legitimation/consent does not alwayemgye in a linear manner, but often
through complex processes in combinations of pssjoa (‘success’: political legitimation
and societal consent) and regression (‘failurelitipal de-legitimation and societal dissent)
over time. This thesis thus defines the ‘succek$ast-colonial’ deliberation as political
legitimation and societal consent, and the ‘fallae political de-legitimation and societal
dissent, depending on the pre-conditions of quaatil quality in space and power for ‘post-

colonial’ deliberation.
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Figure 0.3 Causal mechanism of political (de)legitimatioripnst-colonial’ deliberation
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Figure 0.4 The matrix of ‘post-colonial’ deliberation
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Second, this thesis makes a further assumptiorititbaé pre-conditions would lead the

reflexive agencies representing the ‘modern’ shai t
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Western, post-colonial polity to ‘strategically’ @bse the best possible approach to
deliberating inequalities/differences from amoraginal’, ‘agonistic’, ‘hybrid’, and
‘engaging disagreement’ approaches in view of statgety relations. Firstly, deliberative
agencies would adopt a ‘rational’ approach to @eékion (‘rationalisation’) if the ‘modern’
state imposes a ‘rational’ consensus on the ‘i@uit’ society in ways such as the Rawlsian
‘overlapping’ and the Habermasian ‘aggregatingsorang (Rawls 1993, Habermas 1996).
The coercive pre-conditions for space and poweidvallow the agencies from the ‘modern’
state to assimilate those from the ‘traditionatisty, and exacerbate the vertical and
horizontal inequalities. Secondly, deliberativerages would adopt an ‘agonistic’ approach
(‘agonisation’) if the ‘traditional’ society is eropvered and able to contest and thus ‘agonise’
the ‘modern’ state and seek a ‘conflictive’ consens place of a ‘rational’ consensus
(Connolly, 1995, Mouffe 1999). The improved quantiill allow the agencies from the
‘modern’ state and the ‘traditional’ society to acg asymmetry, and critically negotiate and
work it in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation; yet facke risk of antagonising it. Thirdly,
deliberative agencies would adopt a ‘hybrid’ approéhybridisation’) if the ‘modern’ state
and the ‘traditional’ society exercise a coopegfiorm of power, although power inequality
remains (Bhabha 1998). The ‘hybrid’ approach alléfescooperative agencies to explore
‘in-betweenness’ across their inequalities/diffees (Bhabha 1998), and articulate a third,
‘hybrid’ consensus rather than a ‘choice’-basedseosus (e.g. rational, social, conflictive,
etc.). Fourthly, deliberative agencies would adopapproach to ‘engaging disagreement’
(‘agreeing to disagree’) if the ‘modern’ state dhe ‘traditional’ society equalise power
relations, accept their inequalities/differences] agree to disagree on them (Connolly 1991,
Gutmann et al. 1996). If it is difficult to reachrational’ or ‘agonistic/conflictive’ or

‘hybrid’ consensus due to deeply-protracted ineityidlfference (Geertz 1973, Laitin 1986),

deliberative agencies will employ ‘post-coloniaéliberation not to seek a consensus, but to
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transform a ‘naked’ difference into a ‘moral disagment’ (Gutmann et al. 1996) or
disagreement within a political ethos of ‘agoniséspect’ (Connolly 1991). Figure 0.5
illustrates a relationship of the four approachmethe matrix of ‘post-colonial’ deliberation.
This thesis thus defines ‘rationalisation’, ‘aga@tien’, ‘hybridisation’, and ‘engaging

disagreement’ according to the pre-conditions jpast-colonial’ deliberation.

Figure 0.5 Four approaches to ‘post-colonial’ deliberatioveg agential reflexion on the

pre-conditions
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Third, the thesis makes another assumption thatéss’ in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation leads
to a ‘positive peace’. Galtung (1969, 1990) popsks the concept of ‘negative’ and
‘positive’ dimensions of peace, underlining thenier as the mere absence of violence
subject to coercion and the latter as the ‘readigeeif the agential, structural, and cultural

causes of violence are addressed. While dichotam@ace is contentious (Davies-
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Vengoechea 2004), this thesis adopts this two-dsmeal view of peace, assuming that the
‘post-colonial’ deliberation will induce agentiatructural, and cultural changes to address
the key causes of violence, and transform the ialdg(difference in the protracted conflict
into a ‘positive’ peace. Firstly, the ‘successiuéliberation will transform an agential
relationship into the ‘peaceful’. While the equalif power relations between deliberative
agencies turns an ‘unpeaceful’ relationship infoesceful’ one (Curle 1971, Lederach
1997), agential cooperation will allow deliberatagencies to enhance communication and
address the protracted conflict, if any (Deutsc83)9The ‘successful’ deliberation will thus
pacify an egalitarian yet conflictive inter-subjgetrelationship to become cooperative and
mutually-respectful and thereby transform confl@condly, the ‘successful’ deliberation
will enable societal actors to address structuxplatation and marginalisation and basic
human needs in deliberative policy-making and ckaikischer et al. 1993), and thus
discharge them from employing violence (Galtung9 3urton 1979, Max-Neef et al.
1991). Moreover, as ‘post-colonial’ deliberationritegrative and inclusive with societal
authority, its ‘success’ will boost legitimacy ratly vertically but also horizontally (Holsti
1996, Englebert 2000). Thirdly, the ‘successfulilgeration will transform a ‘culture of
violence’ into a ‘culture of peace’. If culturepsimordial or impermeable (Geertz 1973,
Laitin 1986), culturally-rooted, identity-based ¢t is likely to be protracted (Galtung
1990, Stewart 2000). However, the inclusion ofgbeietal authority, which often conducts
the culturally-based, restorative justice, will oty legitimise politics, but also change the
culture of violence at the grassroots level (Beih2002, Appleby et al. 2010, Bleiker et al.
2011). Synthesising these contentions, the ‘sutdédgliberation will change the agential,
structural, and cultural conditions and transfoonftict into a new form of political order,
namely a ‘deliberative political order’ as a ‘posgst peace. Figure 0.6 illustrates the nexus

between ‘post-colonial’ deliberation and ‘delibératpolitical (dis)order’ in ‘deliberative

31



peacebuilding’. Adopting the concept of ‘positiyeace (Galtung 1969, 1990), the thesis
defines ‘deliberative political order’ as peacet tmerges after agential, structural, and
cultural changes as a result of ‘successful’ ‘mmsonial’ deliberation, and ‘deliberative
peacebuilding’ as the comprehensive process leadasg-colonial’ deliberation to

‘deliberative political order’.

Figure 0.6 Processes leading ‘post-colonial’ deliberatiofdeiberative political (dis)order’

in ‘deliberative peacebuilding’
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The theory of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ will thdeduce a hypothetical mechanism on the
different causality between an internationally-{&dth’ external intervention) and a locally-
driven (‘without’ external intervention) approaahpgeacebuilding. While the internationally-
led ‘asymmetry’ in material and ideological poweswd undermine national/local
deliberative agencies’ attempts to meet the inétipsldifferences, the home-grown

‘symmetry’ would allow them to address these. Adaagly, a hypothetical mechanism of
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‘equifinality’ (making similar progress along diffent paths) in ‘deliberative peacebuilding

can be abstracted as deliberative agencies woolat adhybrid’ approach to a lasting

asymmetry among the international, the ‘modernitmall, and the ‘traditional’/societal

‘with’ external intervention, vis-a-vis an ‘agoristapproach to a relative symmetry in the

state-society relations ‘without’ external intertien. This hypothesis is illustrated in the

matrix of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ in a ‘hybrigath ‘with’ external intervention (the

lower curve) and in an ‘agonistic’ path ‘withoukternal intervention (the upper curve) in

transition over time (Figure 0.7).

Figure 0.7: Hypothetical mechanism of ‘equifinality’ eitheiittv or without external

intervention
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Methodology

For its empirical inquiry, the thesis sets outkbyg variables of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’
as follows: the pre-conditions for quantity and lgyan space and power in ‘post-colonial’
deliberation as the independent variables, theoouts of ‘deliberative political (dis)order’

as the dependent variables, and the contextuafjelan agential, structural, and cultural
conditions as the intervening variables, as wethasn-country political, economic and
social settings as the endogenous variables arekteenal interventions as the exogenous
variables. Since these variables are largely inééige and unquantifiable, the thesis employs
a qualitative, small-N, within-case and cross-cpsegess-tracing approach to the case
method given its methodological merit in studyimyptextual peculiarities, complexities, and
temporal and spatial variations in transition, desgome shortcomings, such as selection
bias, subjectivity, falsifiability, and a possibfgerruption in transition (e.g. King et al. 1994,
Brady et al. 2004, George et al. 2005). Also, tesis employs the comparative method due
to the research objective to examine similarity difirence in ‘deliberative peacebuilding’
in East Timor and Somaliland as well as its methagloal merit in enhancing
generalisability in the findings and suggestion®s€ social phenomena across time and
space (i.e. ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ in Eagh®i and Somaliland in this case) (Mackie et
al. 1995). In doing so, this thesis employs a comtidn of Mill's methods of agreement and
difference and the process-tracing approach tdigigha residual similarity (‘legitimation
problem’) causing the overall similarity (‘delibéiree political order’), as well as a critical
difference (whether ‘with’ or ‘without’ external iervention) causing the overall difference
(whether a ‘hybrid’ or an ‘agonistic’ path in theliberative process) (Skocpol 1984, Tilly
1997, George et al. 2005). These methodologicatebawill enable the researcher to
compare the cases of East Timor and Somalilandealiberative peacebuilding’, examine

causes for the ‘equifinality’, and abstract gerisadile findings and suggestions.
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After reviewing the methodological (dis)advantagés,thesis reviews the key issues in the
fieldwork, reviewing relationality between researchnd research context, and setting out
protocols and procedures for implementation in datkection and analysis. Firstly, |
examine the relationship between researcher aednes subject/object and its implications
for data collection, ethical and political impaaggential positionality and reflexivity, and the
verification of data and findings, and review thesenerit and challenge. | identified semi-
structured interviews as the principal techniqueditect primary data, for its strengths in
flexibility and openness (Leech 2002) for empiricajuiry about the complex hypothetical
mechanism (George et al. 2005, Hammett et al. 2@éx)ondly, | set out the protocols and
procedures for implementation. | gained full ap@ider research ethics on human subjects
from the University of Manchester in April 2015,danndertook a three-month fieldwork in
East Timor from 20 July 2015 to 3 September 20Ibiarsomaliland from 22 September
2015 to 28 October 2015. | set research sitesliraBd Hargeisa, the capital cities of East
Timor and Somaliland, and undertook a field vigithe two communities in East Timor,
although constraints of cost and security did flotxame to do this in Somaliland and thus
obliged me to replace it with document review. Fampling the participants, | identified
seven units in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation for ¢ent analysis, and 69 participants in semi-
structured interviews after assessing their relegda ‘post-colonial’ deliberation (i.e.
purposive/relevance sampling). My prior professi@ngerience in East Timor (from 2004
to 2006) and Somaliland (from 2011 to 2013) wasi@alarly helpful in identifying and
approaching the relevant interviewees and undetstgrihe context of interviews.
Acknowledging a complex relationality between reskar and research context, | set out the
interview and stress protocols in consideratioathfcs, health, and other risks.

Subsequently, | processed the collected data, gatid categorising them into the respective
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variables for content and unit analysis, in ordecdmpare and test the hypothetical

mechanism of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ in Eaghdr and Somaliland.

Key findings and suggestions

The review of the two cases identifies, among athitye following four points: 1) the risk of
international peacebuilding, 2) the risk of locabpebuilding, 3) the need for a coalition of
peacebuilding and development in theory and pracéind 4) the limitations of the
framework. First, whereas international organisajsuch as the UN and the OECD, have
promoted external intervention to war-torn socetieview of specific policy goals (e.qg.
Boutros-Ghali 1992, 1994, 1995, OECD 2005, WorlaB2011, see Chapter 1 (1-1)), their
(neo)liberal statebuilding in a ‘top-down’ approaonhreases the risk of reproducing the
vertical and horizontal inequalities/differenceslegjitimising politics, and thus resuming
political disorder in the post-colonial, post-cacificontext (see Chapter 1 (1-3) and
Conclusion (7-1 and 7-2)). This finding suggestt thternational peacebuilders should
acknowledge the role of deliberative interactiommteen and within the international and the
national/local agencies, and the power of thedatteonsent, resist, and cooperate with the
former, and thus adopt a multi-dimensional vievpoiver vis-a-vis a single-dimensional
view of coercion. Accordingly, they should modertite (neo)liberal/'modern’-centric
rationalisation for statebuilding, and enable taganal/local deliberators to address their
positions and needs in an emancipatory way. Thexefoe external power and idea in

intervening in conflict for peacebuilding should dréically interrogated.
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Second, in turn, the *hybrigiolity also increases the risk of (re)producing the
inequalities/differences as the dilemmas or sideetd of deliberation if they are not properly
addressed, given the empirical evidence of ‘failofethe ‘hybrid’ polity in Somaliland in
preventing violent conflict (see Conclusion (7-Hafh2)). This finding rejects any
romanticisation of the locally-driven indigenougpegach to peacebuilding vis-a-vis the UN-
led interventionist approach. Also, since ‘succ@s&eliberative peacebuilding’ requires a
complex mix of (pre)conditions and settings, angstremains precarious and conditional,
this finding suggests that further research isireguo refine the causal mechanism of
‘deliberative peacebuildingh theory, and explore the empirical evidence meottontexts in

practice (see Conclusion (7-3)).

Third, even if deliberation is proving ‘successfulleliberative peacebuildinghcreases the
risk of forming ‘new’inequalities/differences over time (see Conclugibd and 7-3)). This
finding suggests an urgent need to make an ingmiglinary coalition between
peacebuilding and development theory and praaticeder to address and meet the
remaining challenges in a transition from peacelngjto development despite their
different objectives (e.g. peace formation vs. ptyveeduction) and timeframe (e.g. medium
vs. long term) (e.g. Uvin 2002, Jantzi et al. 20@3hong other positions, it is important for
the critical strand of peacebuilding and developnséundies, due to their common normative
positions(e.g. upholding equality, legitimacy, justice),ciontend for an emancipatory
approach ‘from belowto allow the powerless to address their grievaacesneeds, and the

remaining challenges.
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Fourth, the theoretical framework, however, impligstations in relation to methodology
and positions, and thus requires further researchitically examine its fallacy and
falsification. Firstly, while the case method highits the explanatory effectiveness in
abstracting and retroducing social causality Beprge et al. 2005), a small-N comparison
between East Timor and Somaliland limits this thésigeneralising the
findings/suggestions, and applying them to othetexts. Secondly, the ontological and
normative positions view inequality and injusticethe causes of conflict, and political order
as the effect in ‘peace’, while undermining othergpectives on conflict and peace (e.g.
Richmond 2005b, Mac Ginty 2006). Also, while théadagical and epistemological
positions underline interactions between agencycttre, and culture, their change process
would not always be concerted and harmonious, fhemh aisconnected and contradictory due
to complexity in (pre)conditions and settings adgsihe system of ‘deliberative

peacebuilding’.

Contributions to theory and knowledge

This research will make contributions to theory &ndwledge, among others, in four
disciplinary areas: 1) peacebuilding studies, 2etgpment studies, 3) deliberation theory,
and 4) area studies. First, this thesis will adde/ao the critical strand in peacebuilding
studies. While the mainstream strand underlinesaipacity of the state in politico-economic
liberalisation and securitisation (a ‘capacity-lsisgpproach) (e.g. Boutros-Ghali 1992,
1994, 1995, OECD 2005, World Bank 2011, see Chdp(&rl and 1-2)), the critical strand
often contends for politico-societal equality, l@gacy, and justice, and thus explores
measures to meet them, such as re-distributingmadtivealth (e.g. Pugh et al. 2008),

addressing human security (e.g. Futamura et ab,Zlddjbakhsh 2011), empowering the
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civil society (e.g. Lederach 1997, Paffenholtz 204d exploring the customary governance
system (e.g. Boege et al. 2008) (a ‘legitimacy-tdaapproach). Sympathising with the latter,
this thesis constructs an emancipatory concepeliberation into peacebuilding studies
(‘deliberative peacebuilding’), highlighting thetaral role of human agency in hermeneutic
acts of deliberation so as to address the ‘legttongproblem’ with the
inequalities/differences in the non-Western, pasbitial context. This is because the theory
of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’, adopting the pmsitof critical realism (e.g. Bhaskar 1979,
Archer 1995, Jessop 2001), allows researchergtdigint agential reflexivity and interaction
with structure and culture in a dynamic processleliberative peacebuilding’, and thus
abstract more comprehensive findings and suggestian others, whether the mainstream
or the critical, which are often static and strualiy-focused. Moreover, this thesis
challenges the significant academic attention fmah internationally-led, interventionist
approach to peacebuilding, which undermines not anibcally-driven, indigenous approach
(Francis 2008), but also a rigorous comparison eetwthem. While Boege et al. (2008) have
attempted to do this, yet show a shortcoming i cetection (the duration of research

period), this thesis overcomes and adds value to it

Second, this thesis will also make a contributmddvelopment studies, identifying a gap
between peacebuilding and development studies.ifedbe urgent need to address the
remaining challenges in ‘deliberative peacebuildipgacebuilding and development studies
have faced not only internal competition in differeositions and paradigms, but also mutual
exclusion (e.g. Uvin 2002, Jantzi et al. 2009). M/peacebuilding studies tend to highlight
‘exit’ from (post-)conflict settings, developmertidies often underline ‘entry’ to a
development paradigm in poor yet stable settingslear disciplinary boundary will make

the two disciplines cost-effective, yet increaseribk of disintegrating and undermining
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research on the interface and transition betweangi®iilding and development. Given this,
challenges exist in 1) linking a critical strandp@acebuilding and development studies, and
2) stretching peacebuilding studies to the sudtégndevelopment phase, and development
studies to the post-conflict, fragile settings,sfteating an inter-disciplinary space where
peacebuilding and development studies addres&thaiming challenges in interface and
transition. With this aim, this thesis not only mdiies the remaining challenges, but also
encourages both disciplines to do further reseiaralm inter-disciplinary way, and challenge

the disciplinary boundary.

Third, this thesis will also contribute to delibgoa theory, proposing a new inter-
disciplinary theory of ‘deliberative peacebuildings reviewed above, this thesis newly
conceptualises ‘post-coloniadeliberation in attempt to apply this to addressheg
‘legitimation problem’ in the war-torn non-Westgmon/quasi)democracies given their
culture and (post-)colonial historicity (e.g. Balya®93, Mamdani 1996). This creation and
innovation of knowledge allows deliberation thetwmydemonstrate its epistemological utility,
applicability, inter-disciplinarity, and feasibifit While deliberation has been under-
researched in peacebuilding research or appliéeréiftly (e.g. Barnett 2006, Braithwaite et
al. 2012, on a ‘republicam@pproach to deliberation), the theory of ‘delibiet
peacebuildingin a critical tradition will make deliberation thgainter-disciplined to

examine a nexus between deliberation, legitimaicgt, @eace.

Fourth, moreover, this thesis will make a contiitbuto area studies. A number of studies on
peacebuilding have been made separately eitheash®Emor or in Somaliland, largely

focusing on the ‘failure(i.e. the UN'’s ‘failure’) in East Timor and the ‘stess’(i.e. the
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home-grown ‘success’) in Somaliland (e.g. Beau281, Chopra 2002, Bryden 2003,
Interpeace 2008), yet undermining the ‘succéss. the re-legitimation ‘success’) in East
Timor and the ‘failuref(i.e. the home-grown ‘failure’) in Somaliland, atietir remaining
challenges in a transition from peacebuilding teeligoment. This thesis not only sheds light
on the under-researched latter, but also intewithsthe well-researched former, and offers a
new and holistic explanation and understandingne$¢ across time and space. While Boege
et al. (2008) are among the few to have done s@aaatively, their research has shown a
shortcoming in case selection (i.e. the duratioreséarch period only focusing dailure’

in East Timor and ‘successi Somaliland). It is examining both ‘failureahd ‘successed
peacebuilding in East Timor and Somaliland thatordy enhances generalisability in the

findings and suggestions, but also adds valuetéodisciplinary area studies.

The organisation of the chapters

Finally, the organisation of the subsequent chapgeas follows. Chapter 1 unpacks the key
policies and discourses in contemporary internatipeacebuilding and explores gaps in
mainstream peacebuilding research. First, it resithg UN and OECD’s policy narratives
and sets out three theoretical models of internatipeacebuilding: liberal, statebuilding, and
societal models. This theoretical review identities ‘legitimacy gap’ in the mainstream
(neo)liberal statebuilding upon procedural demasasibn, growth-centred development, and
the securitisation of the state, and its causeagfieg political legitimacy and effect on
recurring conflict in the recipient countries. Sedpthe chapter then briefly reviews classic
debates on social contract and legitimacy, ancaging attention given to deliberation so as
to meet the ‘legitimation crisis’ in the Westerbdral democracies. The application of

deliberation to peacebuilding has, however, bawitdd to a republican approach and largely
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under-researched. This implies room for concegiraideliberation in an emancipatory
approach to peacebuilding. Accordingly, Chapteostructs a theoretical framework of
‘deliberative peacebuilding’. It identifies the géimation problem’ in the non-Western, post-
colonial context due to its culture and (post-)oab historicity, and the need to contextualise
the ‘Euro-based’ deliberation for its applicatianatddressing it. The chapter then
conceptualises ‘post-colonial’ deliberation, lirtkgs to ‘deliberative political order’ as a
‘positive’ peace in the framework of ‘deliberatigpeacebuilding’, and also abstracts a
hypothetical mechanism of different causality ieliderative peacebuilding’. It then reviews
strengths and weakness in this new framework. @n&oexplores the methods for empirical
inquiry about ‘deliberative peacebuilding’. It iddies the key variables in the causal
mechanism of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’, and eoils for the methodological choice of
case and comparative methods. It then appliegdnesfvork to comparing the cases of East
Timor and Somaliland and formulates the key fial@stions. It finally reviews relationality
between researchers and research contexts, amLiséie key protocols and procedures for

the implementation of the fieldwork.

Chapter 4 reviews the cultural and historical backgds of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ in
East Timor and Somaliland. The chapter highlighésdverall similarities in causing the
‘legitimation problem’ in a transition from colowigon to de/post-colonisation (yet also
acknowledging the contextual differences). Fitsg, ¢thapter examines the cultural
background, underlining the societal structure @@gimology, the societal practice of
deliberation, and the implications for ‘post-colahdeliberation. Second, it reviews the
historical background for the (post-)colonial impan (de)forming and exacerbating the
vertical (state-society) and horizontal (‘moderhityadition’) inequalities/differences in East

Timor and Somaliland towards the end of their ondlrs. Subsequently, Chapters 5 and 6
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examine the political and societal foregroundsefreltrans-forming the ‘legitimation
problem’ with the inherited inequalities/differeisca ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ in East
Timor (Chapter 5) and Somaliland (Chapter 6) reBpely. While the chapters underline the
overall differences, they also focus on the sirti&s in processing ‘equifinality’.
Accordingly, both chapters are divided into threet®ns: 1) the first phase of building peace
(i.e. forming a ‘deliberative politicalisorder’ in East Timor from 1999 to 2002, and forming
a ‘deliberative political order’ in Somaliland frob®91 to 1993), 2) the second phase of
recurring conflict (i.e. deteriorating a ‘delibarke political disorder’ in East Timor from

2002 to 2007, and deforming a ‘deliberative pdditiorder’ in Somaliland from 1993 to
1997), and 3) the third phase of re-building pgaeeforming a ‘deliberative political order’
in East Timor from 2007 to 2012, and reforming @lifderative political order’ in Somaliland
from 1997 to 2005). Adopting the same structurefanghat in the longitudinal analysis
enables this thesis to highlight the differenceg. (@xogenous input: ‘with’ and ‘without’
external intervention) and the similarities (e.gdegenous setting with ‘legitimation
problem’ and ‘equifinality’ towards ‘deliberativeofitical order’) in ‘deliberative
peacebuilding’ in East Timor and Somaliland. Finathe Conclusion abstracts findings and
suggestions from reviewing the cases, seeking asswéhe research questions, and
exploring implications for research and policy dindtations of the framework. First, the
chapter reviews the two cases comparatively anchimes the relevance of the hypothetical
mechanism to the empirical evidence and its pladitgibSecond, it explains the causal
mechanisms of the ‘failureind the ‘successh ‘deliberative peacebuildingh East Timor

and Somaliland. Third, it addresses the key chgélerfor peacebuilding research and policy
and the application of the framework to other crtgteThe analysis and discussions enrich
the findings and suggestions for a ‘legitimacy-lths@proach to peacebuilding, vis-a-vis a

‘capacity-based’ approach which has dominatedemtlainstream theory and practice.
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Chapter 1: Leading to ‘deliberative peacebuilding’:unpacking the key policy narratives

and the theoretical models, and analysing gaps

Introduction

This first chapter aims to unpack the key poli@ad discourses in contemporary
international peacebuilding, and identify and asalgaps in mainstream peacebuilding
research. International peacebuilding has beermirted in various ways, such as a
‘measure to build a positive peace’ (Galtung 19®}tion for democratisation and
development’ (Boutros-Ghali 1992), ‘statebuildig@ECD 2005), ‘conflict resolution and
mediation upon diplomacy’ (Lederach 1997), andettdd peace’ (Duffield 2001, Richmond
2005b, Mac Ginty 2006). This variation indicateattthere is no universally accepted
concept and definition of peacebuilding (Barnetle2007). Instead of re-defining such a
contentious concept as peacebuilding, this chapi@mines the key policy discourses of
peacebuilding in the global policy space, unpabkstheoretical models, whether supportive
or critical, and identifies the ‘legitimacy gap’ ihe mainstream research and practice. It then
reviews contentions on legitimacy and deliberatmmeet the ‘legitimacy crisis’ in the
Western liberal democracies, yet limitations inlgipy this to address the ‘legitimacy gap’
(e.g. Barnett 2006 on republican deliberation). @&dingly, this chapter is composed of three
sections. The first section examines the policyataes of the UN and OECD on
peacebuilding. The UN is the key international péadlder, assembling and representing the
voices of all member states including both inteersrand intervened, while the OECD is
more exclusive, due to its organisational objectiveffer policy advice for a small clique of
donor states (major interveners). The different imership compositions and organisational

objectives result in contrasting perspectives acpbuilding. The second section reviews
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relevant theories that are both supportive anétatiof the global policy narratives. In order
to do so, the section constructs three causal reotle liberal, 2) a statebuilding, and 3) a
societal model, in order to unpack the global potlscourses. While the first two are
supportive of the UN and OECD policy discourses, |ttter offers an alternative perspective
to the former, mainly based upon a critical perspecThe third section examines gaps in
the mainstream peacebuilding research. It argwsatharrow understanding of the form of
democracy and development in the mainstream (feodi statebuilding causes a ‘legitimacy
gap’ in peacebuilding theory and practice. A subsegreview of the arguments of
legitimacy indicates deliberation as a potentidiltan the ‘legitimation crisis’ in the

Western liberal democracies, yet it has seldom bggtied to the mainstream research of
peacebuilding. Although a republican approach tibdetion in peacebuilding (Barnett
2006) is one such attempt, its state/elite-centew suggests a theoretical need for a more

critical approach to deliberation in peacebuilding.

1-1. Key policy narratives for peacebuilding

This first section briefly reviews the conceptsarid approaches to peacebuilding, which
have been dominant in the global policy space, sisafnie UN and OECD. The UN has
developed a discourse of peacebuilding, centrindesnocratisation and development, and
their nexus to peace (Boutros-Ghali 1992, 19945)198s the UN extended peace operations
across the globe, in particular, after the enchefG@old War, its field operations have often
faced the resumption and escalation of violentlgzirih such countries as Somalia, Rwanda,
and Bosnia in the 1990s (UN 2001). While the UN inadertaken measures for operational
reform in the new millennium (UN 2000), the OECID@B) has been increasingly assertive

in an interventionist approach to securitising geac
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1-1-1. The UN'’s discourse

In An Agenda for Pead@outros-Ghali 1992), the UN introduces peacelngds one of the
key responses to an increasingly insecure wortberpost-Cold-War era, and defines it as
‘action to identify and support the structures vihill tend to strengthen and solidify peace
in order to avoid a relapse into conflict’ (Boutt@bali 1992: para 21). However, this simple
definition hardly answers ‘which action, structyrasd peace’ are to be undertaken.
SubsequentlyAgenda for Developme(Boutros-Ghali 1994) anflgenda for
Democratisation(Boutros-Ghali 1995) specify the policy goals ebpebuilding as to
establish procedural democracy and economic graamith link political and economic
liberalisation and peace. The critical strand, heweassociates this normalisation of the
‘liberal peace’ with the hegemony of power and glgathe global policy space, and the
emergence of a new form of liberal imperialismriternational peacebuilding (Duffield

2001, Bellamy et al. 2004, Pugh 2004, Richmond BQ8fac Ginty 2006).

The post-Cold-War international peacebuilding ie ##990s, however, generated mixed
results. The UN itself acknowledges both ‘succeéqses. EI Salvador, Mozambique) and
‘failures’ (e.g. Somalia, Rwanda, Balkans) (UN 20R13). Empirical studies indicate that,
while 72% of the countries that hosted UN operatifstom 1988 to 2002 ended up with
authoritarian regimes (Call et al. 2003: 234), helalf of them returned to conflict within
five years (Collier et al. 2003). In response, Wi takes a more expansive approach. In
Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Opena(lUN 2000), known as the Brahimi
Report, the UN redefines peacebuilding as ‘acésitindertaken on the far side of conflict to
reassemble the foundations of peace... somethingsthadre than just the absence of war’

(UN 2000: para 13), and ‘thus, peace-building idekt...reintegrating former combatants;
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the rule of law...; respect for human rights...; denaticrdevelopment... ; and conflict
resolution and reconciliation’ (UN 2000: para 1Bjoadening measures for human rights
and reconciliation in addition to democratisatiow @evelopment can be interpreted as the
consolidating dominance of ‘liberal peace’ in thebgl policy space, ignoring its
foundational critiques (Pugh 2013) or underplayimg dilemmas (Paris 2004, 2009).
Moreover, the UN trivialises the ‘failure’ as maeagent problems with a) funding and
budget; b) programming; c) operational capacityg dnweak coordination, and highlights
measures for reform, including the organisatioeélup of Peacebuilding Commission,
Peacebuilding Support Office, and PeacebuildingdRuiN 2005). The critical strand
contends that this ‘problem-solving’ approach cmnis to mask the hegemony of ‘liberal

peace’ in the UN policy space and practice (Bellangl. 2004, Pugh 2004, 2013).

1-1-2. The OECD’s discourse

Even while the outcomes of peace operations desteid in the 2000s, with arguably more
than 90% of external interventions ‘failintp prevent recurring conflict (Call 2012: 2), the
OECD, an exclusive policy forum for the Westernustiialised states, has increasingly
vocalised its concern about the role of the stafeiacebuilding. Whereas the UN’s discourse
tends to be less interventionist due to its wiggesentation, the OECD’s discourse is more
specific with its aim to offer policy advice for dor states (major interveners).Pninciples

for Good International Engagement in Fragile StageSituations(OECD 2005)the OECD
synthesises peacebuilding with statebuilding, argdor ‘strengthening the capacity of states
to fulfil their core functions’ (OECD 2005 para 3Yhile this does not specify ‘which
statehood’ and ‘how’ it is supported, an influehtiaice has emerged to transfer/transplant

the Western statehood into the ‘failed’ states (fyakna 2005). Subsequently,Whole of
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Government Approaches to Fragile Staf@&CD 2006), the OECD identifies a ‘whole-of-
government’ approach to interconnectdiglomacy,defence, andevelopment (i.e. 3D)
given its nexus with peace (OECD 2005, 2006). Bazgd. (2008) interpret this as
modelling ‘Western statehood’ in a ‘top-down’ apach to securitising peace. In practice,
however, evidence shows the negative implicatidriben‘top-down’ approach for
undermining the local political economy (Duffiel@@1) and the customary governance
system (Boege et al. 2008). Moreover, the secatitis of peace causes coordination
problems between diplomats, security and developexgencies in policy-making and
implementation (Duffield 2001, Chandler 2007). Morer, the OECD (2005) regards civil
society as a complement to the state, arguingdahdtsociety has a key role both in
demanding good governance and in service deli({@¥CD 2005: para 3). Yet limiting the
civil society to service delivery is criticized asdermining a ‘critical’ role of societal actors
in civic emancipation and social movement (Duffid@D7, Pugh 2010, Richmond 2011a), as

well as in sustaining peace at the local level dradh 1997).

Other than the UN and OECD, bilateral and multi@tagencies have adopted different
definitions and concepts of peacebuilding, reflegtheir respective mandates, history,
interests, and worldviews (Barnett et al. 2007Y. &@mple, the World Bank and the IMF
focus on economic and financial ‘reconstructionhjile the UNDP emphasises socio-
economic recovery. Accordingly, a need for inteefagnl policy co-ordination is identified at
multiple levels, not only at the global level (URQ), but also at the national level (Paris
2009). However, the top-down and normative appreatb peacebuilding, which are
commonly adopted by the interveners, are exclusingeignorant of, and even conflictive
with, the intervened and the locally-driven iniivass for peacebuilding, which are often

invisible and hidden from the eyes of the intervsr{e.g. Francis 2008). Local evidence
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shows that the imposition of external interventodten aggrieves the intervened, who are not
merely ‘out there’ but able to resist the intervsriarough various tactics, such as armed
insurgency, revolt, civil disobedience, and nortipgration (Richmond 2011a, Mac Ginty

2011, 2012).

1-2. Three models of peacebuilding

In view of the global policy narratives, this sed@ection constructs three causal models for
peacebuilding, and assembles the relevant theakgirces under the models with the aim of
unpacking the key contentions of peacebuilding. thihee models are: 1) a liberal, 2) a
statebuilding, and 3) a societal model. The fingi &re supportive of the UN and OECD
discourses, while the latter is alternative orieaitof the former. Each model is composed of
several critical paths which show causality betwesunse and effect, since no single theory is
able to holistically explain peacebuilding. Fiitste liberal model is based on the liberal
pacifism: that political and economic liberalisaticauses a liberal form of peace (Rummel
1983, 1995, Doyle 1983, Russett 1993). Yet a libsrapticism, such as the ‘dark side’ of
liberalism (Mann 2005), argues that liberalisatxacerbates political and economic
inequalities and destabilises the state and thetydéiuntington 1968, 1991, Snyder 2000,
Stewart 2000, Cramer 2006, Keen 2008). Secondciasisy liberalisation with crisis,
statebuilding discourses emerge. While the consigevapproach supports the securitisation
of the state for peace (Huntington 1968, 1991)jnk#tutionalist promotes the
institutionalisation of the state for peace (Caeo$t2002), setting policy goals such as
‘institutionalisation before liberalisation’ (Pai2904) and ‘good’ governance for peace
(World Bank 2011). These propositions generallyhhgit the capacity of the state, while

often undermining the role of the society as a naeraplement to the state (World Bank
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2011). Third, the critical strand, however, relates mainstream (neo)liberal statebuilding to
the crowding out of societal initiatives (Boegeakt2008) and provoking societal resistance
and resentment (Mac Ginty 2010, Richmond 2011a)tledause for another form of crisis.
They alternatively underline an emancipatory apginda peacebuilding, highlighting a
local/societal role in building a locally/socialképhesive form of peace (Chopra et al. 2004,

Barnett 2006, Mac Ginty 2010, Richmond 2011a).

1-2-1. The liberal model

This sub-section reviews the liberal model linkihg causal paths from an open economy to
a liberal form of peace through economic developgraed democracy. The liberal model is
based on the following narratives: an open econleags to economic development through
growth; economic development interacts with thenfation, maintenance and consolidation
of democracy; and both democracy and economic dprent respectively contribute to
forming a liberal form of peace (i.e. ‘liberal ‘pas). The model is thus composed of four
paths as follows: 1) a path from an open econongctmomic development, 2) an interaction
between economic development and democracy, 3hdnoen democracy to peace, and 4) a
path from economic development to peace (Figurg Likeral pacifism and optimism (e.g.
Doyle 1983, Russett 1993, Rummel 1995) have bemmeter, increasingly challenged by
liberal scepticism associating liberalisation witinflict (e.g. Snyder 2000, Stewart 2000,
Mann 2005). Accordingly, this sub-section reviewshbeconomic and political accounts of

peace, examining liberal pacifism, optimism, anels$icism respectively.
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Figure 1.1 Liberal model (adapted from Hegre et al. 20038)25

1 4
An open economy :> Economic developmen Peace
{3
3
Democracy

1-2-1-1. Economic accounts of the liberal peace

The link between economic liberalisation and paactrongly influenced by modernisation
theory. While classical economists, such as Smmth@obden, have viewed an open
economy as the key condition for industrialisator economic growth, Rostow (1971), an
early modernisation theorist, extends this, argtivag wealth and benefits from economic
growth will gradually trickle down from the rich tbe poor in the process of modernisation.
He then relates economic development to peaceingr¢fuat economic development reduces
poverty, improves the standard of living, and tmakes human relations more peaceful
(Rostow 1971). Given that industrialised nationgehisng maintained domestic stability
(Collier et al. 1998, Henderson et al. 2000, EBieig 2000, De Soysa 2002, Fearon et al.
2003), the modernisation theorist often identifieserty as the key cause of civil warfare to
motivate the political elite to exploit the stateseek rent (Fearon et al. 2003), or reduce the
cost to mobilise the poor to join violence (Collegral. 1998, De Soysa 2002). Accordingly,
Collier (2007) argues that poverty reduction isrmest effective tool for breaking the

‘conflict trap’ and building peace in poor coungi@ven at the cost of external interventions.
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However, economic growth does not guarantee anl éigiabution of national wealth.

While Kuznets (1955) highlights inequality as aeseffect of modernisation, deforming the
mode of production from small-farming in the ‘tradnal’ societies where surplus was
minimal to large-industries in the ‘modern’ soaéstiwhich introduce hierarchy to labour
forces, Olson (1963) argues that modernisationrisels the ‘modern’ societies between a
few ‘winners’ and many ‘losers’. Empirical evidensgggests that the ‘trickle-down’ from
the rich to the poor does not take place universaitl this results in increasing inequality
even as the economy grows (UNDP 1990). Increasiaguality raises concerns about
insecurity. While Apter (1987), from a Marxist ptish, contends that industrial innovation
marginalises the economically weak and turns th@mriebels, Sen (1974) relates inequality
to political conflict, saying ‘the relation betwegerequality and rebellion is indeed a close
one, and it runs both ways (1974: 1)'. More reger8tewart (2000) conceptualises
‘horizontal inequality’ with multiple dimensions afequality, such as economic, political,
and social, and argues that conflict is causedy@overty as intra-group heterogeneity (i.e.
vertical inequality), but by polarised animositysbd upon cultural causes such as ethnicity
and religion (i.e. horizontal inequality). Subsenjille empirical studies have contended for
the inequality-insecurity nexus (Berdal et al. 2008tby 2008, Murshed et al. 2009), vis-a-
vis the poverty-insecurity nexus (Collier et al989De Soysa 2002). The complex
dimensions of inequality suggest that researchooiflict requires a multi-dimensional

analysis of the political economy (Cramer 2006, iK2608).

1-2-1-2. Political accounts of the liberal peace

Rostow (1971) further contends that economic ariitigad developments are mutually

interactive and enhancing. Inspired by this, Ligd4669) relates economic development to
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democracy: ‘the more well-to-do a nation, the grettie chances that it will sustain
democracy’ (1959: 75). Similarly, Przeworski et(@000) contend that economic
development helps to sustain democracy: ‘wealtlwntizes tend to be democratic, not
because democracies emerge as a consequence ofmecaevelopment under dictatorship,
but because, however they emerge, democraciesiarie more likely to survive in affluent
societies’ (2000: 137). In turn, Sen (1999) indésademocracy’s contribution to economic
development, crediting democracy with: a) enhanbimgan capacities; and b) encouraging
citizens to identify and conceptualise their neaasl claim them from their political leaders.
Empirical studies support a nexus between indlisgizon and democratisation (Collier et
al. 1998, De Soysa 2002). However, the debate welaemental state in view of the ‘Asian
Tigers’ indicates a contradiction between growtt dittatorship, challenging the concurrent

view of growth and democracy (Leftwich 2008).

A nexus between democracy and peace is often auadnonadic and dyadic basis: while
the former asserts the peaceful nature of democtiaeyatter contends that democracies
seldom fight each other. From a monadic perspediuenmel (1983) argues the institutional
rationality of democracy. Procedural arrangemehtiemocracy, such as elections and
parliamentary politics, raise the cost of viole(iiller et al. 1990, Benson et al. 1998) and
urge political leaders to solve political tensiavithout violence (Rummel 1983). However,
the nexus between democracy and peace ignoredaheside of democracy’ (Mann 2005).
While elections intensify political competition beten elites, they may urge them to exploit
social identity (Horowitz 1993, Gurr 1994, Snydé@08), or allow winners to take all and
make winners and losers confrontational (Lijph&T2). Moreover, Rummel (1995)
underlines the liberal tolerance of pluralism amel tendency to decentralise power, in

contrast to the authoritarian regimes that coneémpower and increase the risk of state-
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sponsored mass murder. He argues that ‘power &ilid,absolute power kills absolutely.
Democracy is a general method of non-violence’ (R@in1995: 25-26). Yet the dichotomy
between democracy and dictatorship ignores denisicrgidemocracy. Empirical evidence
suggests that democratising democracies are mone po violent conflict than either liberal
democracies or authoritarian regimes (Hegre é(0fl1, Rotberg 2002, Vreeland 2008,
Cederman et al. 2010). Democratisation has vasouam-political impacts, such as making
societal actors conscious of their class and istered active in social movements and
political contests, and increasing inter-class cetitipn and conflicts of interest (Moore
1969, Rueschemeyer et al. 1992). Excessive sooihilisation may increase the risk of civil
disorder if democratisation outpaces the instihalsation of the state (Huntington 1968).
Also, democratisation can destabilise power retatioetween the ruler and the opposition,
unbalancing the costs of repression and tolerati@hallowing the opposition to challenge
the ruler if the ruler’s cost of repression incesaer the cost of toleration decreases (Dahl
1971: 15-16). Accordingly, while both democracies authoritarian regimes are able to
exploit forces and effective institutions, demoisiag democracies compromise both
(Huntington 1968, Dahl 1971), and thus increaseitfieof internal contradictions and

conflict (Muller et al. 1990, Benson et al 1998 t€xaet al. 2006).

From a dyadic perspective, Doyle (1983) argues'tjuatd’ morality and culture based on a
‘good’ constitution prevents democracies from fighteach other. Yet while Bueno de
Mesquita et al. (1992) focus more on the humawomatity of democratic leaders who focus
on the cost-benefit analysis of warfare, Russ&®3] agrees that a rational calculation deters
a decision for warfare and creates room for netiotialn this connection, he proposes an
institutional constraint of democracy that prevdaggiers from going to war, arguing that ‘a

structure of division of powers, checks and balare# make it difficult for political leaders
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to go to war’ (Russett 1993: 38). At the globaldg\Russett et al. (2001) contend that the
cosmopolitan frameworks and organisations, su¢hekeague of Nations and the United
Nations, function as ‘pacific unions’ to preventlanediate interstate warfare (Russett et al.
2001). This claim can be, however, refuted by #et that the international organisations
were mostly powerless in front of power politics,the UN itself admits (Boutros-Ghali
1992). Moreover, Russett et al. (2001) argue tlegt frade will increase economic
interdependence between democracies and reduciskied interstate warfare. Capitalists
who benefit from foreign trade and investment wikkss political leaders to secure their
economic interests in peace. In this extensionleathe discourse of the ‘capitalist peace’
emerges (Gartzke 2007, Schneider et al. 2010),dyseSet al. (2010) argue that the states
‘captured’ by capitalists effectively repress im&rdissent and avoid conflict through the
‘hidden hand’ (2010: 295). However, these dyadines are increasingly irrelevant to
contemporary peacebuilding, since its causes astlynelated not to inter-state but to intra-

state conflict after the end of the Cold War (Mant 2006).

1-2-2. The statebuilding model

Within both liberal optimism and scepticism, thatebuilding discourse emerges to highlight
the role of the state in democratisation and ecandevelopment for peace (Figure 1.2) in
such measures for intervening and containing aadided liberalisation (e.g. Huntington
1991, Fukuyama 2005) and consolidating and promgaifurther (neo)liberalisation (e.qg.
Carothers 2002, World Bank 2011). In turn, increggiriticism of external intervention for
statebuilding as exacerbating political, economig societal tensions in the recipient

countries (e.g. Duffield 2001, Bellamy et al. 200dckham 2004, Paris 2004) suggests that
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‘international involvement in the reconstructionvedir-torn states is Janus-faced’ (Luckham

2004: 483). This sub-section thus reviews contestfor statebuilding and their critiques.

Figure 1.2 Statebuilding model
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1-2-2-1. State interventions for democratisation ashdevelopment

The statebuilding discourse views the state astladler of democratisation from various
positions, including: 1) a conservative positiopag institutionalist position, and 3)
contention for external intervention. First, theservative contends for the role of state in
securitising democratisation. While Weber (199g)timises the monopoly of the state in the
use of forces, Tilly (1975) applies this to defistatebuilding as a process of establishing
the ‘superiority of the state’ over other entitighin a territory (1975: 71), as well as a
measure for enforcing the rule of law and secud@gocracy. Given the increasing risk of
insecurity in democratising democracies, Huntindtt®68, 1991) argues that the
democratising state should be more coercive angssjve of the unruly society, employing
force as an effective measure to swiftly completedemocratic ‘transition’. Extending this,
Fukuyama (2005) advocates using force to contairiféliled’ state as a hotbed of terrorists.
Second, as opposed to securitising peace, thalilestitutionalist underlines the

institutionalisation and bureaucratisation of stgehe priority of democratisation. Carothers
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(2002, 2006) argues for ‘the end of transition daga’, rejecting continuous coercion in the
democratic ‘transition’ (Huntington 1968, 1991) aswdygesting that carefully-crafted
institutions prevent ‘despotic’ leaders from takpgwver, yet allow ‘good’ leaders to promote
both security and democratisation simultaneouslyuin, Paris (2004) examines the risk of
insecurity in a ‘quick-and-dirty’ approach to imetional peace operations. His proposition
for ‘institutionalisation before liberalisation’ lsased on his view of a premature
liberalisation as the cause of insecurity by eXaatng electoral competition and
jeopardising economic reconstruction (Paris 2094}.Ottaway (2002) is cautious about
institutionalisation, differentiating it from a meecreation of organisations, and underlining
its conditions for socio-political culture, histognd context. Third, these advocates for
statebuilding largely support external interventiondemocratic transition or promotion
(Huntington 1991, Paris 2004, Fukuyama 2005, CarstB006). While Paris (2004) insists
on enlarging intervention in duration and footpri@hesterman (2004) contends for the UN'’s
transitional administration, stating that the ‘beslent’ foreign autocracy is better than local
predators capturing a political vacuum. Krasne0@Gurther endorses ‘sharing
sovereignty’, where external forces take up thénat sovereignty of a ‘failed’ state for an
indefinite period of time. In contrast, Herbst (BQ)Argues to ‘let them fail’ given that

external intervention enables the ‘failed’ statesinerge and survive.

On the other hand, economists argue for economasures by the state, including a) ‘good’
governance and b) the securitisation of developnterst, the World Bank focuses on ‘good’
governance in statebuilding. In response to csiticagainst the structural adjustment
programmes in the 1970s and 1980s as leading tresimations to economic and financial
crises (e.g. Van de Walle 2001, Hartzell et al. ®0the World Bank (1991) attributes the

‘failure’ in peacebuilding to the ‘weak’ state iitations, and argues for ‘good’ governance
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and its nexus in economic development (1991: i)reMecently, the World Bank (2011) has
extended the nexus of ‘good’ governance to segurtigitending that ‘strengthening
legitimate institutions and governance for citizecurity [coercion], justice [the rule of law],
and jobs [service delivery] is crucial to breaklegcof violence’ (2011: 2); ‘institutional
transformation and good governance [is thus] cetdrthese processes’ (2011: 11). The
discourse on a governance-security nexus becaméagriged outside the World Bank
(Collier et al. 1998, De Soysa 2002, Fearon €@03). Second, in this connection,
contentions for diverting developmental aid to siginave emerged. While Sachs (2001), a
senior advisor to the UN, urges donors to boostaigdecurity, arguing that global inequality
causes insecurity in the South, Collier (2008)adwisor to the World Bank, concurs that
‘bad’ governance and poverty are the key causeslapse into conflict after international
peacebuilding, contending for the ‘securitisatibr@evelopment’. Assembling these
contentions, Zoellick (2008), the then PresiderthefWorld Bank, urges donors to ‘secure
development - bring security and development tagdihst to smooth the transition from
conflict to peace’ (2008: 69). The discourse of‘#eeuritisation of development’ creates a
new field of developmental aid for security. In ieypmenting this, Collier (2007) promotes a
‘quick-and-dirty’ approach to statebuilding. He aeg that the war economy and poverty trap
should be swiftly fixed or destroyed, and replabgdhe new economy with a massive influx
of external intervention, and if necessary, eveihwie force. Following his advice, the

World Bank (2011) urges the Western donors to duidlsburse aid for securitisation.

1-2-2-2. Criticism of external interventions to stéebuilding

However, external intervention in statebuildingibject to much criticism due to the mixed

results in practice. While some insist on contedlifficulty as causing external intervention
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to ‘fail’ (e.g. Fukuyama 2005), others argue dileasnand contradictions in it (Luckham
2004, Paris 2009). The latter include competing$dend actors in statebuilding (Paris 2009,
2010), and asymmetry in power relations betweenriteeveners and the intervened
(Chandler 2010b). First, the broad range of astiziand complexity in statebuilding makes it
difficult for the interveners to coordinate andranise their ideas and activities. For
example, the interveners could face multiple dileamrm the field operations, such as tension
in different timeframes and aims between diplonaaid development and security agencies
(Youngs 2008). Accordingly, Paris (2010) proposgsndial coordination and harmonisation
between donor agencies to improve aid effectiveaadssave’ external intervention for
statebuilding from dilemmas and contradictions.ddelc asymmetry between the interveners
and the intervened is also contentious (Chandl202D Critiques view a top-down,
internationally-led statebuilding project, the ‘sisn civilisatrice’ (Paris 2002), as the new
governmentality of imposing a Western statehoathénnon-Western context. This neo-
colonialist approach to external intervention dicimises the positions of the interveners and
the intervened (Duffield 2001, Bellamy et al. 20@handler 2004, Pugh 2004, Richmond
2004). The domination of the interveners in thédf@perations will increase the risk not only
of marginalising the intervened, but also of ergdimcal societal cohesion between the
intervened and as a result, the political legitiynatthe interveners. Duffield (2001) warns
that ‘a common strand within liberal governance. desthe cohesion of society’s culture,
customs and traditions...to transform societiesabale, including the beliefs and attitudes
of the people concerned’ (2001: 123). Chandler [2@@milarly posits an ideational tension
between the global policy norms and the local tiealin the non-Western context. The
significant asymmetry in power and ideas betweeririterveners and the intervened,
however, leaves the latter not merely out theréphlien ‘resisting’ (Scott 1990). Empirical

evidence suggests that the intervened often condwwh challenge the interveners (Mac
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Ginty 2010, Pugh 2010, Richmond 2011a, ChandleBR@nd make the interveners aware
of local resistance (Mac Ginty 2011). In this sessene critiques thus even contend for
scrapping liberal statebuilding and confronting attgmpt to ‘save’ it (Jahn 2007, Cooper et

al. 2011, Tadjbakhsh 2011, cf. Paris 2010).

1-2-3. The societal model

These contentions on external intervention forestaitding urge both liberal and critical
strands to increase their attention to, and re¢ognof, the civil society and its contribution
to peacebuilding. However, their views of the csakiety are diverse. While the mainstream
liberals view the civil society as a third sectomplementary to the state in service delivery
(e.g. World Bank 2011), the critical strand undemsis the civil society as the ‘critical’
agency able to contest and challenge the interseared the state as their subject (e.g. Mac
Ginty 2010, Pugh 2010, Richmond 2011a, ChandleBRAnother model thus highlights
the role of societal agencies in democratisatiahdevelopment (Figure 1.3). Yet the recent
epistemological exploration of grassroots agentiepeacebuilding highlights not only its
merits but also the controversial nature of thalléavil’ society (e.g. Belloni 2001, Schaefer
2010). Accordingly, this sub-section reviews cotitars for a societal contribution to

peacebuilding and its local reality.
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Figure 1.3 Societal model
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1-2-3-1. Societal contributions to democratisatioand development

The civil society is viewed variously, among othérem an associational and an
emancipatory perspective (Lewis 2002a, Chandhok& ,2Bpurk 2010). The associational
position interprets the civil society as a schdal@emocracy (Tocqueville 1994), arguing that
democracy works when the civil society networksacengagement and interactions
horizontally, and nurtures social trust and bondPgtnam 1993). Putnam (1993) calls this
civic quality ‘social capital’. He regards the digociety as aiming to maintain and strengthen
a peaceful relationship between citizens; ‘the dessch networks in a community, the more
likely that its citizens will be able to cooper&be mutual benefit’ (Putnam 1993: 173), as
well as to complement the state; ‘strong socigtpng state’ (Putnam 1993: 176). Echoing
the associational view, the liberal interpretsaivél society positively as able to promote
democracy (Carother et al. 2000) and to train aadiate local populations for a sustainable
peace (Lederach 1997), or more neutrally as atsbtiatchdog’ to balance the state
(Belloni 2001, Spurk 2010). In contrast, the empatory position sees the civil society as
able to challenge the state and explore socidatpustVhile Gramsci (1971) views the civil

society as the political arena where the stateksites its ideological hegemony over
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populations, the hegemony of the state is contlestatdl challengeable. Habermas (1989),
for instance, regards the civil society as the igidphere where societal agencies generate an
‘unbiased’ discourse through communicative actwnich is legitimate to challenge the
state. This emancipatory perspective is criticdhefhegemony of the state, and legitimises
social movements to challenge the state and utgehi¢ar societal voices and ensure social
justice (Howell et al. 2001). These two distin@ws of civil society, one as a complement or
balancer to the state in the associational/libéeal vis-a-vis as a contender or challenger to
the state in the emancipatory/critical view, araftictive and contentious. However, donors
in peacebuilding are often selective and suppodfthe former as a safe choice that is less
political and more technical in practice (Howell&t2001). The critical strand challenges
such a ‘tamed’ approach of international peacebusido the civil society, arguing that the
‘de-politicisation’ or ‘NGO-isation’ masks the idg@nal and power hegemony of liberal
statebuilding (Richmond 2005a, Duffield 2007). &&d, the critical strand underlines the
‘critical’ capacity and role of the local civil sty in bringing about socio-political change
from below. While Mac Ginty (2010), for example ntends for local societal actors to
confront and challenge the elite politics, Chan{®€12) urges donors to support the
‘resilient’ capacity in the society. A variety gbaroaches are proposed for a societal
contribution to peacebuilding, including 1) a paigatory, 2) a hybrid, and 3) a republican

approach.

First, Chopra et al. (2004) propose a participatotgrvention. They argue that ‘traditional’
societal structures can coexist with, or even exvtiivough, ‘modern’ political structures in
democratic politics, given the political role playey traditional leaders in Afghanistan, East
Timor, and Somalia. ‘There is never a vacuum of @own the ground... traditional structures

evolve, social organization is redefined, and pe@pintinue to survive, filling the space’
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(Chopra et al. 2004: 298). Papagianni (2008) exdehid, arguing that civic participation
even improves political legitimacy in war-torn st Second, Mac Ginty (2010) and
Richmond (2011a) promote ‘hybridisation’ as intéi@t and integration of ideas between
international and local peacebuilding. Given thateveryday’ form of peace is often
established locally, yet invisible or hidden frohe teyes of externals, a close interaction
between international and local peacebuilders mtdeeformer reflective upon the
‘everyday’ form of peace and helps to establishitifea-politics’ of peacebuilding
(Richmond 2011a: 17). Therefore, ‘*hybridity’ is fidenot only as a theoretical tool, but also
as a policy tool for reforming international peaaiding, in such a way as to address
structural asymmetry at the global, national amélidevels (Richmond 2011a), and
appreciate indigenous capacities for peacemakirag (@inty 2010). Third, and less
emancipatory, Barnett (2006) proposes republicacgteuilding. He contends for a
republican principle of deliberation, such as ciasbnalism in rightfully exercising force
and guarding the common good such as security (BH)6He attempts to apply this
republican principle to international peacebuildingrder to make a ‘contract’ between
international and national/local elites and thussodidate or restore political legitimacy
(Barnett et al. 2009: 24-25). His view partly echaerecent contention of the UNDP by

exploring a social contract in international peagieling (UNDP 2012).

On the economic side, Putnam (1993) argues theialscapital’ enhances civic trust, norms
and networks, and thus resolves collective actroblpms and reduces transaction costs. As
a result, the market economy improves efficienay effiectiveness leading to economic
development. His argument for ‘strong society,rsgreconomy’ (Putnam 1993: 176) is,
however, often associated with the (neo)liberaheaaic policy to minimise the state and

complement it with the society. While donors arerken forming and promoting NGOs as
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the civil society for peacebuilding (Spurk 2010k practice of NGO peacebuilding is
critically examined. Paffenholtz et al. (2006), éotample, argues that NGO peacebuilding
has been ineffective for the last two decades dugs failure in delivering services.
Moreover, Richmond (2005a) criticises ‘subcontrgtpeacebuilding to NGOs as another
form of liberal statebuilding to exacerbate inegiesd on the ground. Instead, the critical
strand seeks civic emancipation and social movesrterttansform the socio-economic
structure. While Duffield (2007) calls for a ci\golidarity to challenge the governmentality
of the (neo)liberal economic policy globally, Pugthal. (2008) urge societal actors to address
social injustice in peacebuilding from below. Inrmpso, Pugh (2010) identifies local
resistance as the trigger and driver of explorimgjad justice, while Richmond (2008a)
promotes ‘hybrid’ politics between internationabtldncal peacebuilders as a political

instrument to turn the course of liberal stateboddo a welfare focus.

1-2-3-2. Local reality: contentious views on sociak plurality and capacity

The recent epistemological attention to, and reitimgnof, the role of local societal agencies
in peacebuilding offers a new frontier in peacetiog theory and practice (Mac Ginty et al.
2013: 763). The World Bank (2006) has recently exiea its view of local civil society from
‘modern’, secular, and urban actors and organisstfe.g. NGOs, advocacy groups, trade
unions, professional associations) to ‘traditiorald religious leaders and grassroots groups
(e.g. women'’s and youth associations). Yet the &rhave benefitted more from external
intervention than the latter. Due to their concatindn in capital cities or major towns, the
former are more visible than the latter in the eyfesxternals, and often associated with the
‘modern’ state and political elite. A growing ‘madéy’, however, undermines or crowds

out the ‘traditions’ in activities, capacities apotentials of the local civil society. While the
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latter often represents religion, traditions, costpand culture, its grassroots origin and focus
make it invisible and hidden, and therefore ‘myisigs’, ‘difficult’, or even ‘problematic’ for
the interveners. Indeed, the UN (2010) problematisese ‘traditional’ grassroots agencies,
arguing that ‘complicating factors [in peacebuilglican include the roles played by

traditional leaders’ (2010: 17).

The role of ‘traditional’ agencies in peacebuildisghowever, contested. While Mamdani
(1996) calls traditional leaders ‘decentralisedodés, and relates them to the cause of inter-
ethnic and intra-tribal inequality and identity-bdsggrievances to undermine democratisation
and modernisation in post-colonial Africa, Huntimgt(1996) famously sees religion and
culture as the cause of inter-civilisational ‘clash In contrast to these negative views of
traditions, customs, religion, and culture as b&ing-democratic, anti-developmental, and
therefore harmful for peacebuilding, Englebert @0€ees political and economic potential
in the resurgence of traditionalism in Africa, exkaugh ‘their propensity to become a
building block for a more democratic and more depeiental African state is hard to assess
and will likely vary widely across the continen2Q02: 63). Etzioni (2006) argues that the
inter-civilisational delineation is a faulty attetrtp associate religious beliefs with
radicalism, reflecting the suspicion of seculaeldism towards religion. The recent
ethnographic studies offer positive insights irdcal plurality and capacity for

peacebuilding. While war-torn states are oftenlledeas ‘failed’, ‘fragile’ or ‘weak’

(Rotberg 2003), this does not necessarily meardhat governance collapses, but masks the
emergence and resilience of ‘traditional’ actorerp$t 2000, Englebert 2002, Francis 2008,
Logan 2013). Many of the local populations se€'tiiaglitional’ actors and their political role
as legitimate due to their representation of leé@aditions, customs, religion and culture

(Logan 2013). In reality, some societies succeadamtaining security by integrating the
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‘traditional’ societal system with the ‘modern’ galal system (Boege et al. 2008). Boege et
al. (2008) call this ‘hybrid political order’, cHahging the conservative view, such as
Huntington’s (1968), of problematising the ‘modetftnaditional’ hybridity as a security risk

in changing societies. Their contention is closegociated with an attempt to institutionalise
‘hybridity’ in international peacebuilding, as asguby Mac Ginty (2010) and Richmond

(2011a).

However, the societal model is not a panacea feuaessful’ external intervention. As civil
society is a Western concept, tension can existdet the Western idea of civil society and
the non-Western local reality. Belloni (2001) pelatises the civic quality of local societal
agencies. As the civil society is often ‘uncivihationalist’, ‘polarised’, ‘fragmented’,
‘politicised’, ‘unaccountable’, and ‘business-oried’ and thus conflictive with the
‘objectives’ set out by donors, ‘the internatioeéfbrt to build civil society has not produced
the desired results’ (Belloni 2001: 175). Givenrags pluralism, Sisk (2008) urges donors
to identify the ‘good’ civil society; ‘the promotmof civil society cannot occur in a
platitudinous fashion that sees all civil societyaa inherent good for peace and
democratisation. Quite the contrary, there needieta short strategy of differentiation in
civil society promotion’ (2008: 255). AccordingI$jsk (2008) urges donors to collectively
select the ‘right’ civil society. Yet Kappler et 2011) are concerned about this as liable to
squeeze out ‘critical’ emancipators in the civitisty. In turn, Appleby et al. (2010)
emphasise a more inclusive and expansive approaatotrdinating donors, state elites, and
societal actors, and interacting efforts for peadding ‘from above’, ‘from below’ and

‘from across’ in a more holistic, and thus ‘stratégnanner. Yet local ‘traditions’ are often
contradictory to global human rights principlest{&efer 2010). In an elderly-male dominant

society, for example, traditional leaders (agedes)aéxclude women and youth from
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decision-making and agenda-setting, contrary tgtireiple of equality in gender and age.
Moreover, Richmond (2011b) is concerned about rditiam. Romanticism may exist at
three levels: from internationals to locals, framodls to internationals, and towards
themselves. First, when internationals meet lo¢hésformer may romanticise the capacity
of the latter. Second, the latter may mysticisectiygacity, power and technology of the
former. Third, both romanticise their capacitied anbsequently undermine and

underestimate each other (Richmond 2011b).

1-3. Gap analysis

This third section analyses the gap in the maiastrpeacebuilding research. The previous
two sections suggest that the global policy narestand their theoretical models for
(neo)liberal statebuilding are contentious and mwearsial: ideationally selective but
discursively hegemonic in the global policy spdnehis connection, the first sub-section
below examines the mainstream research of (nealiktatebuilding and identifies its
‘legitimacy gap’ in theory and practice. Subseqlyerthe second sub-section briefly reviews
the scholarly contentions on legitimacy, and idegideliberation as potentially meeting the
‘legitimacy gap’. The third sub-section then catly examines deliberation in the current

research on peacebuilding.

1-3-1. A ‘legitimacy gap’ in the mainstream peacelilding theory and practice

The previous sections indicate that the key glplodity narratives (the UN and OECD) and
their supportive models promote selective formdeyhocracy and development: i.e. a

procedural form of liberal democracy and a grovethd market-based economic
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development in the liberal model; and an elite- stadie-centred form of securitisation,
institutionalisation, and external interventiorite statebuilding model. The liberal model
envisions liberal pacifism and optimism for nexubesveen modernisation and peace, such
as between a procedural democracy and peace bhasedlemocratic culture and rationality
(Doyle 1983, Rummel 1983, Russet 1993), and betwagowth-centric development and
peace based upon improvement in well-being andrpoveduction (Rostow 1971, Collier et
al. 1998, De Soysa 2002). In turn, with the aineaftaining conflict and improving stability,
the statebuilding model asserts measures for sisation (Huntington 1991, Fukuyama
2005), institutionalisation (Carothers 2002, Paf84), ‘good’ governance (World Bank
2011), and external interventions (Paris 2004, @nesn 2004, Krasner 2004, Collier 2008,
World Bank 2011). However, these selective appreatb democratisation and development
entail serious trade-offs. A procedural democraagh as electoral and parliamentary
politics, would exacerbate competition betweentali elites (Snyder 2000, Mann 2005).
The institutionalisation and bureaucratisationhaf $tate would not necessarily improve
political legitimacy, due to top-down, state-cedtpolitics undermining civil society and
local efforts for peacebuilding (Boege et al. 2088y exacerbating politico-societal
inequalities (Mac Ginty 2010, Richmond 2011a).dmt despite a normative idea of ‘trickle
down’ (Rostow 1971), inequality between the ricll &me poor is often widened (UNDP
1990) as industrialisation makes progress (Kuzb@i, Olson 1963, Apter 1987). ‘Good’
governance often prioritises the protection obardal economic regime over an equitable
distribution of wealth (World Bank 1991). To makatters worse, external interventions for
(neo)liberal statebuilding further exacerbatespbigico-economic inequality and social
injustice (Pugh et al. 2008), and the risk of cidrfare and insecurity (Stewart 2000,
Duffield 2001, Cramer 2006, Keen 2008). These agidas suggest that the mainstream

(neo)liberal statebuilding would exacerbate pdditiend economic inequality and societal
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marginalisation, and thus cause a ‘legitimacy deg@ding to political, economic, and societal
crises (Figure 1.4). This ‘legitimacy gap’ can cadssmal results in international

peacebuilding (e.g. Call et al. 2003, Collier et28l03, Paris 2009, Call 2012).

Figure 1.4 ‘Legitimacy gap’ in (neo)liberal statebuilding
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In light of the ‘legitimacy gap’ in (neo)liberalagebuilding, the critical strand problematises
the ‘liberal peacedoctrine that masks the ideational bias towardsdilism on the Right,
which is dominant and hegemonic in the global podipace, as the primary cause of
insecurity in the recipient nations of internatibpeacebuilding (Duffield 2001, Richmond
2005a, Mac Ginty 2006, Cooper et al. 2011). Theisigjues propose a fundamental change
in the ‘liberal peace’, emphasisiag inclusive and participatory dimension in
democratisation, a social justice, social welfare human security in development, and
society-building in international peacebuilding ¢wet al. 2008, Futamura et al. 2010,
Richmond 2011a, Chandler 2012). These proposifamiéberalism on the Lefare radically
different from, and even conflictive with, the cemtional account of liberalism on the Right
in the ‘liberal peacedoctrine, although both liberalisms can be conthiwghin a liberal

gradation (Richmond 2005b). Namely, the mainstreafity discourses built upon a mix of
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normative narratives have caused theoretical dngsbetween liberals on the Right and on
the Left, as well as empirical crises on the grouadising a serious ‘legitimation crisis’ in
international peacebuilding in a global policy axeWhile legitimacy is scholarlily
contentious (e.g. Call 2012: 41), what can it bé laow can the ‘legitimation crisis’ in

international peacebuilding be met?

1-3-2. Deliberation as meeting the ‘legitimation dsis’ in the Western liberal

democracies

The Oxford dictionary simply defines legitimacy‘asnformity to the law or to rules’

(Soanes et al. 2005). If so, why do (or should)ptecoonsent to obey the law/rules? Among
other contentions, Hobbes (1968) presented a re#is of legitimacy as a social contract
that requires all individuals to surrender theghts to the state and allow it to impose the law
with absolute authority (1968: 81, 190-191). Liben@jected the Leviathan state and sought
a liberal reason for social obedience without statrcion in political ‘rightness/correctness’.
Locke (1948), for example, urged individuals nogiee up their rights but to make a social
contract with the constitutional government in exae for protecting their liberties and
maintain the right to social resistance (1948: 8R8- doing so, Rousseau (1973) contended
for democracy as the measure of individuals to frengeneral ‘will’ through voting so as to
make a social contract (1973: 95, 249-251). Expeigy a widening inequality at the dawn

of the French Revolution, Rousseau (1973) argueduoh a liberal democratic reason to
make the elected government in the state treaititens in the society equally (1973: 175),
free individuals from inequality and oppression{3988-89, 167, 169), and thus make the
law/rules legitimate (1973: 193). Extending thigir (1991) universalises the liberal

democratic reason not only within a state but hksgond it (1991: 165), broadening the
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general ‘will’ to the ‘will" of the rational beingKant 1991: 79, 139-140). He argues that the
rational ‘will' improves political morality and legmises the law/rules which even curtail
one’s liberty for the sake of coexistence with ash@ant 1991: 74, 173). His idea of a
perpetual peace based upon the liberal democestgon and the universal law for a just and
lasting order (Kant 1991: 93-94, 99, 102) has upideed the League of Nations and United
Nations, and the liberal model of peacebuilding.(Boyle 1983, Russett 1993, Rummel

1995).

If legitimacy embodies the ‘will’, it is, howeverpntentious whose ‘will’ counts (or ought to
count). Marx (1962) problematised the rational,gpgtloitative ‘will’ of the bourgeois class

in the capitalist system (1962: 38-46). Insteadytyed the working class to form its own
‘will’, and rule the state for the sake of self-giehination (Marx 1962: 53, 62-63). While
rivalry escalated between a liberal democraticarasd a socialist communist reason for
legitimacy after the Russian Revolution, Weber ()9%ho was critical of both positions,
insisted on the need to depoliticise the ‘will’dhgh modernising the polity, and establishing
a ‘modern’ rationality over ‘traditional’ myths (22: 155). Accordingly, he contended for
the bureaucratisation and professionalisation @fsthate to make political decisions
impersonal, scientific, and rational, and thusl#v&rules legitimate (Weber 1991: 78-79,
83). While Weber (1991) upheld the ‘will’ of bureaats and experts, Schumpeter (1992)
emphasised the ‘will’ of political leaders who cdmpith democratic procedure (1992: 269-
270, 293-294). He redefined democracy as a merasradfree and fair’ elections to
legitimise the leaders and the law/rules that theke (Schumpeter 1992: 295, 269).
Weberian and Schumpeterian views of legitimisirgygtate with measures of the rule of law,

the state monopoly of force, and democratic anct@lal institutionalisation have
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underpinned the statebuilding model of peacebuldeg. Huntington 1968, Tilly 1975,

Carothers 2002, Paris 2004).

While the classic contractarians had often beec@wed about how to save individuals from
disorder for the sake of their liberties, the camerary political philosophers have increased
their attention on deliberation to reconstituteeial contract and re-legitimise politics in the
new dynamics of state-society relations, given'lggitimation crisis’ (Habermas 1976), a
vicious cycle from political apathy and economieduality to societal unrest and
authoritarian response in the Western liberal deawies in the late 1960s and 1970s (Held
2006: 191-196). Acknowledging a growing role of gtate and social need in the modern
democracies, Rawls (1971) contends for a socidracinto reduce disorder by optimally
distributing public goods to those in need (19733-454). In doing so, he proposes a
principle of social justice to ensure that worsegobups can gain the most compared to all
other options (Rawls 1971: 40-45), vis-a-vis alitatian principle of ‘the greatest happiness
for the greatest number’ (e.g. Bentham 1977: 3883uming that the ‘rational’ being can
calculate the best possible choice (i.e. ‘rationbbice) in a Kantian sense, Rawls (1971)
asserted ‘rational’ coalitions across the polityd arged them to engage in law/policy-
making (1971: 42-47). For him, deliberation is arpolitical means of making a social
contract in modern times to rationalise the lavesuind make a just and lasting political
order (Rawls 1971: 17-20). In turn, Manin (198®)airepublican tradition, reduces
deliberation to the two-step voting act in a Schatagan sense: first for citizens to select
their representatives, and second for electedigialiis to form the majority ‘will’ as the

‘will’ of all (1987: 358-360). Stating that ‘in theote, the process of the formation of the
wills [deliberation] is finished’ (Manin 1987: 359e contends that the division of power can

prevent the elected leaders from abusing powersd h#irmations for political elitism in
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deliberation have, however, raised critical respsngishkin (1991), for example, lamented
the deliberative elitism in that ‘we seem to faderaed choice between politically equal but
relatively incompetent masses and politically uradput relatively more competent elites’
(1991: 1-2). In view of a downward voter turnoutpaditical de-legitimation on elitism

(1991: 55), Fishkin (1991) promoted a face-to-firen of participatory deliberation to make
the political and societal ‘wills’ interactive ameflective (1991: 2). If Fishkin’s approach to
deliberation is moderate and reconciliatory betweléa and non-elite, Habermas (1996)
took a radical step towards bringing deliberatiothie latter in the society. In view of the
‘legitimation crisis’ as a result of the inevitalinsion between liberals on the Right and on
the Left over the distribution of public goods,draphasised the civil society (e.g. public
sphere) as the forum where the non-elite delibehatie ‘will' through communicative action
(Habermas 1996: 340-341). Assuming that all hunudofests can agree to a ‘rational’
consensus through irreducible inter-subjective camgation, Habermas (1996) considered
deliberation as the societal means of consensusmakith electoral and legal procedures
to ensure an ideal speech situation and the tranatmn of societal ‘will" into
political/administrative action in order to tranadethe ‘legitimation crisis’ (1996: 28-29,
332-333). Accordingly, the contentions for deliliema as meeting the ‘legitimacy crisis’ in
the Western liberal democracies can be ranged falitical deliberation on the Right (e.g.

Rawls 1971, Manin 1987) to societal deliberatiortlumLeft (e.g. Habermas 1996).

1-3-3. Deliberation in the current research on peabuilding

Although the above literature on legitimacy andlzbition was not written with
contemporary post-conflict societies in mind, Barg2006) is one of the few who have

highlighted a role of deliberation in meeting thegitimacy gap’ in international
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peacebuilding. Yet his theory and its applicatiom elitist and statist in line with Manin’s
approach to republican deliberation.Building a Republican Peace: Stabilizing statesraft
War (Barnett 2006), he attempts to ‘develop a conoépgpublican peacebuilding - that is,
the use of the republican principles of delibemgtimonstitutionalism, and representation to
help states recovering from war foster stability &gitimacy’ (2006: 89). Barnett (2006)
regards deliberation as an institutional meangatiggting the state from liberal despotism in
the new democracies in the post-conflict contéxblic deliberation encourages individuals
to “escape their private interests and engage risyituof the public good”... To domesticate
these instincts and nurture an enlightened sedf@st, republicanism recommends that
political discussions be public’ (Barnett 2006: ®8). He confines the role of deliberation in
disciplining the state rather than bridging theestand the society, and applies this to the case
of Afghanistan for empirical inquiry. Following tltefeat of the Taliban,laoya Jirga

(Grand Assembly of Elders) was convened in 2002208 to form an ‘inclusive’
government and share local governorship with subnaltwarlords. After the general
elections in 2005, President Karzai explored usaidginet positions to ‘tame’ warlords.

While the political elite had engaged in politiceliberation in Kabul, disorder was
exacerbated locally. Barnett et al. (2009), frore@ublican view, interprets this as a result of
‘captured peacebuilding’ in which deliberation Weaptured’ since the ‘despotic’ elite
inflamed conflicts of interest. In turn, Mac Gin®011) interpreted this as the resistance of
the local non-elite who had seen elite deliberaisexclusive and unjust (2011: 108). Their
different accounts of the causes of the local vioée(i.e. the conflict of interest between elite
vs. the resistance of non-elite) suggest that qunedising deliberation at the elite level is
theoretically narrow and empirically short-sight&tie theory of deliberation for
peacebuilding should be inclusive of not only pecidit elites but also societal non-elites, and

allow researchers to explain and understand thigractive processes over time. Such an
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emancipatory approach to deliberation for meeti@y‘fegitimacy gap’ in the non-Western
post-conflict context has been, however, underaresed. In this regard, a gap exists in
theorising the role of deliberation in peacebuiddin a critical perspective, and applying it to

examining, explaining, and understanding its oute@mpirically.

Conclusion

This chapter reviews the key narratives on peataihgiin the global policy arena, and
constructs three models of peacebuilding (the dibstatebuilding, and societal models), in
order to unpack and re-group theoretical conteastidihis theoretical review reveals that the
normative bias in the mainstream (neo)liberal btatding approach to peacebuilding causes
a ‘legitimacy gap’ leading international peacebimigto political, economic, and societal
crises. While the concept of legitimacy is conteusi, deliberation has gained academic
attention as a political and societal means of mgéehe ‘legitimation crisis’ in the Western
liberal democracies (e.g. Manin 1987, Fishkin 19®dwls 1993, Habermas 1996). Its
application to peacebuilding is, however, limitad,it is seen in Barnett’s approach to
republican deliberation for peacebuilding. Barif2@06) highlights deliberation as a political
means to make a ‘rational’ consensus between galliglites, yet undermining it as a societal
or a socio-political means to allow societal noiteslto interact, contest, and challenge
political elites between consent and resistandbdrprocess of peacebuilding. As a gap is
identified in the lack of a critical approach tdibderation for peacebuilding, the next chapter

will make an attempt to theorise ‘deliberative pEadlding’.
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Chapter 2: Theorising ‘deliberative peacebuilding’

Introduction

The previous chapter reviewed the relevant liteeatin the three models of peacebuilding:
the liberal, statebuilding, and societal modeldsTaview suggests a ‘legitimacy gap’ in the
mainstream (neo)liberal statebuilding, leadingdbtigal, economic, and societal crises.
While deliberation has the potential to fill in thegitimacy gap’, it has been under-
researched. While Barnett (2006) highlights the adldeliberation in peacebuilding from a
republican perspective, his approach (i.e. ‘remailipeacebuilding’) is elitist and statist.
This second chapter thus aims to theorise a drajgaroach to ‘deliberative peacebuilding’
in the non-Western, post-colonial context. In dasog this chapter will be divided into seven
sections as follows: 1) ‘legitimation problem’ imet non-Western, post-colonial context, 2)
‘post-colonial’ deliberation: situating deliberatian the post-colonial context, 3)
conceptualising the pre-conditions of ‘post-cold@rdeliberation, 4) four approaches to
‘post-colonial’ deliberation, 5) ‘deliberative pesduilding’, deducing a hypothetical
mechanism, 6) merits and challenges in practigietjberative peacebuilding’, and 7)

dilemmas in ‘deliberative peacebuilding’.

To begin with, the first section will briefly rewiethe ‘legitimation problem’ in the non-
Western, post-colonial context in connection withaulture and post-colonial historicity.
While colonisation to build a ‘modern’ state in th@ditional’ stateless society formed
vertical (colonial state vs. colonised society) aondzontal (‘modernity’ vs. ‘tradition’)
inequalities/differences (Young 1988, Bayart 199amdani 1996), post-colonisation often

deformed and radicalised them (Migdal 1994, ChaB8HK, Chabal et al. 1999). The second
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section will underline utility and challenge in &gpg the Western concepts of deliberation
(e.g. Rawls 1993, Habermas 1996) to addressintgethigmation problem’. The contextual
difference induces a new concept of ‘post-colordeliberation vis-a-vis ‘Western’
deliberation. In this connection, the third sectiah conceptualise the pre-conditions of
‘post-colonial’ deliberation. It contends that tiyeantity’-based (i.e. inclusiveness and
equality) pre-conditions in ‘Western’ deliberati@g. Rawls 1993, Habermas 1996, Fung
2003) are inadequate due to the cultural pluraischdivisions in the non-Western, post-
colonial polity (Connolly 1991, Taylor 1994). Inat§ it will underline the ‘quality’-based
(i.e. recognitiveness and cooperativeness) pre#tondand synthesise both the quantity and
the quality dimensions in ‘post-colonial’ delibeaat. It will then set out the ‘success’ of
‘post-colonial’ deliberation as the pre-conditiaare met to lead deliberative agencies to
addressing the ‘legitimation problem’ and estalitigtpolitical legitimation and societal
consent. The fourth section will examine how dekibge agencies approach addressing the
‘legitimation problem’. It contends that the preaddions are determinant for reflexive
agencies to choose the best possible approachiberdtion from among ‘rationalisation’
(Rawls 1993, Habermas 1996), ‘agonisation’ (Connd895, Mouffe 1999), ‘hybridisation’
(Bhabha 1998), and ‘agreeing to disagree’ (Connt@91, Gutmann et al. 1996) approaches.
Subsequently, the fifth section will formulate ‘dbedrative peacebuilding’, connecting ‘post-
colonial’ deliberation with ‘deliberative politicalrder’ as a ‘positive’ peace (Galtung 1969,
1990). The ‘successful’ ‘post-colonial’ deliberatiwould change agential, structural, and
cultural conditions and transform the inequaligé$2rences in the protracted conflict into a
new form of political order, namely ‘deliberativelfical order’. This framework of
‘deliberative peacebuilding’ will then deduce a bthpetical mechanism of causality in a
different path and process of ‘deliberative peatding’ either ‘with’ or ‘without’ external

intervention. The sixth section will delineate meand challenges in practising ‘deliberative
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peacebuilding’. It will also identify the risk afisecurity in conducting ‘post-colonial’
deliberation in the liberalising ‘traditional-cumediern’ (or ‘modern-cum-traditional’) polity.
Finally, the seventh section will examine dilemrragleliberative peacebuilding’. It will

link them to tensions and contradictions in the twocesses of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’.
These concerns underline the methodological impoegaf carefully observing, interpreting,

and understanding ‘deliberative peacebuildinghi@ tesearch context.

2-1. ‘Legitimation problem’ in the non-Western, pos-colonial context

The ‘legitimation problem’ in the non-Western, pestonial context is often related to its
culture and (post-)colonial historicity. Colonigatito build a ‘modern’ statehood in
‘traditional’ stateless societies made socio-paditiramifications, leading to the ‘legitimation
problem’. First, colonisers faced multiple challeegn colonisation, among others, to
promote and economise a stable political ordergitdan 1985, Young 1988). Accordingly,
they employed the traditional leaders (e.qg. kintsefs, elders) to effectively control the
majority of indigenous populations as their ‘sulbg&cyet introduced a new socio-political
hierarchy to the pre-colonial polity (Bayart 1988amdani 1996: 17-19). While this ‘indirect
rule’ enabled a limited number of colonisers t@riile societal majority at a minimum cost
(Young 1988), the asymmetry between the colonigedstheir subjects allowed the former to
coerce the latter, yet also formed vertical ineiydletween the colonial state and the
colonised society at the polity level (Mamdani 1p3econd, in parallel, the colonisers
undertook measures to ‘modernise’ their ‘uncivilbgects, and employ the ‘civilised’ ones in
order to economise in running the ‘modern’ colosiaite (Young 1988). Local education and
employment, however, created ‘modern’ elite stiatdne ‘traditional’ non-elite segments,

and produced horizontal inequality upon segmerntédidns between ‘modernity’ and
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‘tradition’ at the agency level (Bayart 1993). Tdwonial project thus reconfigured the pre-
colonial politico-societal structure with vertiqakate-society) and horizontal (‘modernity’-
‘tradition’) inequalities and differences, leaditogthe ‘legitimation problem’ with tensions

and divisions at the polity and agential levelse Blocietal actors, especially the emerging
‘modern’ elite were, however, not passive but &ctivinteracting and collaborating with, yet
often resisting the ‘modern’ state to meet thetieriests (Bayart 1993). State and ‘modernity’,
and society and ‘tradition’ were thus interactigeerlapping, coexisting, yet conflictive as
colonisation progressed. However, the approacheotolonisers was not monolithic but
diverse, ranging from the British ‘indirect rule® the French ‘association’ and the Portuguese
‘assimilation’, and the process of colonisation andption of indigenous elites in the

colonial projects was also multiply-phased (Clapt£85, Young 1988).

The end of colonisation, whether de-colonisatitwe (aite stage of colonisation) or post-
colonisation (the stage after independence) oé#ritie ‘legitimation problem’ with the
inherited vertical and horizontal inequalities/di#nces unaddressed, re-producing,
deforming, and even radicalising them. ‘Modernizatioften exacerbated them, causing
political disorder (see Chapter 1 (1-2-1)) sinceahistorical/a-contextual and structural
approach to assimilating ‘tradition’ into ‘modesiiindermined them in transition from
coloniality to de/post-coloniality (Bayart 1993, Mdani 1996). Rampant corruption, for
example, is evidence of re-producing and defornttieginherited inequalities/differences as
the ‘traditional-cum-modern’ political elite andethmodern-cum-traditional’ societal non-
elite exploited and explored economic rent andetatielationality in post-colonial politics
(Lemarchand 1988). The exacerbating vertical antzbwotal inequalities distanced the rulers
in the ‘modern’ state from the ruled in the ‘traaiital’ society, and weakened the

accountability of the former to the latter (Claph&a®85: 51-52). As the crises escalated, the
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post-colonial state often militarised itself, ‘seiiging’ the polity, yet jeopardising human

security and political legitimacy (Ninsin 1988, UIRC1994, also see Chapter 1 (1-2-2)). In

response, the politico-societal challengers, wdretiiie state army or the societal guerrillas,

explored various means, such as coups and insuegent attempt to resist and overturn the

tyrannising, delegitimising state (e.g. Clapham3,9%998). The post-colonial state-society

and ‘modernity’-‘tradition’ relations thus becanmmeieasingly conflictive and ‘precarious’

over time (Kohli et al. 1985, Rothchild et al. 19&habal et al. 1999). Figure 2.1 illustrates

the ‘legitimation problem’ in the non-Western, postonial context in transition from

colonisation to de/post-colonisation.

Figure 2.1 ‘Legitimation problem’ in the non-Western, posti@nial context in transition
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The colonisers introduced the ‘modern’ state to‘titaelitional’ stateless society, but partially
hybridised the state and the society for the ‘iecliistate’ (the left figure). As colonisation
progressed, an emerging ‘modern’ stratum in thaitronal’ society was increasingly
incorporated into the ‘modern state’ (the centigufe). Independence allowed the political
elite to take over the post-colonial state, yetpkibee state-society interface for their own
interests (the right figure) although its size gdrfrom one context to another (Englebert
2002). In the meantime, the ‘modernity’ and thadition’ formed, deformed, and
transformed the vertical and horizontal inequaiiiethe de/post-colonisation processes,
multiplying them as ‘modernities’ and ‘traditiongt increasing their interactions and

interdependence as well as tensions and divisiaiméwvand between them.

2-2. ‘Post-colonial’ deliberation: situating delibeation in the post-colonial context

While the concept of deliberation has been evoteeslddress the politico-economic
‘legitimation crisis’ in the stable Western demages, it can be also applied to meeting the
politico-societal ‘legitimation problem’ with theettical and horizontal inequalities in the
war-torn non-Western (non/quasi)democracies. Algotlhe Oxford English Dictionary
(Soanes et al. 2005) defines deliberation as ‘bomdjcareful consideration or discussion’,
political philosophers have considered it as mbeata mere discussion, rather a means for
the political elite to rationalise political disaisn and achieve an interest-free consensus (i.e.
‘overlapping consensus’) (Rawls 1993), as well psogess by which the societal non-elite
form a societal consensus for self-determinatian ({@agreement of free and equal persons’)
(Habermas 1996) (see Chapter 1 (1-3-2)). Delibmmatiowever, requires acknowledging
both utility and challenge. It will be useful todrdss the ‘legitimation problem’ with the

radicalised inequalities/differences, and to ratiegse the non-Western, post-colonial, post-
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conflict polity. Yet the challenge remains: to aaxtualise the ‘Western’ deliberation for
application to the non-Western, post-colonial gohthere deliberation often takes place in
the state-society interface, vis-a-vis the Wespality, where deliberation is assumed to take
place in either the state (e.g. Rawls 1993) ostirety (e.g. Habermas 1996) in a Weberian

view of the state-society divide (Weber 1991).

The active debates between Rawls and Habermadiberd¢ion (Rawls 1995, Habermas
1995) have become influential in conceptualisingg&érn’ deliberation, among others,
Rawilsian ‘political (state-led)’ deliberation basgabn liberalism on the Right in the
republican tradition and the Habermasian ‘soci@@atiety-led)’ deliberation based upon
liberalism on the Left in the critical traditionh@ir differences can be summarised as
follows, given three concerns with deliberationwhjere deliberation takes place, 2) who
deliberates for whom, and 3) how deliberation &itationalised. While Rawls (1993) argues
that 1) deliberation takes place in the stateh@)rational’ and ‘reasonable’ officials and
citizens deliberate public good for the Other (ireational’ and ‘unreasonable’) in the
society, and 3) deliberation is institutionalisgdebfair procedure, Habermas (1996) contends
that 1) deliberation takes place in the societygrgumentative citizens formulate the societal
will in the communicative action upon self-interemtd 3) deliberation is institutionalised in
a procedural democracy. Despite these differereh, Rawls and Habermas situate the
concept of deliberation exclusively in the Westgofity where 1) the realms of the state and
society are separated in the Weberian view of /pualidic-society/private divide, 2) the
citizenry is liberal: individualistic and reflecewpon capitalist norms and values, and 3) the
democratic procedure is well established. Such estéfn’ concept of deliberation, however,

would require to be re-constituted in applyingithe non-Western, post-colonial context
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which accommodates agency and structure in a diffezulture and historicity (Dallmayr

1996).

The politico-societal ramifications of colonisatialso include the form of polity. The

‘indirect rule’ introduced the Western polity (eig.the Weberian and Gramscian sense), yet
partially hybridising the state and the societaltow intermediary agencies, such as
‘traditional’ leaders and ‘modern’ youth, to iniek the colonisers and their subjects on
behalf, and in favour of, the former (Boone 19982 IMigdal 1994: 26, Mamdani 1996).

The post-colonial state often left the spatial dunalintact (Englebert 2002), turning the state-
society interface into a new ‘democratic’ spacechtenabled the political and societal actors
to compete and struggle for power (Migdal 1994, 28)well as negotiate and collaborate
(Cornwall et al. 2007: 1). In turn, despite the ehthe colonial era, the former colonial
power continues to control the international systeingovernance, business, trade and
development aid, and consolidates its politico-ecoie supremacy over the post-colonial
‘subjects’, and keeps the latter vulnerable andegytess both materially and ideologically
(Clapham 1996, Van de Walle 2001, Cooper 2002, 2813). Despite a great risk of over-
simplification and generalisation, socio-politisgittings in the post-colonial context can thus
be characterised as follows: 1) the state anddbiety are partially hybridised, and the
political and societal actors interact both positvand negatively in the state-society
interface, 2) the citizenry is plural, divisive dacollective along the vertical and horizontal
lines of inequalities/differences, and 3) the pastnial polity remains subject to external

intervention.

These socio-political realities in the non-West@wst-colonial context make a significant

impact on deliberation in practice. Ethnographgegech shows that active deliberation takes
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place between political and societal actors insthge-society interface. Ferme (1999), for
instance, observes politico-societal deliberatiwat takes place in the ‘secret settings’ in
Sierra Leone. During elections, local chiefs arted invited political leaders and exchanged
their views to form their opinions in their housasd shared these with their ethnic/tribal
‘subordinates’ who belong to the traditional stuwetof hierarchy and network prior to the
ballot (Ferme 1999: 164, 174). Hashim et al. (2G0#larly see politico-societal
deliberation in Jigawa state in Nigeria. The ing&ional aid agencies led the federal
government to formulate a poverty reduction progremntentring on economic growth at the
state level. While a discursive gap on poverty otidn emerged between the state and the
society, local emirs and chiefs who head the ‘traal’ Zakkat system (a local taxation or
fund-raising system) addressed local needs foliiwed and wellbeing, and mediated the
discursive gap, which led to modifying the (ne@fiblly-narrated policies from ‘below’
(Hashim et al. 2004: 248, 251). Moreover, De Scaatos et al. (2005) highlight an
emerging wave of ‘deepening’ democracy in the SoGthic participation and ‘co-
production/governance’ becomes expansive, evemeiateas of security and budgeting,
which have been central to state affairs, and addiemocratic deficits, such as social
injustice and exclusion upon race, education, aokwn elite politics (De Sousa Santos et
al. 2005: lix-Ixi). As a result, emancipatory stateciety interactions nurture ‘a culture of

peace, dialogue and solidarity’ (De Sousa Santat €005: Ivi).

These examples suggest that 1) deliberation agtia&ks place in the state-society interface
as a ‘deliberative space’ in the non-Western, pofitnial context, 2) it is often undertaken
by societal leaders who head the traditional stinestin the socio-political hierarchy and
network (e.g. traditional and religious leaders)engage in civic activism and movements

(e.g. CSO leaders), and represent collective istei@nd claims, 3) its institutionalisation
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requires regular interaction between deliberatyenaies in the deliberative space who
represent the ‘modern’ elite in the state and ttaglitional’ non-elite in the society, and 4)
external interveners remain influential in the posionial polity (Figure 2.2). ‘Post-colonial’
deliberation thus takes place in the ‘deliberaipace’ where political and societal actors
encounter, interact, argue and sometimes reacleosus, yet often struggle, compete and
fall into conflict, and is never simply dominatey thhe ‘modern’ state or the ‘traditional’
society. However, the mainstream approach to ‘We'stieliberation and (neo)liberal

statebuilding often undermines these socio-poliigmamics and contextual particularities

in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation, and fails to addsethem.

Figure 2.2 Endogenous and exogenous contexts where ‘postietii deliberation takes

place in the non-Western, post-colonial context

State

Internationals ‘Modernity I ‘Modernity II

_Déliberativée space

o
.
o
0y
o
o
.
x3
*
x3
.

‘e
",
0
.
O
‘e
0
‘e
0
0
0
‘e
.,

.
o
K
X3
.
o
o
x
.
K
X3
.
o

‘e
O
0
0
.
‘e
.
.
0
0
.

.~ Society

2-3. Conceptualising the pre-conditions of ‘post-donial’ deliberation

In this connection, questions can be raised. Wieatpnditions are required for ‘post-
colonial’ deliberation to address the ‘legitimatiproblem’? The theorists of ‘Western’

deliberation have often identified inclusion andi&dy as the pre-conditions (Rawls 1993,
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Habermas 1996, Fung 2003: 348). If so, what ddusion’ and ‘equality’ imply? First,
‘inclusion’ can imply the ‘expansion’ of the delilagive space in quantity so that more
societal actors can participate in deliberatiorpdrticular, those who promote citizenry and
civic participation in deliberative democracy haemtended for increasing the quantity of
societal participants in decision-making in theestdhese activist thinkers would see
deliberative ‘success’ if the deliberative spacmddusive and thus expansive, and allows
more citizens to participate in political delibéoat (Cornwall et al. 2007: 1). Societal actors
are then advised to ‘claim’ the deliberative spagdyroaden and transform its characteristics
from a ‘closed’ and ‘invited’ space, where socigtatticipation is nominal or limited, to a
more open and substantial arena, where all reles@étal actors can articulate their ‘will’
in deliberation and address their everyday needgeactice (Cornwall et al. 2007). An
increase in inter-subjective communication andraggon, however, could impel
deliberating agencies not to reconcile their inditjas/differences, but compete and
exacerbate them. Indeed, the classic deliberdteorists, whether Rawlsian or Habermasian,
consider deliberation as a political means or e@# aggregating the competing reasons
while singling out the most ‘rational’ and ‘reasbie reason upon such criteria as ‘rational’
choice (Habermas 1996) and ‘social’ choice (Dry26R0). This socio-political search for a
consensus may turn the act of reasoning from agotisantagonism, and radicalise the
competing interests. An inclusive and expansivecgepetitive and conflictive form of
deliberation may politicise socio-political divisie and differences. In this respect, Mouffe
(2000) argues that ‘a vibrant clash of democratidipal positions’ will be likely to break
out in a plural society (2000: 104). ‘Inclusion’arplural, divisive socio-political setting will
thus face the risk of exacerbating inter-subjecatiompetition and enmity, and antagonising

and radicalising the ‘legitimation problem’.
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As opposed to such a quantity-focus on spacialigich and expansion, Taylor (1994)
contends that, if the deliberative space is ‘redog, although it remains plural and
divisive, it will enable contestants to recognisecept, and meet disagreement over
difference. Similarly, Benhabib (2002), from a cioastivist perspective, argues that a
divisive yet ‘recognitive’ space will encourageillerating agencies to, at least, sit down and
talk, and thus reframe and bridge their differen&® posits an example of the ‘politics of
difference’ in a civil divorce case in a multicuttli India (Benhabib 2002: 91-94). There is a
Moslem couple in which the husband practised patygand divorced his wife according to
the customary law, yet the wife rejected it andesgded to the state court for marital
maintenance. A legal difference on marital lifeitsihle traditional leaders who sided with the
husband and the court judges who supported the Wik legal tension between the
customary and the secular laws led to a wide ranhgecio-political deliberation involving
government agencies, international developmentnisgtions, traditional and religious
communities, women’s groups, and the national andllmedia (Benhabib 2002: 115-117).
The ‘recognitive’ space for deliberation, howewarabled the traditional leaders to seek
discursive ‘in-betweenness’, accepting dialoguénwhie other, and reaching an agreement to
reform the customary law. This case indicatesékian culturally-persistent identity and
traditions are never rigid but transient to beiaegpositioned if the deliberative space is
‘recognitive’. This is because the ‘recognitiveddacceptive’ space impels deliberating
agencies to meet and reconcile competing reas@msaungside resilient differences, such
as tradition, religion, ethnicity, gender, and dgeliberation in a plural, divisive socio-
political setting thus requires improving both quigmand quality in the deliberative space
which allows contestants to recognise each othéreconcile differences in position and

view.
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Second, in turn, ‘equality’ can imply ‘equality loeé the law’ in the opportunity of
contestants to access the deliberative spacetsceatiance ‘rationality’ and ‘reasonable-
ness’ in political deliberation (Rawls 1993), ahdg promote a procedural and
legal/institutional form of equality in opportunifidiabermas 1996). However, the procedure
and law/institution would not necessarily ensui ttontestants are heard and able to speak
equally, but rather be undermined by power relatioetween them (Knight et al. 1997). For
example, the aforementioned divorce case in Indi&cates that, although both husband and
wife were able to access societal deliberatiory there not treated equally due to the
traditional, religious and cultural structure oétarchies in the socio-political setting
(Benhabib 2002). It is thus important to equaliseanly access to the deliberative space, but

also power relations between deliberating agenaies,if necessary, empower the weak.

While inter-subjective power relations are complesuch dimensions of power ‘over’,
‘against’, ‘to’, and ‘with’/’'within’ (adapted by VeeKlasen et al. 2002: 45), they are often
conceptualised in the frame of ‘power-over’. Dat®§9) famously argues for a ‘visible’
form of power, describing it as ‘A has power ovetoBhe extent that he can get B to do
something that B would not otherwise do’ (1969:.8@s behaviourist view is contested by
many (Gaventa 2006a), including Bachrach et a69195) who argue for a ‘hidden’ form of
power in social norms and institutions as well akds (1974: 23) who interprets an
‘invisible’ form of power in knowledge and discoass Yet they commonly interpret power
in a dimension of ‘power-over’, highlighting a damant and coercive relationship between
the powerful and the powerless. This asymmetrynallthe powerful to control deliberation
for justifying and legitimising their argument, atiiis make it no longer ‘free’. In this sense,
while Fraser (1996) warns of the negativity of asyetry in deliberation, Mouffe (2000)

argues the impossibility of a ‘free’ and unconsteal deliberation. Deliberative ‘success’
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thus requires equalising power relations betwedibetating agencies and preventing the
powerful from dominating the powerless in delibenat However, equalising power may not
automatically guarantee ‘success’ since it may désiabilise power dynamics and allow the
powerless to break silence and resist the powdtaucault (1980) highlights this dimension
of ‘power-against’, underlining the power of theakewho no longer passively comply with
the powerful, but challenge and contest them. ‘@lage no relations of power without
resistances; the latter are all the more real #edteve because they are formed right at the
point where relations of power are exercised; tasce to power...exists all the more by
being in the same place as power’ (Foucault 1980).1n practice, the weak can explore
various tactics to resist. Scott (1990) observesdhs of disguise’ such as non-cooperation,
disobedience, ignorance, mocking, rumours, go$silktales, songs, gestures, and jokes,
indicating complexity in the ‘hidden transcripthet everyday form of resistance (1990: xii-
xiii). The power equation can thus make deliberatio longer consensual for reasons, but
deliberating agencies increasingly competitiveiste®, and thus agonised in the plural
society (Connolly 1991, Mouffe 2000). ‘A vibranesh of democratic political positions’ in
a symmetrical condition will enable continuous detation over inequality/difference to be
agonistic, and prevent it from falling in antagatisn and radicalisation (Mouffe 2000: 104,

Ramsbotham 2010).

Such a quantity-focus on power ‘over’/‘against’wayver, undermines agential affinity in
cooperation and collaboration. Giddens (1984) adhat ‘power is not necessarily linked
with conflict in the sense of either division ofenest or active struggle, and power is not
inherently oppressive’ (1984: 257). Alternativdig contends for power as ‘transforming
capacity to achieve outcomes by reflexive monigwonconduct’ (Giddens 1984: 15),

highlighting a dimension of ‘power-to’ that enabtédiberating agencies to talk with, reflect
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upon, and learn from others, and subsequentlymefrand transform their differences. This
quality dimension of ‘power-to’ does not dismiss tjuantity dimensions of power ‘over’

and ‘against’, but adds value to them by recoggisire reflexive capacity of deliberating
agencies to reposition their differences in thditjps of difference’ (Taylor 1994, Benhabib
2002). Yet repositioning does not necessarily inggencies to give up difference in their
value systems. Instead, strategic approaches t@rgian, compromise, and integration in
deliberation, such as ‘incompletely theorised agre®’ (Sunstein 1995), ‘common ground’
(Rothman 1992), ‘give and take’ and ‘win-win’ (Fetl 1949), enable them to reposition their
differences, while maintaining their norms and eadystems at the same time. However, the
reflexive agencies cannot escape from the probfimecasymmetry which enables the
powerful to employ deliberation for their benelitis thus important to address asymmetry in
the dimension of ‘power-to’. In this connection llEt (1949) proposes another dimension of
‘power-with’ that enables someone to have the samaace of ‘influencing you as you have
of influencing him’ (1949: 105). Deliberating agé&®in this dimension will address
asymmetry in the dimension of ‘power-to’ in suchywas empowering the weak and
delegating or transferring power from the powetéuthe powerless. These cooperative
dimensions of power: ‘power-to’ and ‘power-with'eaan antithesis of the coercive/resistive
dimensions of power: ‘power-over’ and ‘power-ag#inget ‘power-with’ may keep

agencies unconscious of the underlying structussgimetry. In this sense, Starhawk
(1990) contends for a psychological dimension of¥pr-within’ that makes actors more

self-assertive and confident, and thus conscioulsesf rights for self-determination.

Nevertheless, addressing the agency-level dynamhigswer relations remains inadequate to
conceptualise ‘success’ in ‘post-colonial’ deliiera. This is because ‘post-colonial’

deliberators who represent the ‘modern’ state (@otitical ‘modern’ elites such as state
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politicians and bureaucrats) and the ‘traditiosakiety (e.g. societal ‘traditional’ non-elites
such as traditional and religious leaders) in thgessociety interface are subject to power
dynamics between the ‘modern’ state and the ‘ti@uid’ society at the polity level (e.g.
Migdal 1994, Chabal 1994, Englebert 2002). Theesefle deliberators cannot fully
deliberate if they are situated in a conflictivétiag where the ‘modern’/political dominate
the ‘traditional’/societal, or the ‘traditional’/s@tal resist the ‘modern’/political although
there will never be the perfect deliberative enmiment in reality. The state-society relations
make a significant impact on, or even determinenigkedynamics between ‘post-colonial’

deliberators who are reflexive in the state-sodietgrface.

These contentions over space and power indicatépibst-colonial’ deliberation will require
not only spatial ‘inclusion’ and power ‘equalityi guantity, but also spatial ‘recognitiveness’
and power ‘cooperativeness’ in quality, at thetyaind agential levels. While space and
power in deliberation are not mutually exclusive to/inter-related, space is particularly
influential in power relations. While an inclusigad expansive space will empower the
powerless and lead them to address asymmetry,chumsése and narrow space will limit the
access of the powerless to deliberation and ineraagmmetry. Similarly, a recognitive and
reflexive space will enable deliberative agenciesetognise and accept their differences,
build a more cooperative relationship with othersj facilitate transforming the differences.
It will thus enhance the self-confidence and cosrsoe of the powerless. Yet power relations
also affect the deliberative space. Even if thesps closed or narrow, it will become
inclusive and expansive as the empowered weakettgglthe dominant powerful and
demand their access to deliberation. Similarlyhéf space is non-recognitive, it will be

transformed into recognitive if cooperative agegdierease their interactions and
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communication. The pre-conditions for ‘post-coldnikeliberation thus require both quantity

and quality in space and power at the polity arehtigl levels.

Accordingly, the ‘success’ and the ‘failure’ of ‘stecolonial’ deliberation can be modelled as
follows. First, ‘post-colonial’ deliberation willequire the deliberative space to expand its
inclusiveness in quantity so that more ‘traditidfsakcietal agencies can patrticipate in
deliberation, as well as to improve the qualitytefrecognitiveness so that deliberative
agencies recognise and accept their inequalitfésrfeinces across the ‘modern’/political and
the ‘traditional’/societal spectrum. Second, ‘postenial’ deliberation will also require it to
meet not only a procedural and legal/institutice@lality in opportunity so that asymmetry
between deliberative agencies is addressed, lutalempirical and substantial equality in
power relations so that deliberative agencies toammsthe expression of power from a
coercive to a cooperative manner. As a resultbdedtive agencies are willing and able to
address the ‘legitimation problem’ and transformitiinequalities/differences. It is thus
assumed that, if the pre-conditions are met, ‘wostnial’ deliberation will lead the reflexive
agencies to deliberative ‘success’ in addressiaglégitimation problem’ in an
emancipatory way, and thus the societal agenciesrisenting to political authority (i.e.
‘success’ as political legitimisation and socieahsent). If not, it will cause societal dissent
and impelling political authority to coerce socletgencies (i.e. ‘failure’ as political de-
legitimation and societal dissent). Figure 2.3sillates the causal mechanism of political

(de)legitimation and societal consent/dissent aseguences of ‘post-colonial’ deliberation.
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Figure 2.3 Causal mechanism of political (de)legitimatioripnst-colonial’ deliberation
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This mechanism can be further translated into aixniat illustrate a relationship between
‘success/legitimation’ and ‘failure/de-legitimatian ‘post-colonial’ deliberation across time
and space (Figure 2.4). The X-axis and the Y-adgate the quantity and the quality of
space and power respectively. While the X-axisescglantity in space and power (from
exclusive to inclusive in space and from inequatityquality in power), the Y-axis indicates
quality in space and power (from non-recognitivegioognitive in space and from coercive
to cooperative in power) as well as a timeline. Titegrix places the dimension of ‘power-
over’ in the lower-left quadrant, the ‘power-agdims the upper-left, the ‘power-to’ in the
lower-right, and the ‘power-with/within’ in the uppright. Also, the indication of a timeline
allows the matrix to trace the dynamic process betwpolitical legitimation/societal consent
and political de-legitimation/societal dissent otiare, and illustrate the complexity in ‘post-
colonial’ deliberation, whose ‘success’ in polititegitimation and societal consent does not
always emerge in a linear manner, but often thraxaghplex combinations of progression
(‘success’: political legitimation & societal comggand regression (‘failure’: political de-

legitimation & societal dissent) in reality.
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Figure 2.4 The matrix of ‘post-colonial’ deliberation
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When space is closed and non-recognitive, and pmaymmetrical, the powerful will tend
to express their power ‘over’ the powerless (in‘gwver-over’ category). However, as
space becomes open and power becomes balancgovibdess will start expressing their
power ‘against’ the powerful, and contending witida&hallenging them (in the ‘power-
against’ category). In contrast, when power is asgitnical yet cooperative (or co-opted),
and space is closed yet recognitive, the powerillistart expressing their power ‘to’ consult
and associate with the powerless (in the ‘powecategory). Yet asymmetry remains. As
both space and power improve their quantity, thikemnpower the powerless, who start
expressing their power to cooperate and collabonatk’ the powerful and enhance self-
confidence ‘within’ themselves (in the ‘power-wiithin’ category). Accordingly, the

matrix allows the processes of ‘success’ and ‘faild be traced as follows. When a
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‘successful’ deliberation addresses the ‘legitioraproblem’ and restores political
legitimation and societal consent, a deliberatiathprogresses towards the upper-right
quadrant in the matrix. In turn, when a ‘failedlileration further exacerbates the
‘legitimation problem’ and causes societal dissardeliberative path regresses towards the

lower-left quadrant in the matrix.

2-4. Four approaches to ‘post-colonial’ deliberatia

Given the pre-conditions of quantity and qualityspace and power, what approaches do
‘post-colonial’ deliberators adopt to address, oegpto, or transform the ‘legitimation
problem’ with the inequalities/differences? There theoretical contentions on the
approaches to deliberation in the ‘politics of éiffnce’, being classified into, among others,
four approaches as follows: 1) a ‘rational’ appitod?) an ‘agonistic’ approach, 3) a *hybrid’
approach, and 4) an approach to ‘engaging disagreeriVhile the first three largely
underline deliberation to seek a consensus ovfardifce, the last highlights deliberation not
to reach a consensus but to transform differenoedisagreement in view of the deeply-
protracted nature of the difference. These appemabhe also closely related to power
relations between deliberating agencies. Firsemiwe ‘legitimation crisis’ with ‘winner-
take-all’ politics in the Western liberal democes;ideliberation theorists, such as Rawls and
Habermas, propose ‘rational argumentation’ to nrejualities/differences between
‘winners’ and ‘losers’, make a ‘rational’ consensasd thus restore political legitimation
(Rawls 1993, Habermas 1996, see Chapter 1 (1-3¥&))heir universalist attempts to
rationalise ‘modernity’ over ‘tradition’, in eithéhe Rawlsian ‘overlapping’ or the
Habermasian ‘aggregating’ methods of reasoninge l@en challenged by those who

highlight cultural heterogeneity (Lyotard 1984) heag anti-universalist critiques, pluralists
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have argued for the ‘irreducible’ difference in mscultural traditions in non-Western
societies. Given the liberal value of societal tatee, Taylor (1991, 1994), for example,
contends for recognising the minority’s right focg-cultural difference and accepting their
representation in political deliberation. With ldral (or Kantian) belief in the ‘coexistence’
of difference, liberal pluralists have advocateddural and institutional measures for
consociationalism and confederalism, as well agjeslto nurture cosmopolitan and national
imagination and citizenry with the aim to managd ancommodate socio-cultural difference
(e.g. Parekh 2000, Kymlicka 2001). Their respectitierence at the
decentralised/community level, however, remainectitioal of ‘rationality’ at the
central/governmental level, and caused criticateons, such as an incessant polarisation
and politicisation of difference, the so-callealkanisationat the decentralised/community
level, as well as an ideational pressure of theoritg'modern’ on the minority/‘traditional’

to contain, tame, or silence difference at there¢igvel (e.g. Benhabib 2002). These ethno-
centric arguments in the global north, however, matyassume the inequalities/differences
between the ‘modern’/political and the ‘traditiotsdcietal in the non-Western, post-colonial

context.

Second, challenging such a ‘rational’ yet coerdoren of deliberation to manage difference
and reach a ‘rational’ consensus, another contemiis emerged to empower the
minority/‘traditional’ and enable them to addresgrametry in deliberation. Challenging a
liberal discourse for the ‘old’ pluralism to accomdate difference (e.g. Taylor 1991, 1994,
Parekh 2000, Kymlicka 2001), Connolly (1995), faample, contends for the ‘new’
pluralism to problematise a ‘rational’ argumentatas blinding asymmetry between the
majority/'modern’ and the minority/‘traditional’,ral critically (re)negotiate and (re)work it.

Given Nietzsche’s worldview and Foucault’'s underdtag of power, he advocates an
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‘agonistic’ argumentation and the creation of dtjwall space that allows the
minority/‘traditional’ to contest and ‘agonise’ theajority/'modern’ for their difference
(Connolly 1995: xix). In doing so, Connolly (200&fempts not only to ‘recognise’

difference as the ‘old’ pluralists do (e.g. Tayl®91, 1994), but also expand ‘inclusion’ to
assemble both the majority/'modern’ and the midtiaditional’ in deliberation, and ‘form
“chains of equivalence” or collective assemblagaess differences constructively’ (2004:
167). In turn, Mouffe (1999), from a Marxist perspee, regards an ‘agonistic’
argumentation as exploring an alternative consefasdlirsg outside a ‘rational’ consensus of
dominant modernism/(neo)liberalism. Criticising tb&awlsian and Habermasian reasoning
(‘rational’ argumentation) as essentialising ‘matsft, she highlights an ‘agonistic’
contestation to address the inter-subjective asymyméich has been structurally entrenched
in the capitalist, late-modern society (Mouffe 19995, 2000: 104-105). Mouffe (1999)
contends for this ‘radical’ form of argumentationapolitico-linguistic means of

constructing an ever-renegotiable ‘conflictual’ sensus, and to employ it to displace a non-
negotiable ‘rational’ consensus built upon the isgibility of being free from inequality and
exclusion in the (neo)liberal regime (1999: 756hil contentions on deliberation have been
dichotomous between a ‘rational’ and an ‘agonisdigjumentation, Honig (1993), with her
sympathy with the latter, underlines a precaricalafice to renegotiate the dissonance of the

minority/‘traditional’ in liberal democracies (1993, 201).

Third, despite a strong tendency of both ‘ratiomald ‘agonistic’ argumentation to

differently yet commonly explore a consensual ‘cleo{i.e. rational, social, conflictual, etc.),
Bhabha (1998) proposes a co-productive form of pame a permeable nature of difference,
enabling deliberation to open up a ‘third space"éguivocal’ argumentation where both

top-down (majority/modern) and bottom-up (minotitgditional) forces
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reflectively/reflexively explore and articulate -bretweenness’ across their difference (1998:
34). For him, a ‘hybrid’ argumentation will enaldentestants to generate a new consensus
that displaces the difference (Bhabha 1998: 31) Bfabha'’s positive view of hybridity has
been criticised by those who highlight, among otksues, 1) the fragility of hybridity in
situations of asymmetry, and 2) the tendency ofilitly to essentialise agencies. Said
(1978), for example, problematises the power ofstheng in hybridity, regarding
‘Orientalism’ as a hybridised discourse built umymmetry between the powerful West and
the powerless Orient (1978: 3). He indicates tlyaridity in ‘Orientalism’ is thus not
‘organic’ but ‘intentional’, given the Western damance in producing a new ‘consensus’ of
‘Orientalism’. On the other hand, Spivak (1988ajHhights the power of the weak, warning
about the essentialisation of contestants in hidatwbn, in particular the powerless
subaltern, such as the essentialised ‘Orient’,iasidts on unpacking it. Yet she also
sympathises with the ‘strategic essentialism’ #ratbles the subaltern to temporarily
essentialise their voices in order to unite angtélse powerful (Spivak 1988b). This,
however, may increase the risk of exaggeratingrstatng, and thus radicalising the socio-
cultural difference. While scholarly discussionsitiaue, Benhabib (2002), from a social-
constructivist perspective, applied the ‘organimhcept of hybridity to deliberation as
generating a new, overarching ‘hybrid’ consensier alfferences if the conditions are met
(i.e. egalitarian reciprocity, voluntary self-agtion, and freedom of exit and association)
(2002: 8-11, 19-20). Yet, her contention for a ‘higtbargumentation cannot escape from the
limits of asymmetry and essentialism in hybridisafias Said and Spivak have
problematised. Kompridis (2005), for example, saasi-essentialist essentialism’ in
Benhabib’s argument, suggesting the risk of an asgtrical ‘hybrid’ argumentation in

masking asymmetry between contestants, and creatiggv form of dominance in
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hybridisation. A question is raised about how taldmce strong universalism with

“sensitivity” to the politics of difference (Kompatis 2005: 333).

Fourth, although the scholarly search for consensas difference remains strong, another
contention has evolved, which sees deliberatiohasageaching or making a ‘consensus’
over difference, but as a way of transforming défece into disagreement if difference is
deeply-protracted. In the tradition of ‘rationatgamentation, Gutmann et al. (1996), for
example, view deliberation as rationalising disagrent, not to seek a ‘rational’ consensus,
but to turn difference to ‘moral disagreement’ (899, 17). ‘When citizens or their
representatives disagree morally, they should noatto reason together to reach mutually
acceptable decisions’ (Gutmann et al. 1996: 1)yHssume that civic reciprocity enables
deliberating agencies to justify the differencentd-disagreement, and thus constrain
themselves to accept it (Gutmann et al. 1996: 3),15 turn, from a critical standpoint,
Connolly (1991) proposes to ‘cultivate reciproadpect across difference and negotiate
larger assemblages to set general policies’ thraggmistic argumentation, whether reaching
a consensus or not (1991: xxvi). Acknowledgingrifbt for non-consensus or dissensus, he
highlights ‘agonistic respect’ as a political etludsa civic virtue that allows people to
honour different final sources’ (1991: xxvi), amdsts agonised parties to engage with
disagreement constructively (1991: xxvii, 64). Thaintentions for deliberation as
transforming a ‘mere/contingent’ or ‘naked’ diffa® into a ‘moral disagreement’ or
disagreement upon ‘agonistic respect’ can be at&e alternative, to escape from the
essentialist propositions (i.e. rational, agonjstied hybrid argumentation) in search for ‘the’
consensus, as well as to avoid falling in politiedhtivism. Yet, despite differences in the
conception (either rationally agreeing to disagreengaging with the non-

consensus/dissensus) and manner (either a ‘rdtmmah ‘agonistic’ way), their common
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views in engaging difference/disagreement in ardibpolitical order (even if it is in a radical
form) should be critically interrogated (e.g. Macel®99, Schaap 2006, Campbell et al.
2008). Moreover, challenges should be carefullyr@rad in applying these liberally-crafted
approaches to deliberation to the non-Westernrdit®eng, post-colonial, post-conflict
context (e.g. Shinko 2008, Peterson 2013, Aggestaah 2015, see the subsequent section

(2-6)).

In turn, the above contentions suggest that thedpproaches to deliberation and the four
dimensions of power are highly interactive. Whileadional’ approach justifies a coercive
power of the ‘rational’ ‘over’ the ‘irrational’ (‘pwer-over’), an ‘agonistic’ approach
underlines a critical capacity of the weak to cepitehallenge, and thus ‘agonise’ the
powerful (‘power-against’). Similarly while a ‘hylo¥ approach highlights a cooperative
expression of power in exploring ‘in-betweennes®reif asymmetry remains (‘power-to’),
an approach of ‘agreeing to disagree’ enlightensialuespect, either ‘rationally’ or
‘agonistically’, being free from power inequalitp@wer-with/within’). It is thus assumed
that reflexive/reflective agencies in ‘post-coldha@eliberation choose the best possible
approach in view of power relations in the stateiedy interface, among: 1) a ‘rational’
approach (‘rationalisation’) given the ‘modern’tsta ‘power-over’ the ‘traditional’ society
in rationalising a ‘modern’ consensus, 2) an ‘agbaiapproach (‘agonisation’) given the
‘traditional’ society’s ‘power-against’ the ‘modérstate in agonising an emancipatory
‘conflictive’ consensus, 3) a hybrid approach (‘hgisation’) given the ‘modern’ state’s
‘power-to’ the ‘traditional’ society in articulatgna third ‘hybridised’ consensus, and 4) an
approach to ‘engaging disagreement’ (‘agreeingsagtee’) given the ‘modern’ state’s
‘power-with/within’ the ‘traditional’ society in rgpecting difference, either ‘rationally’ or

‘agonistically’, and transforming it into disagreem. Figure 2.5 translates the nexus between
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the four approaches to ‘post-colonial’ deliberateomd power relations given agential

reflexion on the pre-conditions.

Figure 2.5 Four approaches to ‘post-colonial’ deliberatioveg agential reflexion on the

pre-conditions
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2-5. ‘Deliberative peacebuilding’, deducing a hypdtetical mechanism

If ‘successful’ ‘post-colonial’ deliberation resex political legitimation, what leads it to
‘peace’? Galtung (1969, 1990) popularises the qunae'negative’ and ‘positive’
dimensions of peace in view of the former as theenadsence of violence subject to
coercion and the latter as the ‘real’ peace ifapential, structural, and cultural causes of
violence are addressed. While dichotomising peacententious (Davies-Vengoechea
2004), this thesis adopts this two-dimensional ephof ‘peace’, assuming that ‘successful’
‘post-colonial’ deliberation can cause a context@nge in agential, structural, and cultural
conditions and transforms the protracted confboted in the ‘legitimation problem’ into the
‘positive’ peace. First, the ‘successful’ ‘post-aolal’ deliberation will transform an agential
relationship into ‘peaceful’. Drawing on Curle (197Lederach (1997: 65) argues that an
‘unpeaceful’ relationship turns into a ‘peacefulieoas the balance of power and the
awareness of conflict progress. Yet, while the heeof power may cause agential
competition, Deutsch (1983) underlines agentiapeoation as allowing deliberative
agencies to enhance respectful communication atieaslthe protracted conflict, if any
(1983: 450). Adopting these insights, imagine #wbrs A and B are in a ‘post-colonial’
deliberation. When A expresses its power ‘overthg, relationship between A and B will
become dominant and coercive. Yet when B becompswsrful as A, and both express
their power ‘against’, their relationship will beoe adversarial and competitive.
Accordingly, these two relationships, even thoughlatter is more emancipatory than the
former, remain ‘unpeaceful’ due to the precarioakbce between ‘agonism’ and
‘antagonism’ or an ‘all-or-nothing’ or ‘winner-talal’ relationship between A and B
(Galtung 1996: 96). On the other hand, when A esg®s its power ‘to’ B, their relationship

will become more associative and cooperative. Wuogld make both A and B willing to split
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the benefit in a ‘give-and-take’ manner along adzeum’ line (Galtung 1996: 96), yet the
remaining asymmetry allows the powerful A to conérto hold a stronger stake in decision-
making. In this sense, a more ‘peaceful’ relatigmstill remain uncritical, un-emancipatory,
and even unethical (Jabri 1995). However, if bafhadise power and express their ‘power-
with’, their balanced relations will enable thembigld a ‘win-win’ relationship over an ‘all-
or-nothing,’ or ‘zero-sum’ one (Galtung 1996: 96he latter two expressions of power,
namely power ‘to’ and ‘with’/’'within’, even thougthe former is less emancipatory but co-
optive, enable an agential relationship to becoraeertpeaceful’ due to mutual cooperation
and respect. The transformation of an ‘unpeacéitd’ a ‘peaceful’ relationship will further
make a positive impact on changes in the struetndeculture in the long run (Lederach
1997). Moreover, the dimensions of ‘power-to’ apdwer-with/within’ will make the
deliberative space increasingly recognitive an@péue, and thus enable deliberative
agencies to be more aware and conscious of coafittthe need to transform it (Curle 1971,
Zartman 1993, Lederach 1997). In view of theseqameditions for space and power, a
‘successful’ ‘post-colonial’ deliberation will traform and pacify an agential relationship as
deliberative agencies enhance inter-subjective e@tipn, recognition and awareness of

conflict.

Second, the ‘successful’ ‘post-colonial’ delibevatiwill enable societal actors to address the
structural causes for the (re)production of ineigjealin deliberative policy-making and
change (Fischer et al. 1993). As Galtung (196%klitne cause of structural conflict to the
political economy, many associate it with an ecomorause of poverty and inequality (Uvin
1998, Cramer 2006, Collier 2007), as well as atigalicause of governance crisis and state
fragility (Boutros-Ghali 1992, OECD 2005, World BaR011). How does ‘post-colonial’

deliberation contribute to addressing these stratttauses? Economically, for example, in
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the above-mentioned case in Nigeria, traditionatléxs were central to policy deliberation at
the grassroots levels, establishing a local coremithddressing everyday needs, and liaising
with the federal government for policy-making amdege. The deliberative act bridged the
discursive gap on poverty reduction between the stad the society and modified the
(neo)liberally-narrated national policies (Hashitake 2004). This indicates that deliberative
policy change enables societal actors to engagelicy deliberation so as to address basic
human needs themselves (Galtung 1969, Burton M@%;Neef et al. 1991), and thus
discourages them from using violence to addresgtsbcleprivation and grievances.
Politically, ‘post-colonial’ deliberation will comdidate social contract and political
legitimacy. Holsti (1996) contends vertical andihontal forms of legitimacy, associating
the former with the centralised force in the Holipe&Veberian perspective, yet linking the
latter to a contractual relationship on societahrbership in political decision-making (1996:
97). As ‘post-colonial’ deliberation is integratie@d inclusive of societal authorities, such as
traditional and religious leaders, it will promates horizontal, ‘informal’ form of political
legitimacy (Clements 2014). Empirical evidence shohat horizontal legitimacy is not only
positive for progressing democratisation, developinend security (Englebert 2002), but
also effective in transforming conflict (De Sousmnf®s et al. 2005). For example, a case of
community peace in Colombia indicates that socwtbility requires not the demonstration
of coercive power of the state to contain socigtaknce, but the socially-agreed
membership in political deliberation that enables state to solicit and assemble non-armed
collective voices in the society (Uribe de H. 200B)at is to say, ‘post-colonial’ deliberation
helps the state not only to address social justiteneeds, but also to consolidate social
contract and horizontal legitimacy, and thus enbglitical authority in the eyes of the

societal majority.
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Third, the ‘successful’ ‘post-colonial’ deliberatiovill transform a ‘culture of violence’ into

a ‘culture of peace’. Galtung (1990) views prejedand discrimination in the value and
belief systems interwoven by culture and historyhascultural causes of conflict. Since
culture is resilient and persistent (Geertz 1948tih 1986, Galtung 1990: 294), the
culturally-rooted, identity-based violence is offaotracted (Stewart 2000, Rothman et al.
2001). However, ‘culture is an essential part affliot and conflict resolution’ (LeBaron
2003: 1, emphasis added). Deliberation can inspilteire to heal and restore those
victimised and traumatised by conflict (Bashir e2808). In particular, ‘post-colonial’
deliberation is effective in this regard, sinceiloative agencies include societal authorities,
such as traditional and religious leaders, who lengaged in a broad range of communal
affairs in many non-Western societies (Murithi 20P28). They often employ societal
deliberation as a means of dialogue to increase-personal/group contact and interactions,
exercise restorative justice according to the cuaty law, and promote socio-cultural justice
and reconciliation, which contribute to transforgizonflict (Allport 1954, Fisher 1997,
Ropers 2004). In turn, societal deliberation ersbiem to mediate cultural differences
(Bleiker et al. 2011), reframing and repositiontuturally-crafted identity and prejudice
(Rothman et al. 2001), and even inventing an iatdtural vision, or a ‘third culture’ (Broom
2004). In Niger, for instance, the measures oftb&-colonial state for secularisation and
modernisation dismantled societal norms and vajgtems based upon a blend of Islam,
traditional animism and myths, and caused socmit® and disorder. Considering societal
contentions on spirituality and piety as the keyseaof violence, religious and traditional
leaders made a joint effort for social dialoguegconfigure and reinterpret the Islamic and
traditional meaning of justice and preside overréstorative justice system to address the
prejudice and discrimination prevailing across daoups in conflict (Masquelier 1999).

This case, like the above case of divorce mediatidndia, indicates that traditional values
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and religious beliefs are not rigid, but flexibledatransient to social change (Benhabib
2002). Moreover, these cultural actors are abknploy societal deliberation not only to
restore justice, but also to organise truth-tellangl promote social reconciliation (Appleby et
al. 2010, Wanis-St. John 2013). Since traditiohgien, and culture have been long since
and deeply embedded, societal deliberation exgdhese is locally cohesive, effective, and
thus legitimate. In this sense, a ‘successful’ tamsonial’ deliberation encourages
deliberative agencies not only to reframe and riépasa ‘culture of conflict’, but also to

explore and reinstitute a culturally-cohesive systand approach to transforming conflict.

These contentions indicate that the ‘successfobtirolonial’ deliberation would transform
the agential, structural and cultural conditiorts ithe contextual foundations for a ‘positive’
peace, and lead the war-torn societies to brirgnew form of political order, namely the
‘deliberative political order’ (i.e. political ordeipon deliberation). Figure 2.6 illustrates this
causal mechanism of ‘deliberative peacebuildinghi/the pre-conditions for quantity and
quality in space and power are determinant of etgwecess’ or ‘failure’ in ‘post-colonial
deliberation, a ‘successful’ ‘post-colonial’ deliaion will cause a contextual change in
agency, structure, and culture, and transform tbhegrted conflict in the ‘legitimation
problem’ into the ‘deliberative political order’ #se ‘positive’ peace. In turn, its ‘failure’ will
exacerbate the conflict, deforming it into violeonflict towards ‘deliberative political

disorder.
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Figure 2.6 The causal mechanism of ‘deliberative peacelngfdi
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This mechanism can be further translated into [Eiguy by employing the aforementioned
matrix for the four approaches to ‘post-coloniadlileration (Figure 2.5). The agential
relationships are classified into the four dimensiof power: a dominant/manipulative
relationship in the dimension of ‘power-over’, gedive/resistive relationship in the
dimension of ‘power-against’, a consultative/asatiee relationship in the dimension of
‘power-to’, and a delegative/integrative relatioipsim the dimension of ‘power-with/within’.
The path and process towards ‘deliberative poli{ida)order’ in ‘deliberative
peacebuilding’ can be traced not in a linear mabogin a non-linear manner, since a
complex causality is subject to the pre-conditifmrsspace and power in ‘post-colonial’
deliberation, as well as the conditions for agestycture, and culture in conflict
transformation. In this sense, the matrix is us&fuplotting sequential paths and processes
at any given moment over time, and addressing Eyavldeliberative peacebuilding’ came

from, is located now, and will go next, 2) to wieatent the peace is achieved, and 3) what
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gap remains. It will allow researchers to undertadprehensive longitudinal analysis of

‘deliberative peacebuilding'.

Figure 2.7: The matrix of ‘deliberative peacebuildng’
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Moreover, the framework of ‘deliberative peacebuitd will make it possible to deduce a
hypothetical mechanism in different approachesstcpbuilding between the internationally-
led (‘with’ external intervention) and the localiriven (‘without’ external intervention). It is
assumed that international and local peacebuildeusd address the ‘legitimation problem’
differently in ‘deliberative peacebuilding’. Firsh internationally-led peacebuilding, the

external ‘asymmetry’ in material and ideational owvould distort the pre-conditions for
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‘post-colonial’ deliberation and undermine societedors, such as traditional and religious
leaders, who preside over societal deliberationéet the ‘legitimation problem’ at the
grassroots level. As a result, the internationakpbuilders would begin exercising ‘power-
over’ the local societal actors in a ‘top-down’ amgch to ‘rationalisation’, shifting the
expression of power from ‘power-over’ to ‘power-teétween the international and the
political elite at the national level and adoptangiore cooperative but elite-centred approach
to ‘hybridisation’ over time. However, it takes &nto transform ‘power-to’ into ‘power-
with/within’, making the elite-centred politics ilusive of the societal non-elite to address
the remaining asymmetry. Accordingly, ‘deliberatpueacebuilding’ ‘with’ external
intervention is likely to experience a ‘hybrid’ pah the progression towards ‘deliberative
political order’ from ‘power-over’ to ‘power-to’ ah‘power-with/within’ thereafter. Second,
in turn, in locally-driven peacebuilding, the hom@wn ‘symmetry’ would allow the
societal non-elite to interact and contest withghétical elite in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation.
Even if local peacebuilding starts the elite’s eis of ‘power-over’ the non-elite, it leaves
room for the latter to express ‘power-against’ fitrener in a ‘bottom-up’ approach to
‘agonisation’, and subsequently gradually changeetkpression of power from ‘power-
against’ to ‘power-to’ in a cooperative approach.aresult, ‘deliberative peacebuilding’
‘without’ external intervention is assumed to pregg towards ‘deliberative political order’ in
an ‘agonistic’ path from ‘power-over’ to ‘power-d@gat’ and ‘power-with/within’ thereafter.
This hypothetical mechanism of ‘equifinality’ (makj similar progress along different paths)
in ‘deliberative peacebuildng’ distinguishes a siional path ‘with’ and ‘without’ external
intervention: a ‘hybrid’ path ‘with’ external inteention and an ‘agonistic’ path ‘without’
external intervention. This hypothetical mechancam be illustrated in the matrix of

‘deliberative peacebuilding’ (Figure 2.8). Whileetformer (international peacebuilding
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‘with’ external intervention) may pass along a lowarve, the latter (local peacebuilding

‘without’ external intervention) is likely to progss via an upper curve in the matrix.

Figure 2.8 Hypothetical mechanism of ‘equifinality’ betwegwith’ and ‘without’ external

intervention
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2-6. Merits and challenges in practising ‘deliberave peacebuilding’

While awaiting empirical inquiry about ‘deliberagiypeacebuilding’, practising ‘deliberative

peacebuilding’ requires acknowledging both meritd ehallenges vis-a-vis (neo)liberal
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statebuilding. First, ‘deliberative peacebuildimgemancipatory. A ‘successful’ ‘post-
colonial’ deliberation will lead war-torn societigsvards improving agential self-confidence,
addressing structural injustice, and establishinglaure of dialogue and peace. These
agential, structural, and cultural changes willradd and transform not only the ‘old’
‘legitimation problem’ but also the ‘new’ ‘legitineg gap’ caused by (neo)liberal
statebuilding (see Chapter 1 (1-3-1)). Secondjbdedtive peacebuilding’ is practical.
Reflection on socio-political realities in the n@vestern, post-colonial context will make
‘deliberative peacebuilding’ more context-specéitd practical than (neo)liberal
statebuilding, which normalises the Western expegeof state formation and modernisation.
A set of measures for (neo)liberal statebuildingihsas procedural democratisation, growth-
centred development, and societal marginalisatian,thus be largely irrelevant, or even
harmful when addressing the ‘legitimation problemthe non-Western post-colonial
context. Third, ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ is &dly-owned. While (neo)liberal statebuilding
relies on external expertise and resources, ‘delihe peacebuilding’ underlines the skills
and capacity which are locally available, and ttoisesive and legitimate, as well as low-
cost and sustainable. However, such a ‘local t(Miac Ginty et al. 2013) does not dismiss a
positive role for externals. Their support remamportant for deliberative ‘success’ in
empowering the powerless, enhancing the local ¢gpafcrecognising, accepting, and
learning from others, and addressing injusticegal/ances in the deliberative space
(Lederach 1997, Paffenholz 2014). It is clearly amgant to balance local skills and external
support, and cultivate and nurture societal capaoit‘agonisation’, ‘hybridisation’, and
‘agreeing to disagree’ in ‘post-colonial’ delibecat. Fourth, ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ is
comprehensive. While (neo)liberal statebuildingédy highlights a structural cause of
conflict (Bourtros-Ghali 1992, OECD 2005, World Ba2011), it often leaves the relational

and cultural causes unaddressed (Curle 1971, @glia®0, Lederach 1997). Such a
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structural focus limits research, policy, and pracin examining and addressing complex
interactions and interrelations between multipleses of conflict. Fifth, in this context,
‘deliberative peacebuilding’ underlines a long-terision. It pays close attention to
understanding the transformation of multiple caudeonflict in a non-linear manner over
time. This comprehensive and longitudinal apprdaatesearch and practice will allow
researchers, policy-makers, and practitioners tp ow remaining gaps and requirements
more thoroughly. In contrast, due to a short-teision of a linear transition to peace
(Boutros-Ghali 1992), (neo)liberal statebuildingde to solve problems in a ‘quick-and-
dirty’ manner (Paris 2004), and undermine or negd@dn-depth analysis of local history,

culture, capacity, and power (Bellamy et al. 20@4gh 2004, 2013).

In turn, practising ‘deliberative peacebuilding'lvace the risk of insecurity, given internal
and external contradictions in a non-Western, lig@ng/modernising, post-conflict context.
Internally, the nexus between deliberation andiltgin liberalising/modernising the post-
colonial polity can be contested if institutiong areak (e.g. Huntington 1968, Moore 1969,
Rueschemeyer et al. 1992, see Chapter 1 (1-2-1-@d#)), and even if a liberal regime is in
place, liberalisation is likely to exacerbate inalify and exclusion, exacerbate the
‘legitimation problem’, cause a ‘legitimacy gap’(ineo)liberal statebuilding, and lead to
political, economic, and societal crises. Thisasduse undertaking deliberation in a
liberalising/modernising polity will face a contiimg challenge in asymmetry between the
empowering ‘modern’/political and the disempoweritngditional’/societal in the
deliberative space, which will allow the formerather’ the latter, as Connolly (1991)
warns, as a source of insecurity upon differenceetd-identity (identity/difference) (1991:
64-65). For Connolly (1991), the symmetrical equais a pre-condition for deliberation

with ‘agonistic respect’. Otherwise, ‘asymmetriaglonisation’ will politicise
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identity/difference and antagonise ‘agonism’ (1988}, in contrast to Mouffe’s contention
for the merit of agonisation to transform antagoniato agonism (Mouffe 1999: 758).
Moreover, the limitations (e.g. pre-maturity) dilzeralising/modernising polity to uphold

the norm of liberal/modern pacifism will impel theodern-cum-traditional (or traditional-
cum-modern) contestants not to engage in differeisagreement with the liberally-assumed
‘rational’ or ‘agonistic’ respect, but to exacemaind radicalise it (Ramsbotham 2010: 394).
Given this, Ramsbotham (2010) distinguishes thé&rdetsve ‘radicalised disagreement’ vis-
a-vis the constructive ‘moral/agonistic disagreethemguing that if the
difference/disagreement is radicalised (in the fargase), an ‘agonistic’ dialogue to keep the
antagonised contestants talking will be the only teeallow them to explore discursive
ambiguity between the ‘radicalised’ and the ‘agedidifferences/disagreements, and to
manage them (Ramsbotham 2010: 94, 104-108). In tkerimminent risk of insecurity in

the deliberative space will be likely to impel fiteeral regime and its rulers not to tolerate or
engage in difference/disagreement, but to regalatesecuritise it (Jabri 2007: 158).
Securitising deliberation will, however, exacerbasgmmetry, undermining the pre-

conditions for ‘post-colonial’ deliberation.

Externally, contradiction will also exist in extatrintervention. While Chapter 1 (1-1 and 1-
2) indicates that the global policies for peacabng have been crafted on the normative
models of (neo)liberal statebuilding in line witletWestern ontological/epistemological
positions, this global ‘consensus’ (e.g. Richmof@5b, Jabri 2007) will frame the discourse
of international peacebuilders in engaging in ddfece/disagreement with local societal
agencies in the non-Western, (post-)conflict contégt a significant asymmetry between
the interveners and the intervened in power amubress will be likely to allow the former to

impose the globally legitimate ‘consensus’ overl#iter in the deliberative space at various
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levels, and thus increase the risk of insecurithief Western ‘modernity’ ‘others’ the non-
Western/local ‘tradition’ as ‘irrational’ or ‘immat’, and polices it (Jabri 2007: 158). Given
this ‘insecurity of external modernity’, radicait@yues have contended for the space to allow
the national/local contestants to raise the lodakytimate claims and articulate a consensus
with the internationals through ‘agonisation’ (esdninko 2008) and ‘hybridisation’ (e.g.
Richmond 2005b, 2010). In this sense, they commprdynote and endorse measures to
empower and enable the national/local contestartdsttcally enunciate, iterate, and
challenge the interveners in the deliberative sp&aecess in such an ‘agonistic’ and

‘hybrid’ approach will thus be conditioned if th@érveners and the intervened address the
entrenched asymmetry between them, and nurturétecglowill to make an ‘agonistic’ or
‘hybrid’ consensus. Yet, in reality, it is unlikellgat the interveners hear and engage with the
intervened in deliberating their difference/disagnent in equal terms (Pouligny 2006,
Autesserre 2014). Rather, the former will be liklyabel the resistive latter as ‘spoilers’,
‘perpetrators’, ‘criminal gangs’, and ‘warlordsh@police them in the name of security (e.qg.
Newman et al. 2006, Jabri 2007: 158); or, everlibeération takes place between them, the
intervened are hardly essentialised, but can b=lpdund divisive. If the interveners empower
only the national ‘modern’/political, yet undermitiee local ‘traditional’/societal (Chandler
2010a), the asymmetry will allow the empoweredaral ‘modern’/political to securitise and
regulate the disempowered ‘traditional’/societati@liberation, causing and exacerbating the

identity/difference, and echoing and interactinghvihe internal contradiction thereafter.

2-7. Dilemmas in ‘deliberative peacebuilding’

Moreover, the theory and practice of ‘deliberapeacebuilding’ cannot shy away from

dilemmas, among others, 1) deliberation dilemmadnyppcrisy dilemma, and 3)
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transformation dilemma. These are mostly rootetthiéntwo processes of ‘post-colonial’
deliberation and conflict transformation in ‘delib&ve peacebuilding’. First, the deliberation
dilemma relates to the deliberative act of speaKligee scenarios can be considered: 1)
people do not speak, 2) people speak, but thems@and values are contradictory to
internationally-recognised principles, and 3) peggpeak, but think differently. The first
scenario can be related to a deep conflict wheoplpalistrust each other. If agencies suffer
from deep differences, grievances and injusticenafithe deliberative space is inclusive and
recognitive, they may be unwilling or unready teak. In particular, in the (post-)conflict
context, victims speak, but may not be willing eady to address their grievances with
perpetrators, due to deep traumas (Hutchison 2804&B). In the second scenario, ‘post-
colonial’ deliberation may cause another confli¢ioinequality/difference between
international and local norms and values. A tengias seen in the civil divorce case in India
where different discourses on gender (in)equaliyennflamed between international and
local agencies in deliberation (Benhabib 2002) oAtnother tension can be caused by the
interveners who reject deliberation with the logdikgitimate’ but ‘uncivil’ deliberators in a
Western sense (Belloni 2001, Schaefer 2010). Tdse ¢s related to the external
contradiction reviewed in the previous section. Tiied scenario is related to contradictions
between what people say and think in deliberattoreason can be associated with
behavioural immorality, dishonesty, and insincef@utmann et al. 1996, Kuran 1998). Even
after having agreed, ‘spoilers’ may act otherwgsestploit socio-political divisions and
polarisations and exacerbate them to continuggtd {Newman et al. 2006). They may even
prefer a ‘lose-lose’ impasse to a ‘win-win’ coofdéra or a ‘win-lose’ competition in
deliberation. In such a case, their malicious ititers will manipulate deliberation not to
reach a consensus or engage disagreement, buaderbate and radicalise conflict, even if

the pre-conditions for deliberation meet the cidef ‘success’. Yet another reason can be
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outside the moral realm. Scott (1990), for instaiscggests that contestants often exercise
double standards between ‘public transcript’ anddln transcript’ when they face a power
gap. The weak may speak differently on front antklstages, indicating their resistance. In
this case, the inconsistency is neither irratiomalimmoral, but political. The resistive may
defer decision or employ the tactics of disobedsemed non-participation to disengage from
deliberation (Sharp 1973). Giddens (1984), on therchand, explains a psychological gap

between what people think and say at the ‘ego’lleve

Second, the hypocrisy dilemma can be associatddandisconnection between what people
say and do. Similar to the above inconsistency éetawhat people say and think, a reason
for the contradiction can be explained not only atlgrbut also politically. Brunsson (2003)
refers this inconsistency to ‘hypocrisy’, linkingt@ political difficulty in dealing with

complex conflicts of interest and translating asemsus into a concrete set of actions in
practice. When deliberating agencies face highspiresor expectations to address and meet
complex inequalities/differences, they may takeasy option by agreeing on a measure that
is simple, general and conciliatory, yet highlyfidiflt to implement. This solution will be
favoured when pressure for deliberation is hightiyeé is limited. It may also be favoured in
some non-Western cultures where cosmology is neareptive of inconsistency and
contradiction (Galtung 1996). Moreover, the riskhgpocrisy can increase when deliberators
(decision-makers) and implementers are differemtiiBson 2003). Since war-torn societies
often lack capacity and resources for coordinaiod implementation, organisational
difficulty prevents what people say from being deted. Third, the transformation dilemma
can be linked to the act of implementation. Eveaciors are willing to implement what they
agree on, they cannot foresee all risks and caemditin advance and thus face the

‘unintended’ consequences of action (Giddens 1984 example, ‘deliberative
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peacebuilding’ assumes a complex set of agentraktsiral and cultural measures for
conflict transformation. The outcome cannot bereftipredicted, but cause tensions and
contradictions in progress. Moreover, conflict nmay be always ‘transformable’, but often

‘protracted’ (Azar 1990).

These dilemmas are largely embedded in the twoegsas of deliberation and conflict
trans/de-formation in ‘deliberative peacebuildirfgtst, ‘post-colonial’ deliberation faces the
following three realities: 1) a reality at the dissive level (what people speak), 2) a reality at
the cognitive level (what people think), and 3gality at the action level (what people do).

In turn, conflict transformation requires complexeractions between agential, structural and
cultural changes. Dilemmas in ‘deliberative peadding’ are thus related to the
inconsistency, tension, and contradiction that appetween three realities and interactions
in two processes (Figure 2.9). Namely, what pespésk, think, and do is often inconsistent
and disconnected, in particular, in a difficulusition like a (post-)conflict context, while
agency, structure and culture do not always chaagmoniously and coherently. These
tensions and contradictions, whatever causes lismtehem (e.g. political, psychological,
emotional, institutional, cultural, moral, etc.pwever, do not necessarily negate the utility
of the framework, but remind researchers to obsamkinterpret not only what people say,
but also what people think and do, and, if necgssareconcile them, and carefully examine
what, how, and why people ‘actually’ engage in¢benplex interactions that take place in
‘deliberative peacebuilding’. In other words, rasdanto ‘deliberative peacebuilding’
requires the critical skills and capacity of resbars to comprehensively observe and
understand human discourses, intentions, and aci®mvell as agential, structural and

cultural conditions at an in-depth level (e.g. YQur996).
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Figure 2.9 Dilemmas rooted in the two processes of ‘delibeegpeacebuilding’
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Conclusion

This chapter has theorised ‘deliberative peaceimgildn view of historical-cultural and

socio-political realities in the non-Western, postenial context; yet it also acknowledges

shortcomings of relying on the Western literatureanceptualise and understand the non-

Western socio-political phenomena. To begin witlet out the ‘legitimation problem’ with

the vertical and horizontal inequalities/differes@e connection with the non-Western

culture and post-colonial historicity. Given thdityt of ‘Western’ deliberation in meeting

the politico-economic ‘legitimation crisis’ in tretable Western democracies (Rawls 1993,

Habermas 1996), the chapter reconstituted thisandeptualised ‘post-colonial’

deliberation to address the politico-societal {ggation problem’ in the war-torn non-

Western (non/quasi) democracies. It highlighted ljptantity and quality in space and power

118



at the polity and agential levels as the pre-caomitof ‘post-colonial’ deliberation, vis-a-vis
‘Western’ deliberation, which largely emphasiseartity in space and power. If the pre-
conditions are met, ‘post-colonial’ deliberatiorassumed to lead deliberative agencies to
‘successfully’ addressing the ‘legitimation probleand establishing political legitimation
and societal consent. Subsequently, the chaptetifieel four approaches to ‘post-colonial’
deliberation: ‘rationalisation’, ‘agonisation’, ‘byidisation’, and ‘agreeing to disagree’, given
agential reflexivity to the pre-conditions for spand power. It further contended for a nexus
between ‘post-colonial’ deliberation and ‘delibératpolitical order’ as the ‘positive’ peace
(Galtung 1969, 1990) as a result of ‘post-coloni@liberation to cause the agential,
structural and cultural changes and transform anfi the ‘legitimation problem’. The
framework then deduced a hypothetical mechanisdifigirent causality between ‘with’ and
‘without’ external intervention in ‘deliberative aeebuilding’. The chapter then delineated
merits and challenges in ‘practising’ ‘deliberatpeacebuilding’, and dilemmas that are
embedded in the complex processes of ‘delibergi@aeebuilding’. Accordingly, the next
chapter will set out a strategy and methods tonygl@yed for empirical inquiry to examine
‘deliberative peacebuilding’ and test its hypotbatimechanism in East Timor and

Somaliland.
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Chapter 3: Research methods for the empirical inquiy of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’

Introduction

After theorising ‘deliberative peacebuilding’, ttukapter aims to set out a strategy and
methods to be employed for empirical inquiry abdetiberative peacebuilding’ in East
Timor and Somaliland. For this purpose, the chaptttibe divided into the following four
sections: 1) explanatory strategy, 2) methodoldgbaice: the case and comparative
methods, 3) applying the methods to the cases@anuufating the field questions, and 4)
issues relating to the fieldwork. To begin withe first section will set out an explanatory
strategy, identifying the variables given the céitysaf ‘deliberative peacebuilding'.
Subsequently, the second section will review théhodological choice, examining both
merits and challenges of the case method in atgtiaé, small-N, cross-case and within-case
approach, as well as the comparative method inub#ll's methods of agreement and
difference and the process-tracing approach. Ting $lection will explain the application of
the chosen methods to the cases, formulating alp@ssrrative on ‘deliberative
peacebuilding’ in East Timor and Somaliland andkég questions for the fieldwork.
Finally, the fourth section will examine issuesatilg to the fieldwork, firstly on a
relationship between researcher and research a¢pateksecondly on protocols and

procedures for the implementation.

3-1. Explanatory strategy

This first section will identify the key variablesd their causation and correlation in

‘deliberative peacebuilding’. The system of ‘deliéve peacebuilding’ is composed of three
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layers: the ‘core’, the ‘endogenous’, and the ‘exomus’ layers. First, the ‘core’ layer is
made of the causal process from ‘post-colonialibdeation to ‘deliberative political
(dis)order’. While the pre-conditions for quantétgd quality in space and power are
determinant of ‘post-colonial’ deliberation, itaitcess’ or ‘failure’ makes an impact on a
contextual change in the agential, structural, @rtliral conditions which transform or
deform the protracted conflict in the ‘legitimatiproblem’. Second, the ‘endogenous’ layer
is composed of the interactive process betweenutmme of deliberating the ‘legitimation
problem’ and the political, economic, and socidlisgs in the internal context over time.
This interaction between the outcome and the msettings is assumed to change the pre-
conditions for ‘post-colonial’ deliberation theréat Third, the ‘exogenous’ layer is made of
the interactive process between the ‘endogenower land the external intervention given
(neo)liberal statebuilding (Boutros-Ghali 1992, QE2005, World Bank 2011) which makes
a significant impact on the second layer in therimal context. In synthesising causality and
interactivity in these three layers, the systerdefiberative peacebuilding’ is composed of
the five causal and co-relational variables a®¥ed: 1) independent variables: the pre-
conditions for the quantity and the quality of spand power in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation,
2) dependent variables: conflict trans/de-formatierthe outcome of ‘post-colonial’
deliberation, 3) intervening variables: contextti@nges in agential, structural and cultural
conditions to link ‘post-colonial’ deliberation aednflict trans/de-formation, 4) endogenous
variables: political, economic, and social settiagithe research context, and 5) exogenous
variables: external intervention as the impacmnef(liberal statebuilding on the research
context (Figure 3.1). This explanatory strategyt bl employed to understand and explain

‘deliberative peacebuilding’ in East Timor (Chapi@rand Somaliland (Chapter 6).

121



Figure 3.1 Explanatory strategy: the key variables in thetey of ‘deliberative

peacebuilding’

‘Exogenous’ layer

‘Endogenous’ layer

‘Core’ layer
In\(j;rl?aekr)]lgzm /,::) Quantity in space and powgr | Quality in space and powe @
‘Post-colonidldeliberation
Whenl/if successful Whenl/if failed

Inter_venmg Contextuat chainges (agential, structural, and cyltural conditjons

variables : |

Dependent Conflict trandormation: Conflict dformation:

variables Deliberative politicabrder Deliberative politicaldisorder
Endo_genous S Political, economic, and social settings at the macrd levd—/
variables

Exogenous External interventions: (neo)liberal statebuilding

variables

122




3-2. Methodological choice: the case and comparaéunethods

Among other methodological choices, this thesiptglthe case method due to its
effectiveness in examining and inferring causatdityl correlations in socio-political
phenomena (e.g. King et al. 1994, Brady et al. 2B®brge et al. 2005). George et al.
(2005), for example, delineate, among others, &olwantages in the case method: 1)
conceptual validity, 2) deriving new hypothesese®)loring causal mechanisms, and 4)
modelling and assessing complex causal relatidd@5(219-22). These are relevant to this
research seeking to prove the hypothesis, expheredusality of ‘deliberative
peacebuilding’, and employ complex variables. Tagearch will then employ a qualitative,
small-N, within-case and cross-case, process-gamuproach, due to its strength in studying
contextual peculiarities, complexities, and temparal spatial variations in causality. First, a
qualitative approach underlines its merits, amahgs, in giving room to studying
particularity and complexity in social experienceseractions, culture, and history in the
research context (Flick 2007: xi). This methodatadimerit is effective in investigating
‘deliberative peacebuilding’ in a context-specifi@nner, and testing the hypothetical
mechanism from it. Moreover, the variables thatsatefor ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ are
mostly unquantifiable yet empirically qualifiablelying on the skills and capacity of
researchers to carefully observe, interpret aneratand the research subjects, objects and
their interactions in the research context. Evahely are quantified, statistical data are often
difficult to obtain or contested, or even do noisein the conflict-affected areas. In this
sense, the qualitative approach is suitable, stradws researchers to ‘emphasise episodes
of nuance, the sequentiality of happenings in cdntbe wholeness of the individual’ (Stake
1995: xii). Second, using a small number of caies/a researchers to sketch ‘meaningful

but complex configurations of events and structuaad compare and contrast their
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similarity and difference in and between the sqmtitical phenomena (Ragin 1997: 30).
Also, the purposefully-selected cases enable relsees to undertake an in-depth analysis of
the social phenomena which are often neglecteceramded, or truncated as error in the
large-N approach, such as ‘equifinality’ (i.e. nplk causality towards a similar outcome)
(Ragin 1997, George et al. 2005), historical seqesm@and transitions (Tilly 1997, 2001), and
turning points (Abbott 1997). Third, a within-caesed cross-case approach enables
researchers to contrast and compare the reseaistaaross time and space. Gerring (2007)
sees the examination of temporal and spatial wangtwithin and across social phenomena
as ‘dynamic’, since it allows researchers not dalgffectively validate the inferred causality
(2007: 155), but also to seek both depth (withiseceomparison) and breadth (across case
comparison) in the cases study (2007: 49). Foarfitpcess-tracing approach allows
researchers to conduct the longitudinal analystsaoisitions, sequences, and processes in a
causal mechanism, and thus infer and test therty (M0, George et al. 2005). Since the
matrix of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ enables tbegitudinal analysis, the process-tracing
approach is appropriate for empirically investiggtthe transitional paths and processes in

the causality of ‘deliberative political (dis)order ‘deliberative peacebuilding'.

These advantages are, however, balanced by séwgtations, such as selection bias,
subjectivity, falsifiability, and possible interrtipn in transition. First, the case method,
whatever approach is employed, cannot be entirelyfrom selection bias (King et al. 1994,
Brady et al. 2004, George et al. 2005). If reseansleliberately choose the cases that
produce particular and extreme outcomes, this mag to causal effect and mechanism in
the selected cases being understated, overstatee@eneralised (Collier et al. 2004: 95,
98). In this sense, researchers should carefulégeases, noting the risk of researcher-

borne bias in case selection. Second, althoughuhbtative and small-N approach has
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strengths for social inquiry, it remains diffictdt measure to what extent the respective
variables are correlated and how often the outcamses (George et al. 2005), as well as
facing a risk of subjectivity in politicising datand undermining research rigour and ethics in
data collection and analysis (Ezzy 2002: 33). lyralso cause a representation problem
since the case cannot represent all populationsrenkimited number of cases makes it
difficult to assess whether variables are eitheessary or sufficient (Ragin 2000). Third, it

is not easy to assess whether outcomes occur indeptly across the cases. Inter-case
correlations and interactions, if any, will leadfatse conclusions and increase the risk of
falsifiability (Goldthorpe 1997). Given this ‘Galtbproblem, George et al. (2005) propose
process-tracing as an effective approach to exaipiocesses between cause and effect at
an in-depth level and detecting inter-case coimlatand interactions, if any. The process-
tracing is particularly useful in examining ‘equidility’, since it allows researchers to analyse
and verify the processual correlations and intaetiahs across the cases. Fourth, in this
connection, although process-tracing enables relseer not only to detect the ‘Galton’
problem, but also to examine the transitional psecd an in-depth level, it is difficult for
researchers to observe the process if it is inpggclor highly complex (George et al. 2005:
222). While interruption weakens the appearanamasality, complexity makes it difficult

to assess and test causality.

Moreover, this research adopts the comparative adegince it aims to examine the theory
of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ and test its hypeitbal mechanism in East Timor and
Somaliland. The controlled comparison between #ses has the merit of explaining
causality in the social phenomena and inferring@othesis deducted from a theory across
time and space, if any (Mackie et al. 1995: 175)1F6r comparative analysis, among

others, Mill's methods of agreement and differeace useful to examine causality and test
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hypotheses, as John Stuart Mill outlinedhisystem of Logi(Skocpol 1984, Tilly 1997).
While the method of agreement highlights a residirallarity within the overall difference
in a cause leading to the overall similarity inedfect (similarity-similarity), the method of
difference underlines a crucial difference witHie bverall similarity in a cause leading to
the overall difference in an effect (differencefeiiénce). In general, the method of difference
is considered ‘more powerful for establishing valalisal associations than the method of
agreement used alone’ (Skocpol 1984: 378-379) sireelains a determinant cause
between the positive and the negative cases. Ajthddill acknowledged the practical
difficulty in applying these methods to the disgipl of humanity, due to the impossibility of
researchers previewing and controlling all varialdad conditions (Tilly 1997), they remain
popular in social science (Skocpol 1984, Tilly 1p¥However, the overall focus of Mill's
methods on cause and effect undermines the pathegses between them, and makes it

insufficient to analyse ‘equifinality’ if any exs{George et al. 2005).

Returning to the ‘research puzzle’ in the Introdtutt Boege et al. (2008) attempted to
examine the impact of external intervention giveil’method of difference. In their
seminal work on the ‘hybrid political order’, théyghlighted the difference in the cause:
(neo)liberal statebuilding which East Timor accéptgeet Somaliland rejected, and the effect:
it resulted in conflict (i.e. the recurred violerioe2006) in East Timor and stability (i.e. the
‘hybrid’ order in 1993) in Somaliland (Boege et 2008). While the former led a new state
of East Timor to unrest under the auspices of tNetbe latter led a new state of Somaliland
to stability largely through indigenous self-heffoes (Boege et al. 2008). Given a crucial
difference (whether ‘with’ or ‘without’ external tervention) within the overall similarity
(building a new state after the civil war) in theuse and the overall difference (whether

conflict or stability) in the effect between theawases, Boege et al. (2008) inferred and
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compared negativity in international peacebuildifgya-vis positivity in local peacebuilding.
However, a shortcoming exists in case selectiomesboth experienced a similar transition
from stability to re-stability via conflict over@ecade if the timeline is extended. While East
Timor established political stability under the pNace operations, and fell into civil unrest,
yet restored political stability towards the clasof the UN mission in a ‘hybrid’
path/process, Somaliland similarly establishedtigali stability under traditional leadership,
yet fell into civil unrest, and restored politicahbility towards the orderly conclusion of the
first electoral cycle in an ‘agonistic’ path/proseéccordingly, this thesis combines Mill's
methods of difference and agreement, and the pseicesing approach in comparing the two
cases. Mill's methods highlight a residual similain the context (‘legitimation problem’ in
the non-Western, post-colonial context) causingotrerall similarity in the outcome
(‘deliberative political order’) (i.e. similarityisilarity in the method of agreement), as well
as a critical difference in the input (whether hior ‘without’ external intervention) causing
the overall difference in the path/process in aehition (whether a ‘*hybrid’ or an ‘agonistic’
path/process) (i.e. difference-difference in theéhuod of difference). The research periods are
then divided into three sub-periods: 1) from sibtb unrest, 2) during unrest, and 3) from
unrest to stability, in East Timor from 1999 to 2Gnd in Somaliland from 1991 to 2005

respectively, in order to examine the ‘equifindlitythe process-tracing approach.

3-3. Applying the methods to the cases and formuliaiy the field questions

The application of the above methods to the cadéfownulate a possible narrative as
follows. To begin with, focus is given to similarin the ‘legitimation problem’ in East
Timor and Somaliland. First, both societies haweetigped a strong kin-based relationship

between members who belong to the same houserosiclee the pre-colonisation period. In
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East Timor, it is theuma luliK (‘sacred house’) that spiritually and politicaliglates its
members to the shared land in their sedentantyliedn Somaliland, it is thediya (‘blood
compensation’)-paying group in the lowest branchlah structure that allows its members
to collectively share social and material risk$heir nomadic lifestyle. Thesema lulik and
‘diya-paying groups have established common norms aactipes for decision-making in
their society, such asahe biti (‘stretching mat’) andshir’ (‘lineage-group council’) which
encourage participants (village elders in East Tjrand adult males in Somaliland) to
‘speak’ in the ad-hoc assembly with the primary tomesolve everyday conflict, but also to
broadly manage differences that emerge from tinterte (e.g. Babo-Soares 2004, Trindade
et al. 2007, Lewis 1961, Farah et al. 1993). Secwniirn, both societies have experienced
(post-)colonisation that formed, deformed, and eraated vertical and horizontal
inequalities/differences across the polity. While Euro-colonisers, such as the Portuguese
and the British, began colonisation by introduding ‘modern’ state to the ‘traditional’
stateless societies in East Timor and Somalilaritiérié’ and 18 centuries respectively,
they formed inequalities/differences verticallyweén the colonial state and the colonised
society at the polity level and horizontally betwemodernity’ and ‘tradition’ at the agency
level. Thereafter, the post-colonisers, such asntienesian and the Somali in Mogadishu,
deformed them, aggrieving the societal majority eadsing them to join the societal

resistance for the civil wars.

Despite the similar ‘legitimation problem’, the piimlal agencies have approached the local
societal agencies differently since the end ofcilig wars. In East Timor, with their aim to
build a (neo)liberal state, the UN Transitional Adrstration (UNTAET) had increasingly
marginalised the National Council of Timorese Rasise (CNRT), an umbrella organisation

which had assembled the resistance movements goykdrpolitical legitimacy at theuma
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lulik’ level since 1999. The UN'’s rushed approach tondwonal elections triggered political
competition and the dissolution of the CNRT in 200ke post-UN state continued to
dismiss the customary governance system and ansagihre society. While the state left the
‘legitimation problem’ unaddressed, political caciflat the state level led to violence across
the society from 2006 to 2008. During the unresigoe the UN missions pushed the
government to undertake the national elections ptlymyet deformed political competition
and the ‘legitimation problem’. In contrast, thesnAMP (Parliamentary Majority Alliance)-
coalition government has undertaken extensive measa decentralise the state and
integrate with the traditional leaders in an attetopmeet the ‘legitimation problem’ since its
inauguration after the conflict-ridden election2D07. In Somaliland, in turn, the Somali
National Movement (SNM), which established statehiomoNorth-western Somalia after the
civil war, intensified internal divisions from 1994 1993. This political conflict was halted
by a series of deliberative initiatives by the etd@ho represented tligya-paying groups.
This ‘post-colonial’ deliberation led to the integipon of the Council of Elder$3uurti) into

the state system as the legislature in 1993. Neslexts, although a deliberative space had
been created, it was soon politicised by the gavemnt. The co-opteGuurti elders failed to
deliberate the resumed conflict in 1994, partiailjuenced by the UN operations in Somalia
(UNOSOM II). Following the withdrawal of UNOSOM Ithe conflict was mediated by the
local elders and supported by the societal grofdfier a ceasefire in 1997, the state
democratised the polity, introducing a customidedteral system and moderating the

‘legitimation problem’ through the local and natbelections from 2002 onwards.

This equifinality can be translated into the framekvof ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ as
follows. In East Timor, both the UNTAET and its sassor FRETILIN government similarly

undermined the societal deliberative norm and prestn their exercise of ‘power-over’ and
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exacerbated the ‘legitimation problem’. The subseqAMP-coalition government adopted
a more consultative approach to the traditionaldesiand created space for ‘post-colonial’
deliberation in the exercise of ‘power-to’. Recergasures for local development have
empowered the society and turned the expressippweér from ‘power-to’ to ‘power-with’

in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation. In turn, a stro&gpmaliland society undertook society-led
initiatives for deliberation and exercised ‘powgamst’ the state to recognise the customary
deliberative practice okhir. The newly-establishedsuurti’ as the institutional symbol of
‘post-colonial’ deliberation, however, became irsi@gly co-opted by the government, and
failed to address the inter-clan conflict that waeply protracted. After the local elders and
civil society resumed action for peace-making,gbeernment democratised the polity,
introducing a competitive but consensual partyesysto embrace inter-clan competition and
differences for the upcoming elections to take @ldhis home-grown democratisation drove
to transform state-society relations from a ‘powagainst’ to a ‘power-with’ dimension. East
Timor and Somaliland seem thus contrasted in themsitional paths towards ‘deliberative
political order’: a ‘*hybrid’ path (from a ‘power-@v’ to a ‘power-to’ and a ‘power-with’
dimension in the lower curve) in East Timor, andagonistic’ path (from a ‘power-over’ to

a ‘power-against’ and a ‘power-with’ dimension iretupper curve) in Somaliland. Figure

3.2 illustrates the application of the cases tontla¢rix of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’.
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Figure 3.2 Application of the cases of East Timor and Solaadl to ‘deliberative

peacebuilding’
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In view of this, this research sets out the fieléstion for data collection and analysis as
follows: ‘how did the political actors approach thacietal agencies who had upheld the
customary deliberative norms and practices su¢maise bitf in East Timor and $hir” in
Somaliland, (dis)engaging with them in addressh&y“tegitimation problem” in “post-
colonial” deliberation, and leading to “deliberatipolitical (dis)order” after the end of the
civil wars in East Timor (1999-2012) and Somalilgf891-2005)?’. Answering this requires
data and information on how the ‘modern’/politieald the ‘traditional’/societal agencies

deliberated the vertical and horizontal inequaitiéferences in the protracted conflict, given
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the pre-conditions for ‘post-colonial’ deliberatiohccordingly, the field question is broken
down into the three sub-questions in view of thesadity of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’

from ‘post-colonial’ deliberation to ‘deliberatiymlitical (dis)order’: 1) ‘how were space and
power employed by the deliberative representafinga the “modern”/political (e.g.
(sub)district administrators, MPs representingdbmunities) and the “traditional’/societal
(e.g.liurais, aquils, andchefes de suco/aldeijpsegments in the deliberative space?’, 2) ‘what
change did “post-colonial” deliberation cause iemigl relations, policies and institutions,
and local culture?’, and 3) ‘what consequences¥ald during the (sub)research periods?’.
Approaching human subjects for data collection, éxmv, requires the researchers to

sensitise themselves to multiple issues in thefietk.

3-4. Issues relating to the fieldwork

Accordingly, this final section examines issuethia fieldwork, among others, firstly on
relationality between the researcher and the resaamtext that includes the research
subject and object, and secondly on the protoculspaocedures for implementation, such as
setting and sampling, interview procedure and getaessing, and ethical considerations.
While the first sub-section reviews relationalitya general term, the second sub-section
specifies the research design which was actualfyl@yed in the fieldwork to ensure some

level of replicability in data collection and ansily.

3-4-1. Relationality between the researcher and theesearch context

This first sub-section reviews relationality betweabe researcher and the research context.

When a researcher approaches the research comtebeté collection, (s)he should take note

132



of his/her impact on the research subject and bbjdbe context. After (s)he collects data,
(s)he should also bear in mind not only how tofyeaind interpret data and findings, but also
how his/her life experience and positionality afféeem. Similarly, the research subject is
not neutral, but reflexive upon his/her life expade and positionality in explaining and
understanding the research object. Accordinglystitesection highlights, among others,
four issues as follows: 1) data collection, 2) a@sher’s impact on research context, 3)

experience and positionality, and 4) the validatbdata and findings (Figure 3.3).

Figure 3.3 Relationality between the researcher and thearekecontext
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First, this research employs individual interviesvte source of primary data in the
fieldwork, yet also complements it with documentiegv as the source of secondary data.
Firstly, interviews are, in general, effective fdiscovering and portraying the multiple
views of the case’ (Stake 1995: 64), and the ‘edayylife world’ to reconcile contextual
specificity/focus and personal ambiguity (Kvale 2001-13), despite their contentious
quality as ‘unscientific’, ‘subjective’, ‘person-dendent’, ‘biased’, and ‘unreliable’ (Kvale
2007: 84-85). In particular, this research adopsemi-structured’ interview technique, due

to its methodological strengths in flexibility angdenness that allow researchers to obtain
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specific answers to questions, solicit a detaities@p, and insider’s perspective (Leech 2002),
and put the respondents at ease (Aberbach etGf),28s well as its practical utility in

seeking answers to common questions in a ‘strudtared ‘focused’ way, but also to explore
complex causality in reconciling a ‘yes or no’ typledata in a ‘structured’ way and a free-
flowing conversation in an ‘unstructured’ way (Ggeret al. 2005: 67, Hammett et al. 2015:
141). The semi-structured interview thus enablegdisearcher to solicit factual and
conceptual answers to open-ended questions toaiéea@nrigorous comparison between the
cases and a flexible investigation into complexsedity in the hypothetical mechanism.
Secondly, this research also explores documergwevihis will complement personal
interviews by providing secondary data, since pablications, including anthropological

and politico-sociological works, are widely avaliin the two countries. Researchers should
note, however, that these secondary data are ‘alllgeto the selectivity and objectives of the

original writers (Lustick 1996, Thies 2002).

Second, it is important to note the impact of #gearcher on the research context. While the
researcher is not neutral but political, data @biben and publication will generate socio-
political ramifications in the research context. Whhe researcher may play multiple roles
such as teacher, advocate, evaluator, biographeiingerpreter (Stake 1995), as well as
detached observer, empathetic observer, faithfdrter, mediator of languages, reflective
partner, and dialogue facilitator (Blaikie 2000)s/her approach to the research context will
affect the life and livelihood of the research sabj especially in conflict zones where
security situations are volatile and prone to thiofmation economy’ (Goodhand 2000: 13).
Implicit messages of researchers, for example,dcaise not only expectations of the
research subject, but also concerns of the lo¢abaity and armed groups, and put the

researcher and research subject to security mskegen stimulate old wounds and trauma,
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harming the research context (Goodhand 2000, M@AQ8). East Timor and Somaliland are
not exceptions. Although both countries ended comahuiolence in 2008 and 1997
respectively, popular resentment and grievanceaireor have not been fully addressed.
Local authorities could use fragile security siinia as a good excuse to limit researchers’
access to the research context, breach human,raghgsliticise and intimidate the research
subject. Thus the researcher, in particular int(poenflict areas, faces ethical and political
challenges. These can be met by multiple measasding 1) assessing the political
impact of research in advance, 2) acquiring infarmensent in whichever form, whether
written or verbal, from the research subject inaatbe, 3) carefully managing anonymity and
confidentiality of the research subject and locadextations, 4) holding the research
objective and activity accountable, 5) closelysiiag with locally-active organisations, such
as international/local NGOs, and 6) keeping thédilerof the researcher low (Goodhand
2000, Mertus 2009). These measures help the rémzarot to harm the research context, but
to protect the research subject and his/her dééyahd livelihood, and to be sensitised to

potential risks.

Third, it is also important to reiterate the sigeahce of experience and positionality of the
researcher in research and research context. Adibwantological, epistemological, and
normative positions of the researcher are inflaimi social inquiry (Hay 1995:192). As the
Introduction clarifies, this thesis adopts: 1) dogical dualism between objectivism and
subjectivism in stratifying the world at real, aaffuand empirical levels, 2) epistemological
realism, highlighting interactions between agerstsycture, and culture at meta level, and
exploring a causal mechanism of social change tiwerand space, and 3) a normative
position in valuing equality and social justice whiecomes to defining the ‘failure’ and the

‘success’ in ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ (see litiieoduction). These positions require the
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researcher into ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ toware] observe, and interpret the
(pre)conditions and settings in the research cort@efully, and understand human
‘reflexivity’ in the agency-structure-culture dynams in the research context (Giddens 1984,
Bourdieu 1989 in Wacquant 1992), yet they are suiltigethe life experiences of the
researcher (Hertz 1997). For example, as reseaicier not only externally reflexive on the
research context, but also internally subject topmgr work experience in East Timor and
Somaliland and life experience as aid worker iradiagnd elsewhere. My life experience has
made a significant impact on forming the reseaedigh and theory in this thesis.
Accordingly, the researcher should take note Kgegience such as ‘positionality’ in his/her
politico-economic status, cultural background, raxionality, gender, age, etc., since these
affect not only research, but also power dynaméts/ben the researcher and the research
subject (Gregory et al. 2009: 556-557). Any gapawer dynamics will affect the validity of
data obtained due to asymmetry (Fujii 2009, Hen3).e2009). For instance, my

positionality of political (‘leftish’), economic igh), cultural (Japanese), racial (Asian),
gender (male), age (middle), and linguistic (Ergiortuguese) status would seriously affect
the attitudes and behaviour of the research subjectis mostly poor and indigenous in East
Timor and Somaliland. For example, while my ‘Jasmmess’ may associate me with
economic richness and opportunities, my ‘maleness/ affect the attitude of, and my access
to, both male and female interviewees. Also, thennewees may associate me with the
organisations where | previously worked (i.e. theted Nations in East Timor and the
University of Hargeisa and the Ministry of InteriorSomaliland) even though | underline
the political ‘neutrality’ and independence of thesearch. Yet, notably, these positions and
positionality also exist on the side of researdbjett when the latter explains and
understands the research object and other sulmjettts research context. Accordingly, when

the research subject faces the researcher, thefesmeither passive nor weak. (S)he isin a

136



good position to explore tactics to manipulaterdsearcher, such as misleading (Berry 2002,

Fujii 2009) and resisting (Bott 2010, Kappler 2013)

Fourth, the above review highlights problems wéhability and falsifiability in data and
findings due to bias, politicisation, reflexivitgositionality, reactivity, and
miscommunication in research. The contestable atadfindings thus require verifying to
‘partially overcome the deficiencies that flow frame investigator or one method’ (Denzin
1989: 236). The techniques of verification canudel, among others, four approaches to
triangulation: 1) data triangulation, 2) investigratriangulation, 3) theory triangulation, and
4) methodological triangulation. Firstly, data hggulation aims to broaden and diversify data
sources, and minimise error and bias in relaticd $ogle source. This will be particularly
relevant to this research, since its epistemoldgiasition is interpretive, primarily relying

on intra/inter-subjective accounts. In this sensealtiple units and multiple participants
should be identified to triangulate collected datacontent analysis (see the next sub-section
(3-4-2)). Secondly, investigator triangulation aitnemploy multiple researchers in
observing the same phenomena. It is also assoaiatiegheer review, feedback, and member
checks (Stake 1995, Maxwell 1996). This will alltve researcher not only to overcome
error, bias, and misinterpretation (Denzin 1988j,diso to acquire new perspectives from
others (Stake 1995). This research will therefateraly seek advice from the counterpart
institutions and beyond, if necessary and apprtp(see the next sub-section (3-4-2)).
Thirdly, theory triangulation aims to explore mdin@an one theory in view of the same
phenomena. The fieldwork aims to empirically exasrigteliberative peacebuilding’ in East
Timor and Somaliland. However, the socio-politippEnomena have been also explained
upon other frameworks such as ‘hybrid politicaletdBoege et al. 2008). This research will

thus effectively refer to these, if appropriatepider to verify data and findings. Finally,
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methodological triangulation is an approach to @yiplg more than one method in data
collection. The methodological combination of iviews and document review in this
research will improve the reliability of collectedta. Despite these merits, it is also
important to acknowledge several limitations imangulation. First, constraints in time and
budget will limit the researcher’s ability to exptomultiple methods of triangulation (Denzin
1978). Second, data and findings may remain cardesmstd inconsistent since no two
researchers interpret a social phenomenon in the say. Accordingly, the researcher is
required to mediate competing accounts, if necgg&anzin 1989). Third, the use of
multiple methods will be epistemologically unsoumitis is particularly the case in
collecting data from secondary sources (Lustick6l9%hies 2002). Whichever methods are
used for verification, however, ‘facts’ in data dmalings are reflexively and subjectively
interpreted, and thus can never be objectively'taccording to the ontological and
epistemological positions of ‘critical’ realism this research (Bhaskar 1975, Habermas

1996, see Introduction).

3-4-2. The protocols and procedures for implementain

This final sub-section spells out the key proto@wid procedures that were actually carried
out in the fieldwork. Before the fieldwork, thissearch collected secondary data from
document reviews, and identified the informatiop gaexamining and testing the
hypothetical mechanism. For the fieldwork, the agslke gained full approval from the
University of Manchester Research Ethics Committe®pril 2015, and undertook a three-
month fieldwork from 20 July 2015 to 3 Septembet2(h East Timor and from 22
September 2015 to 28 October 2015 in Somalilangectsely. The fieldwork was

conducted in Dili and Hargeisa, the capital cibé&ast Timor and Somaliland, and based at
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the Peace Center in the National University of Triheste and the Institute of Peace and
Conflict Studies in the University of Hargeisa. $henost institutions offered local expertise
and advice in the protocols and procedures foremgintation, such as selecting settings and
participants, validating data and findings, andsidering ethics in the research. While |
viewed them not as ‘gate-keepers’ or ‘overseers ds ‘peers’ with experience of hosting
foreign researchers, | also took note the riskatitipisation and biases in their ‘advice’ or
‘opinions’ (Kaufmann 2002, Clark 2011). Accordingthis sub-section explains, among
other things, 1) interview setting and participa@jsinterview procedure and data

processing, and 3) ethical considerations.

First, this part stipulates interview settings @adticipants. For interview settings, in
consultation with the counterpart institutionsdémtified two local communities to travel to
for data collection: Comoro sub-district in DilidaWemassi sub-district in Baucau district in
East Timor (Map 3.1) and Central area in HargeishBurao town in Burao district in
Somaliland (Map 3.2). The reasons for choosinggte® communities in each country
were, among others, to compare the different impaatban/central and rural/local settings
on agencies approaching ‘post-colonial’ deliberatMvhile rapid urbanisation and social
mobilisation dominates in the capital cities, ttraditional’ governance system and
communal culture largely remains in the rural dis¢t However, since the field visit with
police escort in Somaliland raised both materiaj.(eonstraints of cost and security
arrangements) and power (e.g. the impact of policthe research context) concerns, |
replaced the field visit with a document reviewagithat the case of Somaliland is largely
historical (from 1991 to 2005) and relatively watbeumented. On the other hand, the field

visit was essential in the case of East Timor stheeresearch object is ongoing (from 1999
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to 2012), and the impact of the recent local dguelent on ‘post-colonial’ deliberation has

been under-researched.

Map 3.1: Map of East Timor Map 3.2Map of Somalilantl
1i‘4 145
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Timor
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Dili Vemassi Hargeisa Burao (which | did not visit)

For sampling the participants, | identified seveaitain ‘post-colonial’ deliberation as
follows: 1) a ‘modern’/political unit in ‘post-cotoal’ deliberation, 2) a ‘traditional’/societal
unit in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation, 3) a ‘moderatate unit, 4) a ‘traditional’-society unit, 5)
a donor unit, 6) a local-CSOs unit, 7) an ‘intefiesd’ unit for local and international

researchers. | then identified the intervieweesrafssessing their relevance to the field

! Available:https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-worfdetbook/geos/tt.htnflAccessed 17 June 2016].
2 Available: https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Category:Maps_$bmaliland#/media/File:Somaliland-map-
en.png[Accessed 17 June 2016].
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questions in the respective units. My previous wexgerience was helpful in selecting the
participants although | fully acknowledged the ri$lbias in whom | spoke with and what |
heard in interviews. This purposive/relevance sargghas advantages for a limited number
of in-depth ‘semi-structured’ interviews for cont@malysis (Krippendorff 2013: 120).
Subsequently, | conducted personal interviews d@lparticipants in East Timor, including:
4 from the ‘modern’/political unit in ‘post-colorialeliberation (2 sub-district
administrators, 1 local MP, and 1 security offic&jrom the ‘traditional’/societal unit in
‘post-colonial’ deliberation (Bucochiefs, 2 local elders, 2 youth coordinators, 2mdomen
coordinators at theucocouncils), 5 from the ‘modern’-state unit (3 pigiidns and 2
bureaucrats), 4 from the ‘traditional’-society ufdtyouths and 1 woman), 10 from the donor
unit, 5 from the local-CSOs unit, and 7 from theeéilectual’ unit, as well as 26 participants
in Somaliland, including 4 from the ‘modern’/patisil unit in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation (4
members of political parties) and 2 from the ‘ttagtial’/societal unit in ‘post-colonial’
deliberation (1 local elder from a majority clardahfrom a minority clan), 4 from the
‘modern’-state unit (2 politicians and 2 bureausya2 from the ‘traditional’-society unit (2
youths), 3 from the donor unit, 3 from the local@Sunit, and 8 from the ‘intellectual’ unit
(Figure 3.4). While the participants often represeualtiple units, they are classified in the
unit which is most relevant during the (sub)resegreriod. The gap in the number of
participants between East Timor and Somalilandasiy derived from the field visit in
which | interviewed 12 people in East Timor, bdlid not do so in Somaliland. The diversity
and variation in socio-political representatiortted interviewees (e.g. clan, religion, gender,
age, etc.) helped me not only broaden the undetistaof ‘post-colonial’ deliberation, but

also triangulate data and findings.
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Figure 3.4 The representation of participants in personarinews

‘Political’ ‘Societal’
Units State| Society| Donors| CSOs| Intellectuals| Total
deliberatorq deliberators
East Timor 4 8 5 4 10 5 7 43
Somaliland 4 2 4 2 3 3 8 26

Second, | set out and followed the protocols amdguures for data collection and

processing to standardise them for analysis. Baf@ménterviews, | made a meeting

appointment, using the ‘Participant Information &hésee Appendix 1) to explain the

research objective and questions. Due to the rghcolture in the two countries, | firstly

sent my request for a meeting through email orneetsages, and secondly gave a call to

those who answered me for appointment. Given thiggad sensitivity, | also wrote a letter

to the political authorities, such as ministrieslitcal parties, and district offices for the fiel

visit in East Timor. For the interviews, | used palplaces, such as offices and cafeterias,

mostly in their offices, and met them in the dagibetween 9 am and 5 pm according to

their convenience and preference. During intervidwsed the ‘Consent Form’ (see

Appendix 2) to gain consent, either written or \&rlirom all interviewees, and explained the

interview procedure, and then asked them to inforenat any time when they were

uncomfortable or wished to stop the interview. Afiaining their consent, | introduced

myself and began the interview in three steps ib®ae: 1) asking the interviewees to

explain their experience in witnessing, perceiviagg participating in ‘deliberative

peacebuilding’, 2) encouraging them to address#usality and correlations in it, and 3)

concurrently analysing them on my side, interactuty the field questions. In doing so, |

made notes in front of the interviewees withouetagcording. Before ending the interview, |
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summarised the contents, and re-iterated the camiality, anonymity, and protection of

data and interviewees, and asked them to contadfitiversity according to the ‘Participant
Information Sheet’ if something went wrong. Aftaterviews, | emailed, texted or phoned
the interviewees with a thank-you message. | vslb ahare a piece of work with them after
this thesis is completed. Subsequently, | proceda& coding and partly transcribing them
if necessary, and categorising them into the rdés@ecariables to examine causality and
correlations in the explanatory strategy (see bwva section (3-1)). For example, | reduced
interview statements to the categories of the @gfevariables for content and unit analysis,
coding improvement or deterioration in the varialfe.g. quality and quantity of space and
power) in such figures a$/+’ or ‘| /-, identifying connections and correlations betwe

them, and delineating the key measures for corsérhanges and their consequences. | also
undertook data collection and analysis concurreattknowledging the merit in continuous
review and reformulation of theory and hypothegisruevidence (Ezzy 2002, George et al.
2005). | also verified and triangulated data andifigs carefully, paying particular attention
to contradictions and inconsistency across theamyt Moreover, | employed local
interpreters if interviewees preferred to speakofdy spoke) the local languages and agreed
to me accompanying them in the meeting. | seleictedpreters who belonged to the
counterpart institutions, and assessed their goothtand of language as well as their
knowledge of the research area and sensitivitiiga@search context and local culture. | then
trained them in the objective and ethics of thgeeech, and the power dynamics between

researcher, interpreter, and participants.

Third, in this connection, | took note of ethicahsiderations, among others, sensitivity to
research subject, data protection, and confidetytidlly prior professional experience

provided me with preliminary insights into ethicaintext, such as security concerns and
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inter-subjective and socio-political power relagofirstly, | was sensitive to the risk and
safeguarding of the participants. Although bothrtdas had ceased communal violence, in
2008 in East Timor and in 1997 in Somaliland resipely, popular grievances remained
prevalent. While informed consent is integral t@imiews, it may discourage interviewees
from speaking freely, or provoke suspicion aboetrésearch. Given this, | did not record
interviews, but made interview notes in front aértinto avoid or alleviate their suspicion, if
any. | also told them that their participation vessirely voluntary, and if they decided to
stop, | would respect their decisions. While thierimiewees were all adults, and the
guestions were asking their experience of makirsg@eather than conflict and violence, a
risk remained that interviews could cause a higbllef stress and emotional pain to the
participants. Accordingly, | set out and followediatress protocol, listing the key local
contact addresses, such as local hospital andepgifition, stopping interview and contact
them if necessary, and sharing my interview scheedith the counterpart institutions to
follow up the case of emergency. In turn, | had &lsen aware of the risk in a contestable
discourse of ‘peace’ that could make the interviesveensitive to mentioning this openly.
Moreover, | was also sensitive to the local culame research context which the participants
inhabited, avoiding discussing any topics that dalistress them. | also scheduled each
interview to end within 45 minutes, noting thatdapth talk would exhaust the participants.
Secondly, | underlined data protection and confiiddity, making maximum efforts to

protect the anonymity and confidentiality of papants, both interviewees and interpreters. |
thus refer them to their initials in this thesis@aling to their consent (see Personal
communications). | stored all interview notes aigthed forms in the safe in the residence or
a locked bag while travelling during the fieldwotldid not share the interview notes or
statements with any other researchers or organmisatSince | returned to the UK, | have

stored them in the locked cabinet at home andedffidhe University. | have also stored the
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processed and electronically-transcribed data jgesaword-protected laptop or an encrypted
USB. After the submission of this thesis, | willlthdhem for a minimum of five years
according to the regulations of the University cimMéhester (The University of Manchester
2015). If | re-use them in the future, | will contaand inform the relevant interviewees,

reminding them of their rights to withdraw from theure studies at any time.

Conclusion

This chapter has explored the strategy and methsel$ to examine and understand
‘deliberative peacebuilding’ in East Timor and Sdifaad. To begin with, it set out the
explanatory strategy to be employed in the castiestudelineating the variables in view of
causality and correlations based upon the theotgetiberative peacebuilding’. It then
reviewed both strengths and weaknesses in theacaseomparative methods for empirical
enquiry, and formulated a possible narrative fefilmerative peacebuilding’ in East Timor
and Somaliland. The comparative case studies wgitilight the utility in a combination of
Mill's methods of difference and agreement andgiexess-tracing approach to examining
the difference in the UN’s intervention, which Eaghor accepted, yet Somaliland rejected,
the similarity in the ‘legitimation problem’ upohe end of their civil wars, and the
implications for processing ‘equifinality’ in ‘ddlerative peacebuilding’. Finally, the chapter
reviewed the key issues in the fieldwork, firstiythe relationship between the researcher and
the research context, and secondly on the prot@emlprocedures for implementation. The
next chapter will examine the cultural and histaricackgrounds that caused the

‘legitimation problem’ in East Timor and Somaliland
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Chapter 4: The backgrounds of ‘deliberative peacehilding’ in East Timor and

Somaliland

Introduction

This chapter aims to review the cultural and his@backgrounds in East Timor and
Somaliland. While culture remains resilient (e.@e@z 1973, Laitin 1986, Galtung 1990),
(de/post)colonisation to introduce a ‘modern’ statéhe ‘traditional’ stateless society has
(de/trans)formed vertical and horizontal inequedittlifferences, causing the ‘legitimation
problem’ (e.g. Young 1988: 29, Chabal 1994: 200gdal 1994, Herbst 2000: 22, see
Chapter 2 (2-1)). In view of this, the first sectiwill review the cultural background in
societal cosmology, structure, and deliberation ¢tharacterises the ‘traditional’ stateless
societies in East Timor and Somaliland. Subsequethié second section will examine the
historical background in (post-)colonisers’ apptegto establishing political order and
societal response in the two countries. Despitelépgh of Timorese and Somali culture and
history, this chapter will briefly and selectivalgview them, acknowledging the limitations
in national generalisation, and local variationd fagmentations. Given Mill's methods, this

chapter will focus more on similarity than diffecenin comparing the two cases.

4-1. The cultural background

Since long before the Euro-colonisers arrived amgduced Euro-‘modernity’, both
Timorese and Somali communities had commonly formedltural ‘tradition’ upon the
extended families that shared the same ancesta€stablished kinship-based structures

and institutions, including the sacred hous®4 lulik) in East Timor and thdiya (blood
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compensation)-paying group in Somaliland (Hohd.2@02, Lewis 1961, 1994). With the
principles of self-help and reciprocity, these sitiecame the most stable and foundational
societal units to provide security and welfaretf@ir members who faced risks and needs in
the subsistence economy. In return, individualsiambers of the unit obeyed the rules and
decisions made, and contributed to the collectoteviéies in societal everyday, such as war
and peace, justice and reconciliation, marriagegritance, and resource management. This
reciprocal relationship between the unit and itsniners granted its leaders political authority
in presiding over collective decision-making. listeense, both thema lulikand thediya-
paying group had functioned as politico-societatitations rather than mere kin-based units
of relationship. These societal units are, howewet always rigid and closed, but often
flexible and open to outsiders, adopting new noams values. Given this flexibility,
academics often debate whether the local socikstiahs on lineage and identity are
primordial or constructed (e.g. Scambary 2009, &aan 1996a, 1996b, 1998, 2000, Lewis
1998, Helander 1998). In practice, these claim® lkmmmonly bound the Timorese and
Somali societies under the customary governandersysentral to a participatory and
consensual principle of societal deliberation. Tdeiberative practice is interpreted as ‘old
democracy’ in East Timor (Cummins 2010) and ‘pastdemocracy’ in Somaliland (Lewis
1961) vis-a-vis Western liberal democracy. TheseWestern approaches to making a
social contract upon deliberative practice inth@a lulikand thediya-paying group have
played a key role in maintaining societal order padce, even though both societies were
‘stateless’ without any centralised political authoin a Western political sense (Gramsci
1971, Weber 1991, Herbst 2000). This first sectudhbriefly review the cultural

background in societal cosmology, structure, dediben, and their implications for the
‘traditional’ stateless societies in East Timor &wmaliland, largely relying on a document

review of past anthropological works. In doing B first sub-section will assess societal
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cosmology and structure in terms of externalitjgerinality and continuity. The second sub-
section will examine societal deliberation as amand practice to govern the society in line
with societal cosmology and structure without padit institutions. The third sub-section will

analyse the implications and limitations of sodidiberation in Western political terms.

4-1-1. Societal cosmology and structure

Both theuma lulikin East Timor and thdiya-paying group in Somaliland have displayed
unique characteristics of societal cosmology anctgire in externality, internality, and
continuity. First, inter-house and group marriage heen employed as a means of extending
inter-house and group cooperation and alliancedéhde shows that warring houses and
groups often exchanged women for marriage as aayofliruce and reconciliation (Hohe et
al. 2002, Lewis 1994). In East Timor, a continuand lengthy exchange of money, goods
and services between wife-giver and wife-receivarses consolidates and maintains inter-
house relationships and inter-generational coojerg@itiohe et al. 2002). Due to the societal
association of woman with reproduction, an intend®relationship even becomes
hierarchical between wife-giver (higher) and reeeiffower) families (Hohe et al. 2002). In
Somaliland, on the other hand, relations have beae horizontal and fluid between wife-
giver and receiver. This is partly because theedtifit lifestyle between the Timorese and the
Somali (i.e. sedentary vs. nomadic) urges the Santal-group structure to prioritise a
patrilineal relationship over a matrilineal andadfinal relationship in inter-familial relations,
and limited a material exchange between affinaligso(Lewis 1994). Yet this does not mean
to undervalue affinal significance in inter-groymdmics. The nomad men often share a
herding pen with their affinal families, and evercasionally switch theuiya-paying

membership from a patrilineal to an affinal groupwis 1994). Inter-house/familial
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marriage has thus allowed both the Timorese an&dneali to extend their lineage relations
outside their kinship groups and ameliorate thleaisd hardship in relation to subsistence

livelihood.

Second, an intra-house and group structure hasdsggnented and instrumental. In East
Timor, theuma lulikestablishes an intra-house hierarchy from the Kraouse to the

‘branch’ house, and finds an intra-familial sertpin the ‘trunk’ house at societal everyday
events such as tribunal arrangements and rituahuamies (McWilliam et al. 2011). A male
who ‘opens new land’ (Hohe et al. 2002: 21) seta thranch’ house, yet maintains
affiliation to the ‘trunk’ house attached to theégimal land. The extended families in the
‘branch’ house then pay tribute to the ‘trunk’ hews harvest and play a subsidiary role in
the collective activities (Hohe et al. 2002). Imtrast, intra-group relations are more
egalitarian in Somaliland. Thatya-paying group is the lowest segment whose common
patrilineal ancestor can be traced back to beti@@mnand eight generations within the
agnatic groups (Lewis 1961). It is, however, ofténded into smaller lineage groups in a
practical sense. While these subsidiary groups ‘fakeresponsibility for blood wealth, the
upperdiya-paying group is complementary if its subsidiagaanot afford to meet their
obligations (Lewis 1961: 173). Yet individual malgghin a group are treated equally in
principle, although this is not always the case tdudifferences in age, wealth and
knowledge in reality (Lewis 1961). The intra-groegpuality and solidarity motivates the
nomad Somali to share a grazing encampment fantyst valuable livestock such as camels
with other members from the samliga-paying group (Lewis 1961). Intra-house and group
relationships are thus corporal and stable in Batiorese and Somali societies regardless of

whether their segmental divisions are hierarchocagalitarian.
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Third, bothuma luliks anddiya-paying groups uphold a worldview of continuity bdon

their common ancestry. The Timorese believe th#tgi spirits of ancestors are in harmony,
past events are orderly linked to the present anad. If they are unquiet, the ‘curse’ will
disrupt the ‘flow of life’ and jeopardise an outwaand inward expansion ama lulik(Hohe
et al. 2002, Babo-Soares 2004, Trindade et al. 200is belief has separated authority in
theuma lulikbetween the spiritual domain, where spiritual égadconduct rituals for the
spirits of ancestors and the wellbeing of the hpasd the political domain, where political
leaders such as local kindaifais) and noblesd@atcs) employ their capacity and knowledge
in making executive decisions (Hohe et al. 200yd8oares 2004, Trindade et al. 2007,
McWilliam et al. 2011). Outsiders have been regdrae younger brothers, and even
accepted as political leaders according to thenitriEraube 1995, McWilliam et al. 2011).
On the other hand, the Somali associated theirarh@estors with the Arabian nobles who
were linked to the Prophet Mohamed and migratesioimalia approximately thirty
generations ago (Lewis 1961: 5). As opposed tetmstructivist claims on genealogy (e.g.
Mansur 1997), a primordial position assumes thantbmadic pastoralists in Somaliland
mostly belong to the clan families who are descdridam the Arabian-origin ancestors, such
as Dir in the West, Isaaq in the central, and Daiiadhe East (e.g. Lewis 1961: 131). These
clan families produced mythical offspring some ttyegenerations ago who founded clan
segments, such as lise and Gadabursi in the DilyfaHabar-Awal, Habar-Jalo, and Habar-
Yunis in the Isaaq family, and Dulbahante and Waged in the Darood family (Lewis 1961
10) (Figure 4.1). The population of each clan segmenges from approximately 50,000 to
150,000, containing 30 to dya-paying groups (Lewis 1961: 5). Although censusHtats
been conducted for years, the Isaaq is domina®bmaliland, and its sub-clans, the Habar-
Awal, the Habar-Jalo, and the Habar-Yunis sub-ciegelatively equal in size (Lewis

1961: 10). In addition, there are smaller clansluiding those who have developed the caste
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system due to their slave or conqueror ancestryi@ €961, Mohamed 1997: 149). In this
sense, clan families are mostly affiliated to ligeand Islam in Somaliland. Yet the Somali,
like the Timorese, have largely separated autharithe political (e.gsultan ugaag and

religious (e.gsheikh wadad realms, although they sometimes overlap (Lewi1)9

Figure 4.1 Major (sub)clans in Somalilan@ddapted from Lewis 2008: 109 and Bradbury

2008: 257-258)

Regions Western Central Eastern
Clans Dir Isaaq Darood
E - lise .4 Habar-Awal {_{ Dulbahante
| osub | . |
=+ clans ~--1  Gadabursi -4 Habar-Jalo t-4  Warsangeli
.-+ Habar-Yunis

4-1-2. Societal deliberation

Although lineage is central to the societal cosmggland structure in thema lulikand the
diya-paying group, this alone does not explain thetigali system. Both societies have
developed societal codes, such as customary lzavel(in Timorandxeerin Somaliland)
and traditional norms and valudisgnin Timor andaadoin Somaliland). With the view that
a breach of societal codes dishonours and hunslihe ancestors and causes natural
disasters and violent conflict due to their curbesh theuma lulikand thediya-paying group
have established a political system to deliberateemforce the rules and the systems to

maintain societal order, justice, and peace (Tdedzt al. 2007: 21, Lewis 1961: 161-162,
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Mohamed 1997: 149). They have undertaken delibergtiacticesr(ahi biti in Timor and

shir in Somaliland) and incorporated them in the paditiand judicial systems and processes.
Despite variations in form and purpose, participantsocietal deliberation have been
commonly encouraged to ‘speak’, pay respect torsttlering deliberation, and explore
mutually-acceptable consensus, even though diffeeand disagreements remain

contentious (Trindade et al. 2007, Lewis 1961, Fataal. 1993).

In East Timor, when societal conflict emerges, diapts seek justice at various levels in the
uma lulik While they begin seeking justice in an intra-fgmmegotiation at the lowest level,
if settlement fails, they bring the case in anrifisanily negotiation at the upper level, and if
necessary, seek a third-party mediation and negwotiéNixon 2012: 176). At either level,
elders with experience and knowledge of societdes@lay an important role as arbitrators
(Trindade et al. 2007: 21). As the ‘owners of woftia nain), they have judicial authority to
determine the terms of fines, compensation, andipalpunishment (Trindade et al. 2007:
21). In doing so, they preside over a ritual cemneyncalled ‘stretching the mathéhe bit),
bringing parties in conflict together to sit dowm @ traditionally-woven mat to ‘speak’. The
mat is usually kept open until all parties agredhmverdicts and undertake a blood oath
(juramenty to ratify them (Trindade et al. 2007: 21). Angl in the ceremony is regarded
as invalidation or failure (Babo-Soares 2004: &jbsequently, political leaders (digrais)
with executive authority take responsibility fonstioning and implementing the decisions

made.

In Somaliland, although the customary law has heleerited from the ancestors, as need
arises (e.g. for revision, addition and changépdullt males are called to participate in the

lineage councilsghirs) that take place on an ad-hoc basis irdifi@paying group. When
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they deliberate with othetiya groups, they choose elder representatiagsils) and dispatch
them to the inter-group councils, including theeeldouncil guurti) atthe highest level
(Farah et al. 1993: 17). Participants in these citsinften sit down in a circle in the shade of
an acacia tree in the country or in the coffee shioghe village or town. Despite some
variations (Lewis 1961: 196, Mohamed 1997), equadita general principle for societal
deliberation (Lewis 1961: 198). Any disgraceful elour during deliberation is banned and
if it occurs, is fined. Although elder representasi (e.gsultan ugaasat clan and sub-clan
level, aquil atdiya-paying group level) are highly respected, thegaistive authority for
sanction is limited due to the principle of equalRather, their role is often confined to inter-
group communication and coordination (Lewis 19615,Bradbury 2008: 28). They also
consult with religious leaders (esheikh wadad to ensure that the decisions are valid

according to Sharia (Lewis 1961: 162, 213).

4-1-3. Implications of societal deliberation

Both nahe biti(stretching mat) anshir (lineage council) have been interpreted as non-
Western forms of political space. Babo-Soares (004 example, likengahe bitito ‘a

venue, space or place where family and wider saldetues are discussed, debated and
settled’, indicating ‘its meaning has been broadenesncompass mending differences’
(2004: 23). Lewis (1961) similarly vievghir as political and judicial spaces where all males
or their representatives deal with collective bas#) from political affairs to unite against
hostile forces, collect and distribute compensation regulate land and water resources
(1961: 199) to the judicial affairs to judge offescand seek mediation (1961: 228). In these
spaces for deliberation, disputants and particgparmahe bitiandshir are commonly

required to engage in a series of deliberative, aotsh as witnessing and participating in
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discussion, expressing their opinions and conceargfully listening to and understanding
others, maintaining honesty and respect betweémselothers, continuously acknowledging
and bridging mutual differences, and if necessamgending and reconciling their opinions

for individual and collective benefit.

Accordingly, bothnahe bitiandshir have often been associated with non-Western fofms
deliberative democracy vis-a-vis a Western fornikmral democracy. In East Timor, Tilman
regardsnahe bitias ‘a pre-existed organic democracy that ordevekty before modern
democracy came into Timor’ (Tilman quoted by Broetral. 2011: 122). An elder describes
the practice ohahe bitias'if we nahe bitiinside the house, we put there tobacco and betel
nut and we chew and smoke and talk until it is oz&eryone has to talk. There is not one
person silent. | am used to this. This is democr@ayelder quoted by Cummins 2010: 904-
5). Although ‘everyone’ may exclude women and yautthis context, Cummins (2010)
argues thatriahe bitiis designed to encourage political participatiathim a community, to
resolve conflict, reach consensus and keep commasndgether’ (Cummins 2010: 905).
Similarly in Somaliland, Lewis (1961) argues tBhir guarantees ‘all adult men as elders
[for] the right to have an equal say in principtelapeak and deliberate matters of common
concern’ (1961: 196). As a result, ‘all men areraillors and all men politicians... Men sit
or squat on the ground ashir and when they wish to speak often rise to that fiewis
1961: 198). These participatory, inclusive, andsemsus-oriented principles for deliberative
democracy imahe bitiandshir can be contrasted with an elite-centred, winnke-ll, and
thus exclusive form of liberal democracy to expleficiency and effectiveness in decision-
making. Cummins (2010) and Lewis (1961) thus r&dehis direct and egalitarian form of
societal deliberation as ‘old democracy’ in Eashdr and ‘pastoral democracy’ in

Somaliland respectively. Although both East Timod &omaliland did not have the
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‘modern’ state that had centralised political autlyan a Western political sense, these
‘traditional’ stateless societies had thus esthblisa governance system upon customary law

and societal deliberation in a non-Western approach

However, botmahe bitiandshir also face serious challenges, among others, finbennial
inequality and external threat. First, as revieabdve, the societal cosmology and structure
in the two societies are male-centred, especiddgreoriented. As a result, the floor méhe
biti andshir has been dominated by senior men, undervaluingauding the voices of
women, youth, and those belonging to the loweretatstatus with slave and defeater
ancestry (Kammen 2003; Farah et al. 1993). Théusien’ in nahe bitiandshir appears to
consolidate the existing structure of societal uaditly, while reproducing and exacerbating
the inequality and exclusion of the weak from decisnaking. It is therefore important to
carefully examine the quantity and the qualitymdcee and power in the practice of societal
deliberation such asahe bitiandshir, and avoid romanticising them (Cummins 2010: 905;
Hoehne 2013). Second, (post-)colonisation, espegdfed introduction of the ‘modern’ state
made a significant impact on agency, structure,catiire in the ‘traditional’ stateless
societies in East Timor and Somaliland (e.g. Babar&s, 2004, Trindade et al. 2007,
Cummins 2010, Brown et al. 2011, Geshekter 198feEar 1988, Samatar 1989, Cabdi
2005). Although culture could remain resilient (@ed.973, Laitin 1986, Gultung 1990:
294), (de/post)colonisation (de/trans)formed tlwal@olitical economy (e.g. Young 1988)
and affected the inherited ‘tradition’ (e.g. Bhaldl#®4) elsewhere. It is thus important to
examine (post-)colonial implications, among oth&sthe political, economic, and societal
settings that (de)formed the ‘legitimation probleand pre-conditioned ‘deliberative

peacebuilding’ thereafter.
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4-2. The historical background

One of the implications of colonisation is makingreodern’ state in ‘traditional’ stateless
societies (e.g. Young 1988: 29, Chabal 1994: 20@di 1994, Herbst 2000: 22, see Chapter
2 (2-1)). Although the ‘modern’ state is ‘a partaouform which originated in Europe’
(Young 1988: 29), it was diffused by Euro-impesédi reconstituting and de/trans-forming
the non-European societies. How was the ‘modeatéstonstructed in the ‘traditional’
stateless societies? What kind of dynamics diddBstate-making cause? Given that East
Timor and Somaliland experienced the external ofilEuro-colonisers (i.e. Portugal and
Britain) and non-Euro-post-colonisers (i.e. Indoaesd Somalia) thereafter, this second
section will briefly examine both colonisation ashe/post-colonisation, and their politico-
societal ramifications. In doing so, the sectioll @amine the historical backgrounds of
(post-)colonial political orders and societal rasges in East Timor and Somaliland
respectively. In doing so, focus is given to a {goslonial impact on forming, exacerbating,
and radicalising the ‘legitimation problem’ withetlvertical and horizontal

inequalities/differences in a transition from caf@tion to de/post-colonisation.

4-2-1. The historical background in East Timor

This first sub-section will examine the Timores@enence of (de/post-)colonisation and its
politico-societal implications in focus on interacts and tensions between (post-)colonisers’
political order and societal response during figataries under Portuguese rule and then 24
years under Indonesian rule. These external ruledsrtook different approaches to
establishing the ‘modern’ state in the ‘traditidrsthteless society, and de/trans-forming

agential dynamics and societal structure inuima lulik The Portuguese, as Euro-
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imperialists, had exploited traditional leaders‘fodirect rule’ since the 1®century. The
Great Rebellion of 1911-1912, however, caused druguese to disempower the traditional
leaders and contain them in the colonial governagstem, yet introduce thassimilado
policy and create a ‘modern’ stratum in the indige populations thereafter. This led to
societal divisions and tensions within and betwtbertmodern’ elite and the ‘traditional’
majority. As de-colonisation caused political csise mid 1975, the Indonesians, as non-
Euro-imperialists, took over the state of East Tiindate 1975, and ‘Indonesianised’ the
society thereafter. Facing the Indonesian coerdfaresistance network mobilised the
traditional leaders and ‘traditionally-engaged’ tfoat theuma luliklevel in the 1980s and
1990s. In the meantime, new societal actors suthea€atholic Church emerged and

thrived.

4-2-1-1. Colonisers’ political order and societal@ésponse: a Portuguese approach

The abundance of sandalwood had attracted thede@se who reached the island of Timor
in the 18 century. Since then, a small Portuguese-speakimgrnity including mestizo
populations known asopass&Black Portuguese) had gradually emerged alongahstline.
The Timorese often accepted these newcomers asytbenger brothers’, and even
appointed them as political leaders according éaithditional cosmology. At the early stage
of colonisation, due to Portugal’s decline and Titmoemote location, the Portuguese rule
was largely nominal, granting substantial autondojurais (local kings) in exchange for
their recognition of colonial sovereignty. The Rouese rule thus relied heavily on societal
authority at the local kingdom anmmna luliklevels (RDTL 2003). Its administrative and
military weakness allowed the colonial subjectghsasTopasseandliurais, to constantly

resist, and the Dutch, a colonial competitor, tdilge them as allies (Andaya 2010). This
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security challenge continued until the Lisbon Tyaat1859 on the territorial division of the
Timorese island allowed the competing Portugueselarich to intensify colonisation in
their respective territories thereafter (Taylor 998-5, McWilliam et al. 2011: 6, Nixon
2012: 25-29). In the meantime, the Portuguese gilbdmserted themselves into the local
political economy, extracting a proportion of tribdrom thefinta (customary tribute) system
in whichliurais had established upward flows of goods and sex¥ioen their subjects
(Nixon 2012: 29). After the Lisbon Treaty, the Rgiiese started transforming the
subsistence economy into a surplus-exploitatiomesty with measures of opening land for
coffee plantations, constructing roads, and levgnmpll tax on the indigenous males. The
mobilisation of forced labour and the direct tazatihowever, eroded the authorityliofais
and caused a large-scale resistance led by DomeBoaa, diurai and his allies in 1911
(Taylor 1999: 11, Nixon 2012: 30). The years-loagistance claimed 15,000 to 25,000 lives,

approximately 5% of the Timorese population at thmé (McWilliam et al. 2011: 8).

This Great Rebellion of 1911-1912 became a turpwmigt in state-society relations under
Portuguese rule (Nixon 2012: 30). The Portuguessalaated the colonial administration to
‘pacify’ societal rebels, abolishing the old kingde and incorporating them into the four
levels of administrative structure from districb(icelhd and sub-districtgostq to
town/village 6ucg and hamlet (recentlgldeia orpreviouslypovacad. They then appointed
the Portuguese or mestizo administrators for thEeupyvo ‘modern’ tiers and the Timorese
liurais ordatos (nobles) as the village and hamlet heatiefgs de sucandaldeig) at the
lower two ‘traditional’ tiers. Most of thiurais who led the local kingdoms at the
district/sub-district levels were uniformly demot@dcWilliam et al. 2011: 8). The
Portuguese compelled the new village and hamlethiacollect tax and relay directives to

their societal subjects in daily administrationd @manted executive power to the district and
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sub-district administrators to replace the disobediurais (RDTL 2003: 41, McWilliam et

al. 2011: 8). The formalised structure and relaibatween the colonisers and their subjects,
however, made little impact on the indigenous datgractice. The village and hamlet
affairs remained largely autonomous. While the dexhliurais became closer, and more
accessible, thus more legitimate to the societ@bnity the elders continued to mediate local
disputes and conflicts (RDTL 2003: 41). The agemetyvork at theima luliklevel endured,
was perpetuated, and even reproduced. If the eiltegnlet heads were ratrai

descendants, they acquired recognition fromithrais. In reality, the ‘indirect rule’ allowed
the ‘modern’/political and the ‘traditional’/soc#&tto co-exist, yet in an ‘uneasy truce’

(Taylor 1999: 12).

The Portuguese then escalated centralising colam@l The newly-introducedssimilado
(‘assimilated’) policy created a new societal simatof the ‘indigenous-turned-Portuguese’ as
the ‘assimiladoin the indigenous populations. The key requiretfenthe Timorese to
obtain this ‘civilised’ status was to mimic the BtfPortuguese, educating themselves at
school and abandoning their traditional values @adtices. Although the number of the
assimiladowas limited (approximately 0.35% of the Timoresgulation as of 1950)

(Jolliffe 1978: 42), this policy dichotomised sdaikeactors between the ‘modemssimilado
and ‘traditional’ others in such areas as worldv{evg. Lusophone universe vs. traditional
cosmology) and lifestyle (e.g. urban vs. rural)y(®a1999: 13, Nixon 2012: 35). The
assimiladopositively evaluated this newly acquired statusrindern’ livelihood. Xanana
Gusmao, who later became the resistance leadeharinist President of RDTL (Democratic
Republic of East Timor), for example, recalled aiic characteristic of his father. ‘My
father loved reading and subscribed to the Catimotigazines... He was to be our chance to

break away from our small world, move to Dili whémeould get an education and, according
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to my father, become a good Portuguese’ (Gusma0:20rhe educateassimilado
however, increasingly awakened the Timorese awaseoeunderdevelopment in the 1960s
and 1970s. A Catholic newspaper in Dili, for exaeplublished opinions from local elites,
including Jose Ramos-Horta, who later became tbensePresident of RDTL, and Matri
Alkatiri, who later became the first Prime MinistrRDTL. ‘While Ramos-Horta argued
that East Timor is a beautiful country but the Tiexe did not appreciate it, Alkatiri replied
that the problem was ... structural; ...retarded bycthienial system’ (Jolliffe 1978: 56).
Theseassimilads romanticised ‘decolonisation’ and approachedtiiwa small clique, yet

were largely disconnected from the societal majorit

The Carnation Revolution in 1974 overthrew theatmtial regime in Lisbon and allowed the
assimiladaoin the colonies to set up political parties acrthgscolonies. Among others, three
parties became significant in East Timor. Firs¢, Timorese Democratic Union (UDT)
appealed to the conservative wing in the upper-haidhss. Second, the Timorese Social
Democratic Association (ASDT) attracted the loweddte class including young
assimilads. Both aimed for a gradual independence (Tayl80197). The post-Revolution
influx of the Marxist youth in Lisbon, however, me@asingly radicalised the latter. The ASDT
was renamed the Revolutionary Front of an IndepetnBast Timor (FRETILIN) and set out
a strategy to ‘mobilise students to take part exghassroots work for political
conscientization’ (Ramos-Horta 1987: 38), and ‘figtdependence’ (Taylor 1999: 33).
Third, the Popular Democratic Association of TinlAPODET]I) aimed for ‘an autonomous
integration into Indonesia’ (Taylor 1999: 28). Whthe first two associated with the
Portuguese, the last rejected them in consultatitnthe Indonesians. Measures for
constitutional democracy, such as undertakingdbalsucoelections and preparing the

transitional government in the process of decoktios, however, intensified political
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competition, suspicion, and divisions among thergmg Timorese political elite (Gusmao

2000: 19).

Besides Portugal’s incompetence in leading Easoilim decolonisation, intervention from
the regional powerhouses, notably Indonesia andréliss made the fragile situation
increasingly complex (Jolliffe 1978, Ramos-Horta&8719Taylor 1999). A precarious freedom
at the local level, in conjunction with a strongimmmmunism front at the regional and
international level, eventually led the local picli struggles to the civil war in mid 1975,
starting from the failure of UDT’s coup attemptRRETILIN’s declaration of independence,
and ending with the armed intervention of Indon¢3aliffee 1978, Taylor 1999, Nixon
2012). This civil war experience left ‘eighty pemnt of the elite [fleeing] the country to
various foreign destinations’ (Nixon 2012: 70) awars and schisms among the Timorese
political elite thereafter. This political conflidhowever, had made little impact on the
societal majority. While ‘tradition’ endured locglitension within the ‘modern’ elite was a
mere urban phenomenon and mostly irrelevant téoited societal everyday (Nixon 2012:
71, 73). Although Ramos-Horta (1987) argued thae ‘hundred years of Portugal’s
“civilising mission” had little, if any, impact omimorese animist religion and culture’ (1987:
14), it was not only the Portuguese but also tmeofese elite, as the by-product of the
‘Euro-colonisation/modernisation’, who had disenggdgvith the cultural ‘tradition’,

worldview and societal structure.

4-2-1-2. Post-colonisers’ political order and social response: an Indonesian approach

Defeated UDT and APODETI leaders requested Indartesoverthrow the FRETILIN

government. While the Indonesian invasion in Decenil®75 was initially limited to the
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urban area, the ‘encirclement’ and ‘annihilatioaimgpaigns drove the FRETILIN into the
mountains in the next few years (Budiardjo et 884 23). In the meantime, the Suharto
regime annexed East Timor as the 27th provincelin1B76, and appointed the UDT and
APODET!I leaders to key positions in the provingalernment (Saldanha 1994: 97).
However, the Indonesian security operators domehtite provincial administration and soon
resented the Timorese leaders (Budiardjo et ak:198-98, Saldanha 1994: 110). The
militarisation of the state also affected the statimajority. First, the Indonesian dis/re-
located the rural majority into the urban ‘settletieamps. More than half of the Timorese
population (372,921 out of approximately 700,00@yevcontained in up to 150 camps
(Budiardjo et al. 1984: 50-51, McWilliam et al. 2011.0). These ‘captured’ societal were
forced to ‘integrate’ into the Indonesian systewating for the given candidates (Budiardjo
et al. 1984: 114: Taylor 1999: 132-133), workingtlee army business (Budiardjo et al.
1984: 108, Taylor 1999: 123), and learning the frekian language in the state-run schools
(Budjardjo et al. 1984: 111, Taylor 1999:128). Setan this connection, the Indonesians
urged the ‘captured’ societal to collaborate with army. While the regime rewarded them
with privileges, it seriously abused non-collaboratand anti-Indonesians (Budiardjo et al.

1984, Pinto 1997, CAVR 2005a). The ‘divide and rslgnificantly eroded social cohesion.

‘Indonesianisation’ also undermined the customayegnance system at thena lulik The
Indonesians largely retained the administrativecstire and units (e.g. district, sub-district,
village, and hamlet) (Hohe et al. 2002, RDTL 200&wever, they introduced local

elections in 1982, and formally abolished heregiggpointments at the village level. The
regime deliberately selected candidates accordimgiteria such as societal status or political
background. Given the massive displacement anthttanesian migration, the Timorese

were compelled to vote for candidates irrelevarihér familial ties, especially in the newly-
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created ‘open’ villages where families from diffetdackgrounds were forced to live
together (RDTL 2003: 44). A clear division betwebkade jure‘elected’ authority and thee
facto ‘traditional’ authority made many of the ‘electestiiefs who were disconnected from
theuma lulikillegitimate in the eyes of the societal (RDTL 30@9). ‘There were not really
democratic elections, since Indonesian militariesenexerting pressure on the population to
elect the candidate favoured by the Indonesianrgovent’ (aliurai descendent quoted by
Hohe et al. 2002: 48). The de-legitimation of logavernance resulted in a rapid increase in
land disputes and conflict across the villages (RRU03: 49). The societal majority had
acknowledged tensions in ‘Indonesianisation’. ‘“Tén@ system of Indonesia was different
from the Timorese culture. What we considered as@$® they considered as light and the
other way round’ (a hamlet chief quoted by HohaleR002: 50). Moreover, the regime had
forced the societal majority to discontinue théiadition’ at theuma lulikand hurt their
dignity (Pinto 1997, McWilliam et al. 2011). ‘In dlonesian times, we didn’t conduct many
ceremonies. Theamas (sub-district chiefs) always had to check how Impeople spend on
rituals. The village chief had to give permissionit, and therefore he had to be paid’ (a
community member quoted by Hohe et al. 2002: 5@}.the societal actors were often
flexible. While rituals were conducted in a ‘sinfigdd’ form, a small replica was constructed

in place of thaima lulik(Barnes 2011: 37).

The campaigns of ‘encirclement’ and ‘annihilatioi€arly defeated the FRETILIN in 1979
(Budiardjo et al. 1984: 67). The ‘long walk’ afteawds, however, provided a small number of
survivors with an invaluable opportunity to consaid interact with, and relate to the
‘traditional’ authorities (Gusmao 2000: 64-65). éfthat, these survivors increased
engagement with the societal majority. The resc#anovement was reorganised into three

fronts: a) political and military front (for poldal and armed resistance), b) clandestine front
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(for societal mobilisation), and c) diplomatic ftqfior external unification). Their guerrilla
strategy allowed the military front, the Armed Fesdor the National Liberation of East
Timor (FALINTIL), to move across towns and intesand link itself with the clandestine
front in the 1980s (Hohe et al. 2002: 50-51, CAMI®2Zc). For societal mobilisation, the
resistance movement formed a village-based netaoniss the territory including the
concentration camps. This network allowed the taste to gain support from, and
communicate with, the ‘captured’ majority, and lithlem with each other (Cristalis 2002: 57,
Hohe et al. 2002: 51). Societal leaders were appoimures (nucleus representatives) at
village level anctelcons (cells of communication) at hamlet level. Theseeps andcelcons
were selected not only based upon individual capagrid collective affiliations, but also
upon societal status at thena lulik Their appointment often followed ritual ceremanie
undertaken by spiritual leaders at tlraa lulik(Hohe et al. 2002: 52). Thana lulik(sacred
house) was thus transformed into the ‘house o$tasce’ (McWilliam 2005: 35),

legitimising the resistance in the eyes of theetatimajority. The clandestine network was
further extended to, and embraced youth groupsaasdciations (Pinto 1997, CAVR 2005c).
The student nucleus often linked with internatidd@Os for human rights and helped the
resistance to boost its profile internationallyn@®i1997, CAVR 2005a: 119). In the

meantime, the number of resistance cells reached than 1,700 (Cristalis 2002: 57).

Effort was also made to reconcile the divided editelites both inside and outside the
country. Xanana Gusmao, the guerrilla leader, gitechto depoliticise the resistance,
separating the FALINTIL from the FRETILIN in 198&¢smao 2000: 132). He re-named
the resistance, initially the National Council oatvere Resistance (CNRM) in 1988, and
subsequently the National Council of Timorese Raste (CNRT) in 1998 (Gusmao 2000),

to affiliate all resistance factions and overcorastpolitical conflicts (CAVR 2005a: 98,
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108). Although his departure from FRETILIN was mgsel by some FRETILIN and
FALINTIL leaders, such as Alkatiri and Gama (CAVRBG5c: 32, Nixon 2012: 80), his inter-
party, reconciliatory approach boosted societapstgor the resistance (Pinto 1997: 123).
In turn, the diplomatic front headed by Ramos-Hbdd also been active (Ramos-Horta
1987). He arranged dialogues between the Timoriaspatra in conflict after 1975 (Saldanha
1994: 357, CAVR 2005c: 36). The ideological deparfuiom Marxism helped the resistance
to increase and broaden support from the Westea€dihd War was about to end (Saldanha
1994: 357, CAVR 2005a: 108). The international peadf the resistance culminated when a
Nobel Peace Prize was granted to Ramos-Horta tegefith Bishop Belo in 1996. These
political developments in the late 1990s helpedésistance to consolidate legitimacy both
internally and externally, and the societal to ceene ideological differences, past
antagonism, and rivalries, and unite under a notisg& umbrella of CNRT in 1998. The
CNRT set up the political, executive and judiciapmmissions as the supreme organs. Yet
the top positions were dominated by the forassimiladodiaspora (CAVR 2005c: 37), vis-
a-vis the national ‘traditionally-engaged’ leadansl soldiers who had led the resistance at
the grassroots level (Nixon 2012: 84). The CNRT imas precarious balance and awkward

coalition between the diaspora elite and the natitotal leaders (Cristalis 2002: 90).

While the resistance revived, other societal fotwed been emerging. Among other things,
the Catholic Church grew rapidly: the Catholic plapion in East Timor increased from 30%
in 1972 to 90% in 1992 (Saldanha 1994: 365). Resmsould include IndonesiaRancasila
policy which compelled the Timorese to adopt agielis faith as well as the escalating
warfare which obliged the Church to localise thergy (Budiardjo et al. 1984, CAVR
2005a). Although the Church contained clergy thateanan odd mix of Timorese, Indonesian,

and other nationals (Budjardjo et al. 1984, Smyb@4, CAVR 2005a), it had largely
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sympathised with the societal majority, accusirgréigime of atrocities and repression
(Kohen 1999, CAVR 2005a: 98), and offering a shedted sanctuary that enabled the
Timorese to congregate and take refuge (Pinto 188, Hohe et al. 2002: 53). While the
regime confronted ‘tradition’ at thema lulik the Church did not compete, but supplemented
it. The Catholic icons in the mass, for examplerved as substitutes for many indigenous
forms of ancestor worship’ (Aditjondro 1994: 35 tpa by Carey 1999: 84, Nixon 2012:
105). In turn, the intellectual youth were alsanfied and vital to driving local civic activities.
The tertiary institutions were established in Otitie local NGOs were set up; and the local
newspaper was circulated between the Indonesiewadé readers. The emerging intellectuals
energised local societal forces, being criticahef regime in injustice and malpractice, and
sympathising, even engaging with the resistancielé8ha 1994, Pinto 1997). On the other
hand, ‘uncivil’ activities prevailed at the grasst®level. The regime employed collaborative
youth and elders to confront the reviving resisgarictransformed local martial arts groups
into a civil defence force, militias, spy, and deatjuads (CAVR 2005b: 21-28). The pro-
regime militia increased to more than 10,000 in6L@%ixon 2012: 102). The regime also
recruited an elder in every 10-15 families to deserspicious acts and behaviour (Taylor
1999: 129). The rising suspicion, fear and seceedgmily level damaged social cohesion,
affiliation, and trust. ‘People are afraid - theg acared - they do not even trust their own
family. People are becoming less willing to uttezit disagreement and agreement’ (quoted

by Taylor 1999: 129).

4-2-2. The historical background in Somaliland

This second sub-section will examine the Somalilexypkrience of (de/post-)colonisation

and its implications by focusing on interactions énsions between the (post-)coloniser’s
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political order and the societal response undetidBrrule from the late 1880s, and then the
Mogadishu government from 1960 to 1991. As in Hastor, these external rulers explored
different approaches to making the ‘modern’ statthe ‘traditional’ stateless society, and
de/trans-forming the agential dynamics and socgtatture in theliya{paying group. The
British introduced ‘indirect’ rule, selectively aapting traditional leaders. Although the
British rule was light and limited, it affected theeal political economy, sedentarising and
urbanising pastoral life, commercialising livestppkofessionalising and localising trade and
state, yet exacerbating inter-clan competition. [d/thie post-independence state was united
with Southern Somalia in 1960, constitutional deraog had largely failed, allowing the
Barre regime to emerge in 1969 and dismiss thematy governance system and value in
‘Scientific Socialism’ in the 1970s. The defeathie Ogaden (Ethiopian-Somali) War of
1977-1978, however, motivated the regime to revatgiclan politics and re-order the ailing
state upon the principle of ‘divide and rule’. A tnational politics became exclusive, the

Northern Somali organised and mobilised clan railit resist it in the 1980s.

4-2-2-1. Colonisers’ political order and societal@sponse: a British approach

It was in the early 1®century that the British settled in Aden, Yemeséoure the Red Sea
route that links Europe and India (Lewis 2002b: @dap 4.1). The British needed the
Somali northern coast (e.g. Berbera) as a stabi supplier to feed the soldiers stationed in
Aden (Lewis 1994: 4, 2002b). On the other hand)emie Somali nomads had been in a
lengthy rivalry with the Christian Ethiopians iretfomali hinterland, they faced an
imminent threat from the Ethiopian Empire which radvts forces to conquer the Somali
territory (Samatar 1989, Lewis 2002b). As Ottomamk€y and Egypt had withdrawn from

the Somali northern coast in the mid"i@ntury, the Northern Somalis asked the Europeans
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for protection (Geshekter 1985, Lewis 1994: 4). Wivided Somali clan leaders played
political games with the Europeans and Ethiopi&uwsnalia ended up in partition between
the British, the French, the Italians, and the &ttains, largely without the consent of the
Somalis, in the late focentury (Samatar 1988, Samatar 1989, Lewis 2002t8) arbitrarily-
drawn colonial borders limited the Somali nomadsawelling for grazing land, and have

aggrieved them since then.

Map 4.1: Map of the Horn of Africa in the early 190s

Aden (Yemen)

Berbera (Somaliland)

The British gained the largest area in the Nortth mamed it British Somaliland. Yet
Somaliland was, except for animal grazing, unativador the British to settle in, due to the
lack of natural resources and the harsh naturat@mment (Lewis 2002b). The British
aimed, therefore, to rule Somaliland at minimuntcpsoritising societal order to secure
trade and production (Samatar 1989, Lewis 2002bjoing so, the British initially co-opted

the titled elders such asiltars andugaas, giving stipends to them in exchange for their

3 Available: http://www.timemaps.com/history/nubia-ad1g®™cessed 17 June 2016].
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control over smaller clan segments (Samatar 198&j4.2002b). Acknowledging their
limited power to sanction, the British extendedogtion toaquils, elder representatives of
diya-paying groups, granting them ‘local authority’ {ie 1961: 200) in exchange for their
role in liaising between the colonial state anddbeietal subjects (Lewis 19948quils were
salaried and empowered to assist the colonial statedirect rule’, although they had not
possessed political ‘authority’ traditionally (Lesvd961: 201, Samatar 1989). This colonial
creation of ‘chiefdoms’ was socio-politically siisant, causing competition over the
position ofaquil within diya-paying groups and conflicts of interest betweenBhitish and
diya-paying groups (Lewis 1961: 201-202). Whauils started residing in town, their
sedentarisation increased the gap between the etbarship and the rural majority in clan
politics (Geshekter 1985: 28, Schwoebel 2001: g do-optation oaquils in ‘indirect rule’
increasingly marred social cohesion and weakersdilisy at thediya-paying group level

(Lewis 1961: 203).

As the Somali pastoralists resented colonial barded the erosion of societal tradition,
SheikhSaid Mohamad organised a ‘jihad’ against the @hans, initially the Ethiopians in
the highlands, and subsequently the British incthestline (Geshekter 1985, Samatar 1989,
Lewis 2002b). Although the Somalis had traditiopakparated political and religious
authorities (Lewis 1961), they mobilised their lige groups under his religious leadership.
The British and Ethiopian coalitions required twepears to defeat the rebels, until 1920
when the end of the First World War enabled théifrito undertake massive armed
operations (Geshekter 1985, Samatar 1989). Thisi§herebellion in the early $0century
cost more than £6 million and 200,000 lives (Ge&#rek985: 18) and left legacies to the
colonisers. Among others, the British became irginggly cautious and dependent on the

aquils, the ‘local authorities’ in governance. They alslocated the capital from coastal
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Berbera to interior Hargeisa and established thicli administration in the inner regions
(Samatar 1989). These measures to strengthenéaiduile’, however, centralised the
‘modern’ state in the ‘traditional’ stateless stgiand disempowered the authority of titled
elders, such asultars andugaas(Samatar 1989). Also, the armed campaigns letige h
deficit. Failing to introduce a poll tax for feaf local resistance, the colonial administration
had no option but to seek budget support from Lon@amatar 1989). Since the taxation
system was poorly developed, the financial consisdiad caused serious under-investment

in all areas (Geshekter 1985, Samatar 1989).

A light and limited approach to colonisation, howgewslowly transformed the local political
economy. In order to increase revenue, the Brfireimoted trade, granting trading rights to
the Somali merchants in place of the European adidn traders (Geshekter 1985: 19). As
the Somali merchants expanded their trade netwotlke hinterland, the subsistence
economy was gradually commercialised, marketised,usibanised (Geshekter 1985: 21-22,
Samatar 1989: 53-55). The nascent capitalism eagedrthe pastoralists to seek surplus in
grazing, consume commodities, and cultivate plé@eshekter 1985, Samatar 1989). Strong
competition over land and water between the pagtgand the agro-pastoralists, however,
degraded the environment and increased societibte(Mohamed 2004). When the
colonial state intervened, the different viewshd British on land as ‘individual property’
and the Somalis on it as a ‘collective asset’ ofesulted in aggrieving the latter (Schwoebel
2001: 6-7). At the same time, as the merchantdbaunated the market (Mohamed 2004),
an income gap increased among and between the amsckhe agro-pastoralists, and the
pastoralists, and impoverished the economic lqg&eshekter 1985, Samatar 1989,
Mohamed 2004). The ‘modernisation’ of the socioreruic structure had an adverse effect,

increasing societal inequality, competition, aniégnces.
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In the meantime, a growing interaction betweenctilenial ‘modern’ state, the rural
‘traditional’ society, and the urban ‘capitalisirggctors transformed agential dynamics. The
capitalising economy produced the petit-bourgedis engaged in commerce, business, and
colonial administration (Geshekter 1985). Despitiodlty in definition, they commonly left
rural hardship, living in towns and schooling thefiispring. Regardless of clan differences,
the educated youth gathered in coffee shops arabexgn political discussion, organising
social clubs and welfare societies, and startedad€eimg public spending for wellbeing
(Geshekter 1985, Samatar 1989). While the inter-"alidarity’ emerged, the inter-clan
‘rivalries’ also stood out. Within the Isaaq clamfilies, while the coastal Habar-Awal clan
dominated business, the central-midlander Habairisyamd Habar-Jalo clans increased their
rivalry between the Habar-Yunis majority in theicgervice and the Habar-Jalo majority in
the army (Bryden et al. 2000). In the West, the &#isd Gadabursi clans in the Dir family
extended cultivation, yet caused tensions over éarttiwater with the Isaaq pastoralists
(Mohamed 2004). In the East, the Dulbahante ands®aeli clans in the Darood family
were increasingly isolated from politico-econompportunities (Bradbury 2008). This
related to an academic argument on the Somaliidmity as ‘constructed’ (e.g. Samatar
1988, Samatar 1989). Ultimately, the Somalis faamedwkward equilibrium between inter-
clan (and somehow nationalistic) solidarity an@iftlan (and somehow tribal/regional)

rivalries as colonisation advanced.

The East African campaigns during World War |l sg#hened nationalism among the
Somali elite. At the end of WWII, the British ocaeg all five Somali regions and allowed
the Somalis to freely move across the regions.Sdmaali dreamed of the integration of a

‘Greater Somalia’, yet it crumbled shortly. Thet&t decision to return the occupied
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territories to the respective colonial powers inftad the anti-colonial sentiment in general,
and the anti-British feeling in Somaliland in pauliar, given that the return of the water-
abundant highlands constrained pastoralist livelilsoagain (Lewis 2002b: 129). The pre-
war social clubs and welfare societies were themptly transformed into political parties,
including the Somali National League (SNL) in BsitiSomaliland and the Somali Youth
League (SYL) in Italian Somaliland. Both SNL andLSAlied for the return of the Haud and
Ogaden highlands from Ethiopia (Lewis 2002b: 152yesponse, the British enhanced
‘Somalisation’. At the national level, the Proteette Advisory Council was created in 1946
as the governor’s advisory board with appointed tmens (Samatar 1989, Lewis 2002b:
150). At the local level, the Local Authorities ordnce was enacted in 1950 to allow the
governor to select thequils to liaise with the District Commissioners andrtietan groups
(Lewis 2002b: 149). As the Somali elite increadesrtpresence in the state in the next
decade, they intensified demands for self-detertieingLewis 1961: 272, Geshekter 1985,
Samatar 1988). While the Pan-Somali movement pexa the 1950s, the national
elections took place for the Legislative CounciFgbruary 1960 (Touval 1963: 106, Lewis
2002b: 154-155). Muhammad Egal, who later becamed¢icond President of Somaliland,
was inaugurated as the first/last Prime Ministat declared Somaliland’s independence on
26 June 1960. Four days later, on 1 July 1960, Slame united with Southern Somalia

which had achieved independence from the UN trekipgTouval 1963, Lewis 2002b).

4-2-2-2. Post-colonisers’ political order and sociel response: a Mogadishu approach

The high politics in the post-colonial state of Sdianhad been, however, largely irrelevant to
the societal everyday. Although constitutional deraoy and state institutions had been in

place, the political elite were increasingly diseeated from the ‘traditional’ pastoral
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majority (Samatar 1988: 60). While nationalism haaksked clan rivalries in decolonisation,
independence unpacked it, urging the elite to emgagraditional’ patronage (Lewis 2002b:
166). The emerging clan politics in Mogadishu, hegreincreasingly marginalised the
remote Somaliland. While the Somaliland elite gdimgnor positions in the cabinet,
Hargeisa was downgraded to a mere provincial tdvam@atar 1988). The growing discontent
of the Northern Somalis about the political inegyand marginalisation was allegedly
linked to the SNL'’s boycott against the constitnéibreferendum and the abortive coup-
attempt in Hargeisa in 1961 (Samatar 1988: 61-6%is 2002b: 172-173). While corruption
became rampant, political reformers and consematiwmpeted for the state leadership from
the mid to the late 1960s (Samatar 1988: 68-7QgrAhe former were defeated, the latter
elected Muhammad Egal, the former Prime Ministeamaliland, as the Prime Minister in
1967. Although Somalia became one of the few Afristates which democratically changed
its government in the 1960s (Samatar 1988: 70j,dbes not mean that a democratic culture
had been established. As constitutional democracgine increasingly dysfunctional, the
assassination of the President paved the way édbplodless coup of Siad Barre, a Soviet-

trained army general, in 1969 (Samatar 1988).

The new military regime aimed to re-establish jditorder by eliminating clan nepotism

and intervening in all areas according to SoviglesScientific Socialism’ (Lewis 2002b:

207). While rapidly replacing old politicians wigtoung ‘modern’ technocrats in the army

and civil service (Lewis 2002b: 207-208), the regidisempowered ‘traditionadiquils who

had remained influential under the civilian goveamtj renaming them ‘peace-makers’, and
incorporating them in the local civil service. drineddiya payment, replacing it with state
subsidies to social events, such as weddings aretdls, which had been under clan auspices

(Samatar 1988, Lewis 2002b). The regime also cocigtd ‘Orientation Centres’ everywhere
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and urged the societal majority to use them forad@vents and civic education. The
regime’s slogan of ‘less talk and more work’ linditsocietal deliberation, yet empowered the
state officials at the Socialist Party and Locabe’'s Assembly to monitor and control the
society (Lewis 2002b: 210). The repressive appradiche state to ‘modernising’ the society
was contrary to the deliberative ‘tradition’ in Salimpastoral society, and caused the most
outspoken opponents to flee abroad, such as /8w and the Middle East where the oil
economy was booming (Lewis 2002b: 213). Despitestate domination and its consequence
of ‘brain drain’, however, the clan system did d#appear, but endured and even resurged,
encouraging the political opponents to take refinagdanism. ‘In the absence of legitimate
fora to express their opinions, the people whacargyht in the highly compartmentalized
clan system, organize themselves along the thiagttiey know best: the clan’ (Ahmed

1994: 20-21).

While the British and the Italian Somalilands udite Somalia in 1960, other Somali regions
had also explored self-determination. The Soci&estolution in Ethiopia in 1974 offered an
opportunity for the Ogaden Somali to integrate v8dmalia. Engaging in the Ogaden
resistance, the Barre regime invaded Ethiopia itv19 year-long warfare, however, ended
up with the loss of more than 8,000 Somali troaps the withdrawal of Somalia from
Ethiopia, which obtained full support from its Earst allies (Laitin et al. 1987: 142). This
defeat caused a crisis in the political econom@ahalia. Losing legitimacy, the regime
departed from Socialism to clan particularism upanre’s patrilineal (the Marehan clan),
matrilineal (the Ogaden clan), and affinal (the liallante clan) lineage alliances (Samatar
1988, Lewis 2002b). This ‘divide and rule’, howewverarginalised the non-allied clans,
including the Northern Isaaq, and led to their désiom and defection from the state. The

prominent figures included Ahmed Mohammad ‘Silanyoi Isaaqg technocrat and then the
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Minister of Commerce who later became the resigtdéeader and the fourth president of
Somaliland (Samatar 1988). While the elite strud@hehigh politics, the ordinary Somalis
also faced increasing tensions on the ground. Thetaral adjustment adopted in the 1980s
after the Ogaden War exacerbated poverty in theistémce economy after the decade-long
nationalisation (Samatar 1988). Local businessiatednational aid were exploited in the
Northern Isaaq communities which had hosted a massilux of 400,000 refugees (Africa
Watch 1990: 34). The Isaaq competed with the Ogagfeigees who had allied with the
regime over resource allocation (Samatar 1988cAfwWatch 1990). The regime’s arming of
the refugees as pro-regime militia exacerbatedniotonflict between the Isaaq hosts and
the Ogaden refugees in the societal everyday (Leital. 1987: 161-162, Africa Watch

1990: 31).

The Somali National Movement (SNM) was establisimet981 to address the grievances of
the Northern Somali, especially the Isaaq clansak, however, neither socially rooted nor
militarily oriented originally, but created in Load by the Isaaqg diaspora who had migrated
to the West and the Middle East (Samatar 1988, £4@94). The resistance aimed to
resuscitate the Somali ‘traditional’ norms and ealuproposing ‘a new political system built
on Somali cultural values of co-operation rathantkoercion; a system which elevates the
Somali concept oKeeror inter-family social contract in which no mareecised political
power over another except according to establitd&dnd custom, to the national level
(Samatar 1988: 142). Its leadership had been slaaedotated between the Isaaq’s three
largest clans, the Habar-Awal, the Habar-Jalo,Haldar-Yunis since its inception (Lewis
1994, Bradbury 2008). The escalating insecuritgamaliland urged the SNM to move its
base from London to Ethiopia and engage in the drraenpaigns from 1982 onwards,

absorbing the Isaaq civilian elite and soldiers whtected from the regime. After a short-
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term military leadership, the SNM elected Ahmed flimimad ‘Silanyo’ as the chairman in
1984. The SNM membership had been expanded fromidispora as the key financier to
civilian and army elite as the executive leadete $ocietal majority, however, had known
little about this foreign-supported, foreign-baseavement (Prunier 1991). A turning point
was reached in 1988 when a truce between the Samdhkthiopian regimes pushed out the
SNM from Ethiopia to Somaliland (Lewis 1994). Altgtale civil war soon broke out,

killing nearly 60,000 and displacing more than 800, people in the North (Africa Watch
1990: 10). This mass atrocity impelled the Isaag to fully engage with the SNM in
mobilising their affiliates for resistance. Theatified societal groups, such as diaspora,
civilian elite, soldiers, elders, and societal migyonvere united for their clan survival under
the SNM. ‘There is a mutual feedback here betwhemtovement and the ordinary peoples.
The movement brought urban cadres - the teachegrthy officer, the student and the
medical doctor, the politician - into the rural asevho then interact with the clans and their
elders. Here, at the level of the fighting unie ®NM found the opportunity of integrating
traditional authority and methods into the demacrattactices and needs of the movement’
(Samatar 1997: 44). Yet another analysis suggesatgtte elitist approach of ‘Silanyo’ was
so unpopular that he was ousted from the SNM claaighip despite the escalated warfare in
the late 1980s (Prunier 1991: 120, Compagnon 1398)ough the Isaaq coalition finally
defeated the regime in 1991, a daunting task rezdaim reconcile inter-clan and elite-

majority tensions and divisions across the Nortt&wmali.

Conclusion

This chapter has briefly and selectively reviewssl ¢ultural and historical backgrounds of

the ‘legitimation problem’ in East Timor and Sonfetid, highlighting their overall
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similarities. Both East Timor and Somaliland wen®Wwn as ‘traditional’ stateless societies

in a Western political sense, since both lackedraksed political authority/hegemony
(Gramsci 1971, Weber 1991). However, this doesmesin that both societies were
orderless. Rather, there were established traditgovernance systems in thma lulik

(sacred house) in East Timor and tiiya (blood compensation)-paying group in Somaliland,
which had formed the customary laws and traditieadlies, undertaken the deliberative
practices, and maintained societal order and sooidract. Both Portuguese and British
colonisation to build the ‘modern state’, howeveade a significant impact on the
‘traditional’ stateless societies. Although thediirect rule’ created the state-society interface,
political deliberation did not take place due tgrametry between the colonisers and the
colonised. Rather, colonial ‘modernity’ marred igeinous ‘tradition’, stratifying the political
elite out of the societal majority, and causingicat and horizontal inequalities.
Constitutional democracy did not resolve but repostl and exacerbated them. As the crises
prevailed, while both Indonesian and Mogadishumeg militarised the state, both societies
mobilised traditional actors, engaging in resistaridespite these similarities in the
‘legitimation problem’ (yet acknowledging contextwlifferences), East Timor and
Somaliland undertook different approaches to ti@nsing it. After the withdrawal of the
Indonesian and Mogadishu states, East Timor acdejitepeace operations, while
Somaliland rejected them. Accordingly, the nextpthes will examine the politico-societal

foregrounds of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ in E&shor and Somaliland.
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Chapter 5-6: ‘Deliberative peacebuilding’ in East Timor and Somaliland

Introduction

Given that the ‘modern’ state and the ‘traditiorsdtiety in East Timor and Somaliland
radicalised the ‘legitimation problem’ with the tieal (state-society) and horizontal
(modernity-tradition) inequalities/differences tawa the end of their civil wars, the next two
chapters aim to examine how they employed ‘postrdal’ deliberation to (dis)engage and
re/de/trans-form it in the protracted conflict inbh® ‘deliberative political order’ in East
Timor (Chapter 5) and Somaliland (Chapter 6). Hagvgblitical and societal agencies
deliberate to address, respond to, or transfornmthectable inequalities/differences? They
could approach deliberation over the ‘politics dfetence’, among others, in the following
four approaches: 1) a ‘rational’ approach (‘ratig&ion’), 2) an ‘agonistic’ approach
(‘fagonisation’), 3) a ‘*hybrid’ approach (‘hybridisan’), and 4) an approach to engaging
disagreement (‘agreeing to disagree’) (see Ch&p{2+4)). While the first three approaches
underline deliberation as reaching a consensusdifference, the last highlights it as
transforming difference into disagreement in thecpss of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’.
Practising ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ will, howesy require examining the risk of insecurity
in relation to internal and external contradictiams non-Western, liberalising/modernising,
post-conflict context (see Chapter 2 (2-6)). Acaagty/, the next two chapters will examine
the political and societal foregrounds of ‘delibama peacebuilding’ and its risk of insecurity
over a decade after the end of the civil wars ist Hamor (Chapter 5) and Somaliland
(Chapter 6). In doing so, the chapters will employ explanatory strategy, qualitatively
examining causality and correlations between theagables in the framework for

‘deliberative peacebuilding’ and interacting wittetfour approaches to deliberation (see
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Chapter 3 (3-1)). Moreover, given the researchtjpes 1) what caused the UN to have
‘failed’ (to prevent the ‘crisis’ from recurring i2006) in East Timor, and 2) what caused
East Timor and Somaliland to have experienced farglity’ (making similar progress along
different paths) in building peace (in East Timamh 1999 to 2012 and in Somaliland from
1991 to 2005), the research period is divided fhéthree phases as follows: 1) building
peace, 2) recurring conflict, and 3) rebuildinggean East Timor and Somaliland
respectively (see Introduction: research objectared questions). Attention will be then
given to examining the similarity in shaping ‘deiative political order’ after having faced
the similar ‘legitimation problem’ in the non-Weste post-colonial context, as well as the
difference between the role of international inegmion and the approach to deliberation,

given the methodological choice for Mill's methaaisd the process-tracing approach.

179



5. ‘Deliberative peacebuilding’ in East Timor from 1999 to 2012

This chapter will examine how the ‘modern’/politieand the ‘traditional’/societal actors
employed deliberation to (dis)engage the inherigitimation problem’ with the vertical
(state-society) and horizontal (modernity-tradijiorequalities/differences in the protracted
conflict, and re/de/trans-form it into the ‘delibéive political order’ in East Timor from 1999
to 2012. In view of the research questions seetagpality between ‘failure’ and ‘success’ in
‘deliberative peacebuilding’, the chapter is diddato three sections: 1) forming a
‘deliberative politicaldisorder’ from 1999 to 2002, 2) deteriorating a ‘delisative political
disorder’ from 2002 to 2007, and 3) forming a ‘deliére political order’ from 2007 to
2012. Each section will begin with the review of #xogenous and endogenous variables in
the explanatory strategy, and then examine the-statiety relations that make an impact on
deliberation in view of the three variables, suslihee independent variables (i.e. quantity and
quality for space and power in ‘post-colonial’ teliation), the intervening variables (i.e.
contextual changes in agential, structural andicailiconditions), and the dependent
variables (i.e. conflict de/trans-formation). Tlirstfsection will highlight the UN’s role in
implementing the global ‘consensus’ on (neo)libstatebuilding, and its negative impact on
the state-society dynamics and consequences ofrfgran‘deliberative political disorder’.
Due to the UN’s handover of sovereignty to the séate of ‘Timor-Leste’, the subsequent
two sections will focus on the two different apprbes of the state to the society that
deformed and exacerbated the disorder yet turreeduind by acknowledging the society
under the FRETILIN government (the second sectiangl, then formed an order by
empowering the society under the AMP governmem iftird section), interacting with
external interventions. For analysis, as the fesuws peacebuilding, less space will be

provided for analysing conflict in the second sattiwhile more is given to examining the
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remaining challenges in the third section. For daléection, the chapter firstly acquired
secondary data from document review, and secoriitbirted primary data from interviews
with the ‘modern’/political and ‘traditional’/sodi& actors in the fieldwork which was

undertaken in East Timor from 20 July 2015 to 3t&eyper 2015 (see Chapter 3 (3-4)).

5-1. Forming a ‘deliberative political disorder’ from 1999 to 2002

Changes in the global political economy, amongrstirethe leadership in the UN in 1997
and in Indonesia in 1998, brought a breakthroughéaesistance movement in East Timor
(Suhrke 2001). This led to a ‘consensus’ on Easiorfiin the UN’s global policy arena.
While Kofi Annan, the new Secretary-General, neédadcess’ in the UN peace operations,
Habibie, the new President of Indonesia, facedspiresfrom donors to address the
humanitarian crisis in East Timor. Their commorerests allowed the UN to make a
tripartite agreement on East Timor with Portugal &rdonesia, thede-jureand thede-facto
rulers, and the Timorese to choose their polifigalre in a vote. While the UN organised a
popular referendum, the CNRT contained the resistammy (FALINTIL) in cantonments.
The overwhelming favour for pro-independence, whiediched nearly 80% of the cast vote
in August 1999, however, radicalised the dissen$tise Indonesian regime and its militia
regarding Timorese secession (e.g. de Araujo 2B86p-Soares 2000, Cristalis 2002). The
week-long unrest claimed the lives of nearly 1,p80ple, displaced more than 250,000
people (a quarter of the population) to West Tiindndonesia, and largely looted and
ruined the territory (e.g. Achmad 2000, de Arap0@, Babo-Soares 2000). Due to the
escalating insecurity, the Security Council authedlithe deployment of the Australian-led
force (INTERFET: International Force for East Tihor mid-September 1999, and

subsequently established a peacekeeping missiomABN: United Nations Transitional
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Administration in East Timor) in late October 199& the peacekeepers pushed out the
Indonesian forces and militias from East Timor, ¢keurity situation rapidly improved

(Martin et al. 2005).

The abrupt withdrawal of the Indonesians, howefated the UN to change the post-
referendum strategy from a gradual transition tapad deployment of international forces, as
well as the leading agency from the DPA (the Deparit of Political Affairs) to the DPKO
(the Department of Peacekeeping Operations). Hiiiscf responsibility for Timorese

affairs in the UN system made implications for fie¢d operations. In contrast to the DPA
which had adopted a more inclusive approach td tmerese with historical understanding,
the DPKO relied on a small clique of UN technoctatset up the mission based upon
(neo)liberal statebuilding (Cliffe 2000, Beauva@2, see Chapter 1 (1-1)). As this ‘New
York orthodoxy’ (Pugh 2004) had been largely excle®f the Timorese from the UN’s
policy arena in the name of ‘risk of politicisatipttack of capacity’, and ‘non-

sovereignness’ (Suhrke 2001, Goldstone 2004, Mattai. 2005), the mission plan
deliberated in New York caused tensions betweeinteeveners and the intervened in Dili.
For example, the INTERFET's view of the FALINTIL agnilitary ‘faction’ was highly
resented by the latter (Suhrke 2001, Cristalis 28@&2ver 2008). However, acknowledging
the local legitimacy of the CNRT, the newly-appemiSRSG Sergio de Mello made an effort
to interact with the Timorese leaders, among othéaeana Gusmao (Power 2008). He then
set up the National Consultative Council (NCC) iecBmber 1999 with the aim to deliberate
responsive measures to the post-conflict challehgaseen the UNTAET and the Timorese.
De Mello appointed fifteen representatives fromtiTAET (4), the CNRT (7), the pro-
Indonesia groups (3), and the Catholic Churchtf{lg fumber of representatives) (Beauvais

2001, Matsuno 2008, Power 2008). Yet his heavamek on a bilateral relationship with
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Gusmao (and Ramos-Horta to a lesser extent) irsid®@emaking was often criticised as

‘exclusive’ and ‘untransparent’ (Niner 2009, B.J2B15).

The challenging post-conflict settings, howevega@tbated the asymmetry between the
UNTAET as the interveners and the Timorese asrtegviened, and made the NCC where
SRSG De Mello ‘invited’ the Timorese for politicé¢liberation insignificant. Politically, the
sudden withdrawal of the Indonesian regime leftWNTAET an administrative ‘vacuum’,
which could not meet basic but broad and urgenlipédnctions from tax collection to
service delivery. International recruitment, howewearginalised locally available resources,
skills and knowledge. Similarly, the UNTAET’s sa@ecountability to the Security Council
undermined deliberation at the NCC as a mere leoalsultation’ or ‘information-sharing’
for the sake of ‘political impartiality’. De Mellacknowledged the growing asymmetry,
saying ‘the UN Administrator is nominated by the@ary-General with little or no
consultation with those who are to be administerdtie Administrator is authorized to
impose directives and policies as well as to useefmore or less at will' (De Mello quoted
by Beauvais 2001: 1101). Critiques described thpsdown form of rulership as a ‘UN
kingdom’ (Chopra 2000) and ‘benevolent despotidd@guvais 2001). Reflecting this,
Gusmao lamented, ‘we felt we were being used... We Were to put our rubber stamp on
Sergio’s regulations, to allow the UN to claim #® d¢onsulting’ (Gusmao quoted by Power
2008: 307). Economically, donors extended an umgaleted level of humanitarian and
reconstruction aid, pledging more than US$500 arill{Cliffe 2000: 239). This ‘bonanza up
for grabs’ and the subsequent inflow of internagiarontractors, however, brought a material
inequality to the local subsistence economy. FangXe, while a wage gap between
international and local staff in the UNTAET reachdre than 60 times (e.g. US$7,800 vs.

US$123), a fiscal gap between the UNTAET and th&A{East Timor Transitional
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Administration) extended more than 6 times (e.@0illion vs. $75 million) (La’o

Hamutuk 2001). While complex requirements for UNqurement excluded the local
businesses from bidding, the Timorese were expl@te‘cheap labour’ under unfair
contracts (Aditjondro 2000b). An argument was threade that only 5% of foreign aid had
reached the Timorese population (Beauvais 2003 Hamutuk 2001). Also, the (neo)liberal
‘consensus’ to keep the state lean and effectilifd@000) shrank the ETTA budget to less
than half of the provincial budget under the Indae regime, and hindered service delivery
(RDTL 2003: 45). The sudden influx of external c#tslns led the local subsistence economy
to material inequality, monetary inflation, and digpendency, disempowering the societal
majority who had suffered from extreme poverty dedtruction. Socially, in this connection,
while the politico-economic asymmetry increasedveen the international and the local, the
latter was hardly essentialised. Due to the requerd for high qualifications, the NCC
members were mostly ‘modern’-educated diaspora+tegs in a bid for power, and often
benefitted from their assistance in planning anglémenting the international contracts, yet
largely distanced themselves from the societal ritgjovho had upheld socio-cultural
‘tradition’ and stayed home during the resistameditiondro 2000b, Cristalis 2002). The
CNRT remained institutionally weak and neither adtaive with nor transparent to the
societal majority (Aditjondro 2000a). The new pichti economy brought by the UNTAET
thus created and exacerbated the asymmetry betiveemodern’, diaspora-turned political
elite and the ‘traditional’, home-stayer societaljamity within the Timorese. The UNTAET,
however, did not make substantial efforts to motgetfais asymmetry due to the

‘invisibleness of the subaltern’ in the eyes oemational peacebuilders (Matsuno 2008).

The impact of the UNTAET was, however, largely lieai to the national level, and it was

the societal majority that gradually restored theietal order with self-help effort at the local
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level. While the oppressive regime left the Timerds/ided between pro- and anti-
Indonesian supporters, the complex administrataesition left the land claims intermingled
and entangled between those who had held, gainddpat land in the ‘modern’ way as well
as those who had managed it as the communal comimdmes ‘traditional’ way (Fitzpatrick
2002). These agential and structural causes oficbfailed to improve the societal
perception on security and convince many of theslDFho were often pro-Indonesian, to
return home despite the repeated pleas of the UNT@Ehmad 2000, Babo-Soares 2004).
The departure of the Indonesians, however, alloveictal actors to restore the mechanism
of societal deliberation and mediate the sociaffdr@nce/dispute. Those who remained in
the community, among others, tlgrais (local kings) and thka nains (elders) became
instrumental in re-establishing thena lulik(sacred house) and deliberating with the
antagonised disputants (McWilliam 2005, Thu 20@3ough their authority remained
weak or eroded, when communal disputes arose atteypted to mediate the differences
between them. The traditional leaders also recdid&dreturnees who reached 100-200
individuals per day in each district, and organigetcome ceremonies for them (Nixon
2012: 118). If necessary, they employedribbe biti(stretching mat) to encourage the
returnees to address the recipients on their pasitiand the offenders to confess their acts
and offer apologies to the offended (Babo-Soar€4 20hu 2008). These traditional leaders
largely remained engaged with the CNRT. While tbg &gencies in the resistance network,
such aswreys at thesuco(village) andcelcons at thealdeia (hamlet) levels, had been active,
they employed thaahe bitito select and appoint their chiefs and heads thérconsent of
the CNRT and FALINTIL, its military front, and ifatessary, replace those who had been
appointed by, or collaborated with, the Indoneseamme (Hohe et al. 2002: 56, RDTL
2003). Partially acknowledging the societal renitie (Fitzpatrick 2002, F.A.F. 2015), the

UNTAET asked the CNRT to lead the community tolfete and expedite the return of the
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IDPs (CAVR 2005d). Accordingly, the CNRT and tramial leaders engaged in the
community reconciliation programme (CRP) from migb2 onwards, organising the
expandedahe bitji namelynahe biti ‘boot’(stretching a ‘large’ mat) nationwide, and
facilitating the offenders and the offended to resile (Larke 2009: 655). The national
reconciliation largely empowered the CNRT and tiadal leaders in the community despite
the relative demotion of women and youth (Hohd.e2@02, RDTL 2003, CAVR 2005d,

Larke 2009).

Echoing the rapid restoration of societal deliiergtthe Timorese elite in the CNRT had
been increasingly assertive in complaining aboeitststymmetry in the NCC, and claiming
the UNTAET for the expansion of space and poweiaiitical deliberation. Societal riots in
early 2000 triggered the UNTAET to expedite ‘Tinsation’ (Power 2008). The UNTAET's
reactive measures to create and expand the delugespace for ‘rational argumentation’ at
the national and local levels in a top-down manhewever, led the divisive polity not to
engage with the ‘legitimation problem’ with the erited inequalities/differences, but to
exacerbate it with the ‘old’ and the ‘new’ ineqtials/differences. Nationally, the UNTAET
replaced the NCC with an expansive National CouiNn@) and established a transitional
cabinet in July 2000. While the NC was compose83fepresentatives from political parties
(10), civic organisations (10), and each distrdl@)( the transitional cabinet was constituted
from 9 ministers from UN internationals (4) and Fimorese (5) to execute the ETTA
(Beauvais 2001, Matsuno 2008). Appointing these bes) the UNTAET insisted on this
institutional arrangement as ‘power-sharing’ witle fTfimorese to deepen the Timorese
‘participation’ in political deliberation (UNTAET @00). The delight of the Timorese elite,
however, rapidly waned as the UNTAET continuedr&din full responsibility’ (Power

2008: 330). In response, the Timorese elite denthn®we space for deliberation. The fact
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that the Timorese elite kept asking Gusmao ‘*howgfohow long? how long [would
internationals rule]?’ (Power 2008: 330) indicatesir desperate outcry for political freedom
from the UN ‘kingdom’. Accordingly, while Gusmade speaker of the NC, asked the
transitional cabinet to set out the ‘transitiondtable’, the growing pressure impelled the
UNTAET to expedite political moves towards congtdnal democracy. In January 2001, the
UNTAET announced the national elections for thar&nber Constitutional Assembly, to
take place in August 2001. Preparation for thetigles, however, exacerbated the entrenched
differences between the political elite over isssesh as when they started fighting (e.g.
colonial period vs. occupation period), and where low they fought (e.g. diaspora vs.
home-stayers, and armed/military vs. civilian/clestihe) (Aditjondro 2000a, Cristalis 2002,
Shoesmith 2003). While each sought political redtommand representation, the UNTAET
relaxed conditions for party setup and registe@gdlitical parties (Walsh 2001: 26, King
2003: 747). The sudden emergence of multiple grtiewever, intensified elite competition,
leading to the dissolution of the CNRT in June 20G01d undermining the quality of
deliberation in the NC and transitional cabinete Tlimorese elite struggled with mutual
distrust and animosity, which stretched back tocthlenial period and thereafter (King 2003,

Shoesmith 2003).

Locally, the UNTAET established the District AdwigaCouncil (DAC) in July 2000,
appointing the UNTAET, the CNRT, and societal astancluding traditional and religious
leaders, youth, and women (Matsuno 2008, Nixon R0t the ‘administration without
budget’ (less than 2% of the ETTA budget) (Mats@008: 54, Nixon 2012: 116) made the
new local deliberative entity largely dysfunctiog@DTL 2003: 53, Hohe 2002: 584, Nixon
2012: 116). Instead, the World Bank commissionédaaand-a-half-year project for

community empowerment and local governance (CER}tglvho 2008). With the aim of
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‘modernising’ local governance, the CEP establighedCommunity Development Council
(CDC) as the ‘legislative’ to oversee thecdaldeiachiefs as the ‘executive’ of the
community, requesting eaeldeiato ‘elect’ a pair, consisting of one man and ornan, as
its representatives to tisecoelevel CDCs, and eacducclevel CDC to further ‘elect’ a pair
(also one man and one woman) for the sub-disew|CDCs which are responsible for
allocating the fund (Cliffe et al. 2003). The irdtection of an ‘electoral regime’, however,
excluded local chiefs and traditional leaders feandidacy at the CDCs (Cliffe et al. 2003),
and juxtaposed three different lines of delibetwuthority at the local level: $ucdaldeia
chiefs under the CNRT, 2) DACs under the UNTAETJ &) CDCs under the World Bank
(Hohe et al. 2002). The emergence of paralleltutstins, however, confused not only
themselves but also the societal majority on tresipective authorities and responsibilities,
and exacerbated difference between ‘modernity ‘tradition’ across the institutions. The
‘modernity’ represented in the DACs and CDCs ‘cishwith the ‘tradition’ upheld by the
sucdaldeiachiefs and elders (B.J.F 2015). As suedaldeiachiefs often felt uneasy with
the CDCs for mobilising the community without thiemowledge (Hohe et al. 2002, RDTL
2003: 54), villagers who remained ‘traditional’ amafamiliar with the ‘modern’ concept of
governance often saw the DACs and CDCs as chafigrige authority of chiefs and elders
in deliberating community affairs and representimgmselves in the ‘outer’ world (Hohe
2002, Hohe et al. 2002). As a result, power refatioetween ‘traditional’ and ‘modern’
actors became increasingly precarious (Hohe €08R). The powerful chiefs and heads
often undermined or co-opted the powerless CDC neesnftHohe et al. 2002: 101).
Conversely, the chiefs and heads were sometiméigspad by the empowered CDC
members because of the rapid urbanisation andogrositraditional values, especially in the

urban and ‘opensucc (Jones 2010: 565).
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Moreover, the preparation for the elections of@uastitutional Assembly made these
‘new’/'old’, politico-national/societal-local ineglities/differences deformed. As the
escalating inter-party competition dissolved theRONthe political differences at the
national level increasingly politicised the soclielifferences at the local level. While the
FRETILIN's placement of its representatives atriisiand sub-district levels in March 2001
for the electoral campaign had caused the strugfgkgitimacy between the FRETILIN
representatives and teacdaldeiachiefs who affiliated with the CNRT (RDTL 2003:)54
the dissolution of CNRT undermined the authorityhaf latter, and allowed the local
political factions to divide the community alongydines and to politicise the local
institutions (Hohe 2002: 583). The exacerbatinghigeanimosity undermined deliberation
in the DACs and CDCs (Hohe 2002: 584: Jones 2088). Meanwhile, the interaction of the
national parties with the local political factiodsformed the pre-existed regionalism upon
societal bias (Fox 2001). While the FRETILIN deegeits stake in the eastern regions,
others did so in the western and central regiornsrgvthe leaders of the respective parties
were born and based (King 2003). Accordingly, desiiie Church’s appeal to the political
parties to restrain mutual provocations (Walsh 2@®&), the growing socio-political
differences/divisions and their interactions frgged the societal majority who associated
political contest with violent events in the pastch as the civil war in 1975 and the post-
referendum violence in 1999 (NDI 2001). Populantwt at political rallies and enthusiasm
for the elections had waned as the ballot apprah{kimg 2003: 749). Yet the heavy
presence of international forces made the electbtize Constitutional Assembly largely
free from security disturbances, and they endeld avitigh voter turnout (more than 90%
participation). The FRETILIN was awarded the oviemajority (55 out of 88 seats) with
57% of the votes cast vis-a-vis other parties wigigimed less than 10% each (King 2003:

747). Accordingly, the UNTAET dissolved the NC aasked the FRETILIN to form the
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transitional cabinet and draft the constitutione Bubsequent ‘winner-take-all’ politics,
however, enabled the ‘winner FRETILIN to domin#te Constitutional Assembly
nationally (Matsuno 2008: 61), as well as its laegdresentatives to supersede the

sucdaldeiachiefs and DACs locally (RDTL 2003).

The constructed ‘asymmetrical rationalisation’ aoly created and exacerbated the socio-
political inequalities/differences, but also getedasome key policies/measures for public
administration and aggravated the agential, stracand cultural conditions thereafter.
Agentially, ‘asymmetrical rationalisation’, for exgple, allowed a handful of the Timorese
elite to politicise the armed forces. While the UNHT established the national police
(PNTL: National Police of East Timor) and recruit@dre than 350 former Indonesian police
officers in early 2000, it had been indecisive lo@ prospect of the defence force, retaining
the FALINTIL in cantonments since the referenduni@99 (Cristalis 2002, Rees 2003). As
the FALINTIL’s frustration became irresistible, wew of the fiscal sustainability and the
continued insurgency of militia, the UNTAET decidedntegrate only a third
(approximately 650 out of 2000) of the FALINTIL di@rs into the new army (F-FDTL:
FALINTIL-Defence Force of East Timor) in Februar§@®. (Rees 2002). Given the
dysfunctional deliberation towards the electiohs, UNTAET requested Gusmao to select
who should remain or be excluded (Rees 2003). Tds=d-door rationalisation on the fate of
the FALINTIL, however, angered those who were ebgabfrom the new forces, and caused
them to challenge the legitimacy of the F-FDTL @&wen the pro-Indonesian records of the
PNTL. Some of the ‘Gusmao-opponent’ veterans beddisadfected, forming their
associations such as Sagrada Familia (based gastern regions) and Colimau 2000 (based
in the western regions), and relating to the pmlltradical (e.g. CPD-RDTL), societal gangs,

and paramilitaries (Rees 2003, Shoesmith 2003)ctrally, after creating the deliberative
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institutions, the UNTAET and donors placed inteioral ‘advisors’ to make them functional
and operational for mainstreaming (neo)liberaledtailding. The dismissive judgement of
these ‘advisors’ on the local socio-cultural resitie as a ‘lack of (Western/‘modern’)
capacity’, however, established the Western/‘'mod&rperiority over the
Timorese/‘traditional’ in the public administrati¢@.A. 2015). Emilia Pires, a Timorese
expert, regretfully said, ‘the perception grew tthegt (World) Bank had adopted the driver’s
seat of our planning processes, and this was acaegh by a loss in confidence in our own
ability to drive the car again’ (Pires quoted bwi3a2010: 198). Culturally, the landslide
victory in the Assembly elections enabled the FRENIIto pass its ‘modern’ draft
constitution, which was largely copied from the stitations of other Lusophone states
(Kingsbury 2009, Nixon 2012). Despite a seriesudfliz consultations, the FRETILIN
‘modernisers’ agreed on a few revisions, includingnting Tetum the official language
status together with Portuguese (Garrison 2005). afénough only 5% of the Timorese
population then spoke Portuguese (UNDP 2002: 8)trinsitional cabinet had promoted the
latter in the public offices, arguing the formelifgyuistic ‘primitiveness’ (Simonsen 2006).
This linguistic favouritism resulted not only ina@uding the societal majority from political

deliberation, but also seriously undermined theesaktright for self-determination.

Meanwhile, the UNTAET expedited the handover ofcetiwe power to the FRETILIN
government. It also advised the Assembly to stagthe National Parliament following the
adoption of the new Constitution in March 2002. &duently, the UNTAET organised the
presidential elections in April 2002 (King 2003)s Aroadly expected, Gusmao was elected
overwhelmingly, garnering more than 80% of the satast (King 2003: 749). The swift
withdrawal of the UNTAET in May 2002 marked thetbiof a new state, ‘Timor-Leste’.

While the UN commended the achievement of congiitat democracy as a ‘success’ (e.g.
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UN 2002), this uncritical self-assessment and jmeltion masked the deteriorating
‘legitimation problem’ with the growing socio-pattl inequalities/differences in the global

periphery, due to the ‘failure’ of the ‘post-colahideliberation.

5-2. Deteriorating a ‘deliberative political disorder’ from 2002 to 2007

Accordingly, the constructed and institutionalissymmetrical ‘rational argumentation’
significantly deformed the internal settings. Roditly, the Westminster type of electoral
regime legitimised the ‘winner’ FRETILIN to domirathe public offices where diaspora
returnees occupied nearly half of the cabinet ot yet sidelined the opposition and
societal voices (Kingsbury 2008). The increasingien between the FRETILIN and the
opposition, however, empowered PM Alkatiri, a ‘moust’ diaspora-returnee, and President
Gusmao, a more ‘traditionalist’ home-stayer, adélaelers of the respective factions under
the semi-presidential system in high politics (Smith 2003). Economically, the end of the
‘UNTAET bubble’ caused a serious economic downiitughes 2009: 153, OECD 2010:
23-24). While the FRETILIN government negotiatedhsustralia to share the undersea
oil/gas revenues, the budget support of donorduiéllied the fiscal gap. Yet the continued
dependency on foreign aid perpetuated the (neodlileeonomic policy (Clifton 2005,
Sakabe 2008) and left the delivery of public sexsishrunk and high unemployment and
urban-rural/intra-urban inequalities unaddressett§Bra 2008, Moxham 2008). Socially, in
this relation, the tyrannising state and the weadgeaconomy affected the societal everyday
and undermined societal order (Moxham 2008). A gngvwpopulation, especially the jobless
rural youth who moved to the towns, became loosedanised and interacted with other

disaffected groups, such as veterans and militid,exposing themselves to the political
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manoeuvring of competing elites and political peat{Babo-Soares 2013). In turn, the
UNMISET (United Nations Mission of Support in Es$tnor), the successor mission of the
UNTAET, kept guiding the FRETILIN government on @)iberal statebuilding (UN 2002,
Sakabe 2008), while largely shying away from thiagernal contradictions which had

become increasingly apparent.

These contradictions increasingly aggrieved thafflisted groups and caused them to resort
to various forms of resistance. The notable actmisided veterans, youth, and religious
groups who had limited access to political delibera First, veterans were the most vocal.
The veteran associations, such as Sagrada Famili€alimau 2000, organised a series of
political protests and social gatherings in conioectvith the politically-radical CPD-RDTL
from 2002 to 2003. They occasionally clashed whighpolice, including their attack on the
Baucau Police Headquarters in late 2002 (Rees B¥I})-Soares 2013). Second, partly
echoing this, the youth increased their oppositiothe government. In December 2002, the
arrest of a student on a gang-related charge ladtodent protest in Dili. The youth
collaborated with other rebel groups, such as thagonistic veterans and gangs, to loot
public and private facilities, including the NatarPolice Headquarters and the National
Parliament, as well as PM Alkatiri’s residence aiglrelatives’ properties (Shoesmith 2003,
Babo-Soares 2013). Third, the aggrieved Churchsttsad up to the government’s decision
to secularise public education. Their campaigrnrés@rve religious classes in schooling
gained socio-political support from the politicgipmsition to the societal majority, and
enabled the Church to organise mass protests ith & May 2005 (McGregor et al. 2012).
These events indicate the growing societal defi@igsensus against the ongoing form of
asymmetrical political deliberation, as well asuad relationship between the antagonising

groups in the society.
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Despite the growing signs of societal resistariee formal deliberative institutions, such as
the National Parliament, DACs, and CDCs, had basgely unresponsive, and thus allowed
the government to co-opt and coerce the socigbalseand to politicise and securitise
deliberation. First, the government selectivelgratted with the antagonising veteran
groups. The Ministry of Interior recruited some 5@@erans to the national police, and
invited the leader of Sagrada Familia as the ‘sgcadvisor’ (Shoesmith 2003: 249-250).
The political opposition, including President Gusmiaowever, saw this government’s offer
of jobs to the selected veterans as the politicisaif the police to counterweight the
‘Gusmao-loyalist’ army. In response, the F-FDTL ldgpd soldiers in the outskirts of Dili.
While this move was broadly interpreted as the &nmgrusion into policing (Rees 2003),
the PNTL took up the defence-related border contratl the UNMISET had handed over to
the government (Nixon 2012). These chains of reaataused institutional rivalry and
animosity between the two forces, and impelled theimteract with the antagonising
differences between the Alkatiri/FRETILIN-led gomerent and the Gusmao-led presidency,
and their respective followers/constituents actbhegolity (Rees 2003, Shoesmith 2003).
Second, given the increasing societal uprisingsgtivernment extended measures to
strengthen control over the society. While the efitthe Assembly elections and the CEP
funding had terminated the function of the DACs &i2Cs, the government appointed
FRETILIN affiliates to key public positions at (Sualistrict level, and introduced thsico
council and its elections in 2004 (Shoesmith 2BRIBTL 2004, Simonsen 2006). The
elections ofsucochiefs,aldeiaheads, youths, and women as the memberswota@council
was aimed at integrating the formerly overlappind aompeting institutions, and
hybridising them irsucogovernance (Cummins 2015: 62-63). The introduabioan

electoral regime at the local level, however, miadéficult for ‘hybrid argumentation’ to

occur. The extensive electoral contest left theesacmajority open to the competing
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claims/positions between the ‘traditional’ (e.glexlveteran-dominarstucochief andaldeia
heads) and the ‘modern’ (e.g. youth and women) 1f@z0s2012, Cummins 2015), and
divided the elected members along their respectaiens/positions (Gusmao 2012: 183,
Boavida dos Santos et al. 2012: 211). The ‘modatinis’ of sucogovernance resulted in
unpacking the societal differences/divisions that‘traditional’sucostructure had managed

to contain.

The lack of an effective means for ‘post-colonddliberation exacerbated and radicalised
the socio-political differences towards the ‘crisis February 2006, a dispute on regionalism
was revealed in the army. The new recruits fromwastern regions deserted from the army
with their accusations that the high command shdaeduritism to the old guards from the
eastern regions (e.g. Kingsbury 2009, Babo-Sod#&8)2 A sharp difference in response to
this between the PM’s rejection and the Presideyt'spathy adversely radicalised the
contestation of the deserters. While their numbached nearly half of the army (595
soldiers), the deserters increased their associafith the societal rebels including the
veteran and unemployed youth, most notably, Coli@@Q0, a ‘Gusmao-opponent’ veteran
group based in the western regions (e.g. KingsB069, Scambary 2009, Babo-Soares
2013). Given the police’s inability (or unwillingses) to coerce them in the increasing societal
fragility, PM Alkatiri ordered the ‘Gusmao-loyalistrmy to take charge of internal security
(e.g. Harrington 2007, Kingsbury 2009). His unitatelecision, however, escalated hostility
in and between the F-FDTL and the PNTL, which deded into security breakdowns.

While the PNTL split its military police unit led/tMajor Alfredo Reinado, a Westerner, to
join the deserters, the F-FDTL'’s attack on the d&lleadquarters broke down the PNTL in
Dili (e.g. Kingsbury 2009, Scambary 2009). In resp®to this, President Gusmao increased

pressure on PM Alkatiri to resign, addressing arowersial discourse to the nation to
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undermine the FRETILIN, and the PM in particulail(® 2010). Gusmao’s antagonism
against the FRETILIN caused the political oppositimd the societal rebels in his
constituency to interact and assemble around hesplle his limited constitutional power,
Gusmao eventually succeeded in replacing the imilfitkatiri with the conciliatory Ramos-
Horta as Prime Minister in June 2006 (Kingsbury@00n the meantime, as the national
police was disbanded, the security vacuum allowedivil’ groups, both politically and
criminally motivated agencies, to cause a wide eamigdestruction across the urban centres,
especially in Dili, and internally displaced mohah 150,000 people (e.g. Kingsbury 2009,
Babo-Soares 2013). This unrest allowed the UNdp bt to ‘fix’ the ‘broken state’ (the then
SRSG Hasegawa quoted by Nixon 2012: 139) with nteado deploy the security forces

and supervise the upcoming general election whigh seheduled in 2007 (UN 2006).

The conditionality of external intervention in exctye of elections for forces, however,
worsened the ‘crisis’ thereafter. While societakimenisms for deliberation had been
weakened, especially in the urban centre, the Wilyid template for the national elections
deepened and deformed the radicalised differenwpm@longed the ‘crisis’. Even before
the ‘crisis’ broke out, although the society seermelave restored the customary practice of
societal deliberation, such aahe bitj the degree of the ‘resurgence of tradition’ had
depended on the level of societal cohesion in eaatmunity. This was particularly the case
in the urban, ‘new’, and ‘opersucc, where a massive demographic change made tudiffi
to find the qualified leaders to unite the commyréind mediate and deliberate the societal
contestations (da Costa Magno et al. 2012, Gusi®&®)2For example, while a massive
population influx since the end of the civil wardhandermined the traditional authority in
Dili, the community faced protracted differencas;sas land disputes, and reached a

‘tipping point’ to break out (Streicher 2011, Caraet al. 2012). Their reliance on, and the
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presence of, the community-based armed group®fbpsotection, however, exacerbated
inter-communal insecurity (Streicher 2011, Caragtial. 2012). In this fragile societal
context, theisoladas’ (the ‘isolated’), such as Major Reinado, hiddalers, the army
deserters and splitters, brought new dynamicsligcadcialising the anti-state and regional
discourses and associating with the disaffecteeraas and youth (Harrington 2007,
Matsuno 2009: 51, Scambary 2009). Accordingly,@ltih peacekeepers had increased their
presence towards the end of 2006 (e.g. Kingsbub@R@he force did not address the
dysfunctional mechanism of societal deliberatiod #re clear separation and lack of
communication between the state and the society iesult, the disaffected societal groups
remained supportive of the resistivgoladcs’, in particular, in the western regions where the
communities had helped them to hide, roam, andsdtasborder (Kingsbury 2009). The
continuous roaming of thésbladcs’ not only kept the anti-state and regional disses

alive, but also re-cultivated the societal cultofeesistance (Streicher 2011). Although the
socio-political tensions remained high, the UN badn assertive in undertaking the elections
as scheduled (UN 2006). The electoral contest, iiewyallowed political and societal
conflicts to interact, deform, and become prolonddw political candidates often employed
both civil and ‘uncivil’ groups, including informalecurity groups, to mobilise their affiliates
for their campaigns (Scambary 2009). These intenasbf socio-political conflict caused the
societal majority to fear electoral violence (Scany2009, Streicher 2011). Accordingly,
despite a political truce between the army andébels on the eve of the elections, minor
incidents, such as arson and house destructiomimeh high, and displaced more people as

the ballot approached (UN 2007: 6, Babo-Soares)2013

Despite the continuous urban unrest, the preparé&iothe elections had also nurtured the

socio-political conditions to turn around the ‘tsisThe most notable includes Gusmao’s
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broad engagement with the societal non-elite dutegelections. While President Gusmao
had maintained a close tie with the former CNRWwoek throughout his presidency
(Gusmao 2005), he formed his own party, the Nati@uamgress of Timorese Reconstruction
(CNRT), and joined a bid for the premiership. Thegtion of the same acronym as the
former resistance network indicates his politicasé He approached the societal non-elite,
among others, traditional and religious leadergrams, and even the formally pro-
Indonesian groups who had been marginalised ifafygnmetrical rationalisation’ in the
liberalising/modernising politics, invited themttee party board, and listed them as the party
candidates for the national elections (WeldemicB@4PR: 309, D.S.N. 2015). His

‘traditional’ approach to the electoral campaigrsvaéso effective in the community where
cultural symbolism matters, in contrast to the ‘mod approach taken by others, in
particular the ruling FRETILIN (McWilliam et al. 28). Moreover, although societal
radicalism remained high, some rejected it, keepinigirning their discourses moderate and
forming their own parties or affiliating to the eing ones to join mainstream politics. While
the former included senior-level societal leadsugh as the leaders of the Sagrada Familia
who formed their party for veterans, the lattereverostly community leaders and
opportunists who had been able to mobilise théiiaés but did not meet the conditions to
set up their own political parties (e.g. Scambd9® 2013, Cummins 2015). The elections
allowed the disaffected yet moderate ‘traditiorsal¢ietal groups to participate in political

contestation.

The conflict-ridden elections were, however, laygerbulent. Although the tight security
and oversight of international forces and electobalervers allowed the popular vote to take
place in an orderly manner, a number of pre- arst-plection incidents were reported. The

former were largely related to political confromat between different party supporters,
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while the latter were linked to the cause of tlecwral ‘loser’ (McWilliam et al. 2008, Leach
2009). In the presidential elections in May 200&nf®s-Horta defeated the FRETILIN
opponent, and in the parliamentary elections ireR007, the FRETILIN retained the first
place, yet lost its majority in the Parliament. TWNRT secured the second place, acquiring
nearly half of the votes that the FRETILIN lostims election (McWilliam et al. 2008). The
Sagrada-Familia-based party for veterans also daime seats (Leach 2009). As no party
won the majority and the enmity between the FRENIBhd the CNRT was inflamed, the
formation of government had been a struggle. Tl request of President Ramos-Horta
to Gusmao to form the CNRT-led coalition governmedtto post-electoral violence, since
the FRETILIN’s call for ‘civil uprising’ agitateds ‘militant’ supporters from Dili to the
eastern regions until the international forcesrir@eed (UN 2007: 6-7, McWilliam et al.
2008: 78, Leach 2009: 228). Gaining the Churchoesement, the new PM Gusmao was
sworn in, bringing a wide range of supporters fitv ‘modern’/‘traditional’,
political/societal, and elite/non-elite segmentthe AMP (Parliamentary Majority Alliance)
government in August 2007, yet firmly rejecting fIRETILIN as he did similarly in the late
1980s when he, as the then supreme resistance,lsedarated the FALINTIL from the
FRETILIN (Guterres 2008, Leach 2009). A fierce gataism between the electoral

‘winners’ and ‘losers’ remained.

5-3. Forming a ‘deliberative political order’ from 2007 to 2012

The AMP government was a power-sharing schemen digépicted as a ‘big tent’,
assembling the formerly excluded political elitel @ocietal non-elite in the search for a more

equitable distribution of state power and resou(te& 2013: 15). As thiurai descendants
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occupied the majority in the new Parliament (TQLLZ), this new composition allowed a
more fluid politico-societal and ‘modern’-‘traditial’ interaction, articulation, and
argumentation to take place in the national deditree space, and improved the pre-
conditions for ‘post-colonial’ deliberation. Potitans now regularly used the Tetum language
in deliberation, which closed a linguistic/commuatigce gap between the state and the
society (Wallis 2013: 137). Yet the internal segimemained challenging to transform
‘rational argumentation’ in the ‘modern’-craftediberative space into ‘hybrid
argumentation’ to make the divisive deliberatogui®ocal’. Politically, agential relations
remained highly antagonistic in and out of thengicoalition. While the four-party coalition
firmly rejected the FRETILIN, internally it faceanflicts of interest between the established
elite and the non-elite-turned politicians, in gast to the FRETILIN government which had
been coherent due to a strong party discipline utigethen PM Alkatiri. While the internal
fragmentation allowed new PM Gusmao to lead palitieliberation, his informal and
incoherent approach adversely personalised poéticsraised criticism within the coalition
(Shoesmith 2013). Economically, the (neo)liberdigies had aggravated the economic
fragility. Economic deregulation kept the key ecanoareas, such as job creation, seriously
underinvested, despite the growing numbers of yadtth accounted for more than half of
the population, and made the jobless youth rehgelltowards the state (Barbara 2008, Nixon
2012: 155). Also, the fiscal austerity imposed oy UNTAET and the FRETILIN
government and the following unrest had shrunkGB¥° by more than 3% on average per
year (Barbara 2008: 310). However, the FRETILINtmfposition to make the state ‘small’
saved the oil fund, which reached US$5 billion @&, from the state’s discretion
(Kingsbury 2009: 201). Socially, the prolonged stsi generated more than 100,000 IDPs, of
whom nearly 30,000 were living in the refugee campBili in 2007 (ICG 2013: 2). Despite

the visible decline of violence after the electiath® roamingisoladcs’ continued to
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discourage the IDPs from returning home (Boughta®82. The lack of effective
communication with the state made the societal ritgjsuspicious of the state’s ‘traditional’
turn, such as the state-organisedhe biticeremonies for national reconciliation (Kingsbury
2008, Wallis 2013: 150-151). A survey suggestedtinare than half of the population
distrusted the state in law enforcement in 200& (Akia Foundation 2014a). Meanwhile, the
UN and donors extended operations from humanitdcgeacekeeping and development
during and after the ‘crisis’, and took advantafthe fragility of the state in consolidating

their claims on (neo)liberal statebuilding (Ander913: 229).

In view of the devastating socio-economic settthg,then President Gusmao and PM
Ramos-Horta had campaigned to employ the accunauaitéund to address the economic
cause of the ‘crisis’ (Aarons 2007). Their electevan allowed the AMP government to shift
the economic policy from (neo)liberal austerityd@velopmental intervention, and reach a
new ‘consensus’ to employ the oil fund and imprtwe state-society relations. While the
government expanded the national budget from US$iifion in 2005 to US$348 million

in 2008 and US$1.7 billion in 2012 (Anderson 20239, ICG 2013: 1, 3-4, Wallis 2013:
142-143), the new measures transformed the ageotialition in the short term and the
structural condition in the medium/long term. e #hort term, the government introduced
cash payment to the societal rebels and the weakhati been undermined by the
FRETILIN government. To begin with, a pension schdor veterans and their widows
started in 2008 (ICG 2013, Walllis 2013). It covemedre than 125,000 persons (ICG 2013:
3) and exceeded the combined budget of the headtlagriculture sectors in 2012 (Valters et
al. 2015: 26). Second, the more conventional aastster to underprivileged groups also
began in 2008. While the elderly and disabled resmba monthly allowance for their ‘basic

needs’, the female-headed households were assistaiding and educating their children
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(Wallis 2013: 144). Moreover, income tax was exezdgir reduced for those who earned
annual incomes below $500 (Kingsbury 2009: 202)weMer, these ‘social security’
programmes amounted only to half of the veterarsipann size in 2012 (Valters et al. 2015:
25). Third, a one-off cash handout to the IDPs &alas launched to facilitate their return
(Wallis 2013). The religious sector also gaine@ficial assistance (Guterres 2008: 367).
These measures for ‘buying a peace’ in a ‘big-tapproach enabled the coalition
government to co-opt the disaffected societal gsolipe improved state-society relations, in
turn, diminished the societal space which had hidaed protected thésbladcs’. In

February 2008, the stalemated negotiation witlgthaernment impelled the desperate Major
Reinado and his followers to attack President RaRmsa and PM Gusmao, and nearly
killed the former (Babo-Soares 2013). Although Reimwas shot dead and others were
injured and arrested, this blood-shed event abyrgpitied the ‘crisis’. While the improved
societal perception on security expedited the IDBtsrn, the joint operations under the
command of PM Gusmao to capture the remainingifiggithelped the army and the police
to alleviate the institutional enmity (Babo-So0a?€43). Among others, the assassination plot
on the state leaders shocked the political elitetha societal non-elite, and united them to
delegitimise the use of violence for any socio{edi causes whatsoever (Brown 2009: 151,

B.F.M. 2015, D.S.N. 2015, M.E. 2015).

Subsequently, the government introduced structoessures to moderate the state-society
relations. First, the government revised the efattaw for thesucoelections in 2009. The
aim was to ameliorate the excessive local partispnin contrast to the ‘old’ law to elect
each council member (RDTL 2004), the ‘new’ law waglect a set afucochief and his/her
‘team’ at thesucocouncil (RDTL 2009). Despite a concern about théckage’ system to

‘nepotise’ deliberation (F.A.F. 2015), electingteam’ helped not only th&ucoelections to
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reduce political competition but also the electedril to maintain internal cohesion and
unity (The Asia Foundation 2014b). The elected téaen added ba nain (‘owner of

words’ as judicial elder) who presides owmahe bitiand guarddandu(customary law) at the
community as an extra, external member. The ingtusflia nain enabled thsucocouncil

to link and hybridise the ‘modern’ political ancethraditional’ societal mechanisms of
deliberation, and improve spatial quantity and iqy&br ‘post-colonial’ deliberation at the
local level (Gusmao 2012, The Asia Foundation 201Abcordingly, the enhanced societal
cohesion irsucogovernance helped the community to restore thiesdorder (Brown

2012: 64, Valters et al. 2015: 32, E.S.A. 2015¢dbel, after the institutional reform, the
government adopted measures to substantiate ‘hgbgidmentation’. Requesting all 422
sucocouncils to produce treucodevelopment plan, the government massively indeiste
thesucolevel ‘consensus’, among others, through the L&=alelopment Programme (PDL)
and the Decentralised Development Programme (PBRP10 (Cummins et al. 2012: 12,
ICG 2013, Kingsbury 2013). The former was introdiioa a pilot basis by the FRETILIN
government, but rolled out nationwide by the AMR/gmment. The key feature was to
allocate a block grant to the projects proposethbgucocouncil. The latter was newly
established by the AMP government with an aim tooenage local businesses to participate
in the state-led investment (Cummins et al. 20A%)both programmes required state
officials andsucoleaders to interact and deliberate, the stateegotiterface for ‘post-
colonial’ deliberation was restored, exercised, famged locally. Political respect for socio-
cultural tradition moved local administrators tecanporate a set of practices for societal
deliberation, such asahe bitiandbandy in planning and implementing the PDD and the
PDL (Wallis 2013, F.A.F. 2015). While the officisdcognition on customary governance
empowered societal deliberators to mediate theetadddifferences (Wallis 2013: 151, F.A.F.

2015), ‘hybrid argumentation’ also empowered thedern’ segment in the society,
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especially women and youth, to be conscious of tights to participate in local political
deliberation directly as well as through their e@ntatives (C.D. 2015). Also, tangible

changes in the economic setting, such as the cmtisin of public facilities, roads, water
systems, schools, and health centres, improvedlsadicators at the gross level (Wallis

2014: 170-171).

These agential and structural measures were laegiggtive in turning the state-society
relations from enmity to cooperation, and the d=hitive approach from ‘rational
argumentation’ to ‘hybrid argumentation’. The empoing society increased its bargaining
power with the state in the deliberative space,eu®h addressed a contradiction in
juxtaposing the PDL and the PDD for local developm®&/hile the PDL was bottom-up in
requesting theucocouncil to identify needs, design projects, anibdeate priorities with
othersuce at the sub-district level, the PDD was top-dowmpposed to its name, allowing
the sucocouncil to identify needs, but the state to dessghect and approve projects through
political deliberation in Dili (Cummins et al. 20L2A huge gap in size between PDL and
PDD indicated the persistent asymmetry betweesttte and the society. While the
‘society-led’ former was merely budgeted US$6.iom|, the ‘state-led’ latter was allocated
US$52.5 million in 2012 (Cummins et al. 2012). Y increasing societal dissatisfaction in
the result of the top-down PDD had impelled the ewgring society to push back the state
through ‘hybrid argumentation’ and revise its agmioto local development. In response, the
government integrated both the PDL and the PDDtimédbottom-up PDID (Integrated
District Development Planning Programme) at théridislevel in 2012, and introduced the
PNDS (National Programme for Villag8icg Development) at thsucolevel in 2013. In
particular, the creation of the latter reflectestrang societal contestation against the state to

directly allocate a block grant to alices (C.M.P. 2015). This emancipatory, deliberative
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policy-change suggests that the empowering sobedyaddressed the asymmetry and
pushed the state to delegate more power and resoimclocal self-determination. This
positive effect was, however, accompanied by strat&and cultural side-effects. Pumping in
‘big money’, for example, caused high inflatiortie rural subsistence economy, crowding
out the agricultural sector, and exacerbating #rel$hip of the most vulnerable (Wallis
2013: 146, B.S.D. 2015, M.A.F.K. 2015, V.S.C. 20Mhile heavy capital investment has
increased societal dependency on the state arebsisirces, the increased economic rent has
promoted rent-seeking attitudes, rampant corruptiod increasing greed, thus exacerbating
patronage and nepotism across the polity (C.D. RS0, the ‘modern’ concept of value

for money exacerbated the socio-cultural ‘traditiora competitive bid for the selection of
local projects, and caused inter-communal jeal@bisighes 2009). Due to the subverted
societal perception of ownership and effectiveredédscal projects (Cummins et al. 2012),
the overall improvement in societal indicators nad satisfy the societal majority with the
quality of public services (Wallis 2014: 170-17WMoreover, the government’s insufficient
consultation and coordination with the recipienihoounities in local projects have increased
the risk of undercutting the socio-cultural struetuConstructing houses and appropriating
land, for example, often undermined timaa lulikand thenahe biti,which hadmanaged land

conflict (Carapic et al. 2012, W.T. 2015).

Although the state-led ‘hybrid argumentation’ empoed the society and ameliorated the
‘old’ vertical inequality/difference, it has alsaused and exacerbated the ‘new’
inequality/difference across the polity, and madsfficult to transform these differences

into disagreements. In the state, a rapid increfifee national budget enlarged the cabinet to
55 members, making it nearly equivalent to the eizhe parliament. However, this

enlargement of the cabinet exacerbated the pdldiff@rences over resource allocation
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between the political elite both intra- and intengrationally (ICG 2013: 12). Intra-
generationally, the political difference, in pauti@r within the Portuguese generation,
remained protracted. Although antagonism betweesn@o and Alkatiri had been well-
known to the population (e.g. Leach 2009), theetifhce was exacerbated within the
governmental coalition. First, one of the rulingtjes left the coalition in 2008. Francisco do
Amaral, an ASDT leader and the first presidenihaigpendent Timor in 1975, accused PM
Gusmao of his informal approach to political deldi®n as ‘nepotism and corruption’ and
departed from the coalition (Shoesmith 2013). Sdcorutual accusation over the alleged
corruption between PM Gusmao and his deputy Masia€carao, a PSD leader and a former
governor under the Indonesian rule, led the latteesign and threaten to leave the coalition
in 2009 (Shoesmith 2013). An increasing animoséieen the CNRT and the PSD caused
another confrontation between PM Gusmao and PSié&gn minister Zacarias da Costa.
As harsh words were exchanged, Gusmao allowed #uganto televise a cabinet meeting
where the PM humiliated the FM in 2010 (Shoesm@h3). Asymmetry between the
paternalising Gusmao and his CNRT party and thiioy partners in the coalition caused
the former to centralise deliberation and causeddttier to accuse Gusmao of ‘bad’
governance (ICG 2013, Shoesmith 2013). The contispartisanship between the ‘oldies’,
however, impelled the ‘younger’ elite to quietlastl up. While the youth-based democratic
party (PD) sought alliance with President Ramost&#jawho had been increasingly critical of
the patronising/centralising PM Gusmao in the gonent, the FRETILIN’s emerging
leaders attempted to reach new constituents ingaising the government’s ‘centralised’
deliberation (ICG 2013: 10-11, B.F.M. 2015). Meaile/hGen. Taur Matan Ruak, the long-

serving army chief, prepared his bid for presideincg non-partisan approach (ICG 2013: 9).
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In the society, the massive cash inflow to thelrswésistence economy has made a
significant impact on the local socio-economiciegt. The state-led measures for ‘buying
peace’ in a ‘big tent’ approach have generatedmmoddened a ‘new’ inequality/difference
between the ‘winners’ who gained benefit from ttegesand the ‘losers’ who did not. The
abundance of the oil fund allows the governmemelp on a monetary means to ‘fix’ societal
problems, such as awarding cash to the pardaselddc’ to assist them in returning to
civilian life, as well as lucrative contracts t@tlocal ‘strongmen’-turned businessmen to
mobilise the jobless veterans and youth (ICG 2018llis 2013). These measures, however,
nurture the culture of patronage as the ‘necessalyto contain the locally disaffected
groups for the purpose of stability (Valters e2@l5). Moreover, the government’s pardon to
the ‘big men’ who were allegedly linked to the ceisduring the 2006 ‘crisis’, including the
prominent elites andsoladcs’, has eroded societal trust in the state justystem and
generated a public perception of impunity for thewerful’. The Minister of Justice himself
acknowledged this as cultivating a societal cultfrejustice in exchange for political
stability (Babo-Soares 2013). In turn, the governtiseaward to the powerful ‘winners’ has
alienated and angered the powerless ‘losers’ wiredanothing from the state and were
therefore aggrieved towards the state and the svginThey include those who participated
in the underground activities at the last stagthefresistance and the youth who moved to
the urban centre yet remain unemployed. Althoughptirticipants in the underground
resistance could number up to half of the wholeupetion, the government has not
compensated their actions, unlike the veterans|{\2013: 146). Also, the continued
(neo)liberal policies for poverty and unemploymbeate not resulted in wealth trickling
down to the uneducated and unemployed youth (S8asées 2010, B.S.D. 2015, W.R.C.S.
2015). In this situation, the cash handout and mitgdor the alleged criminals in the 2006

‘crisis’ have exacerbated their grievances anddjesy’ of the ‘winners’ (Wallis 2013).
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Moreover, while ‘hybrid argumentation’ has beengtahtiated locally, relations between
sucochiefs/council members and the societal majorigydiverse. In particular, tHeirai-
descendergucochiefs are sometimes opportunistic, seeking r@nsélf-interest (Wallis
2012), monopolising benefit from local projectsgdamoding their socio-political legitimacy
(Cummins 2015: 108). While the quality of localidelation often depended on their ‘good’
will (e.g. da Costa Magno et al. 2012, T.J. 201%8,uneven quality of traditional leaders has
failed to acquire further support to empower tlaglitional leaders in national and local

governance, as in the attempt to create the Nat@mancil of Elders (T.J. 2015).

While the state and the society have faced growiagualities/differences, the channels of
communication to address them remain underdeveldpleallenges include, among others,
the weak capacity of civic organisations, suchdasigal parties and CSOs, to meet and
deliberate these inequalities/differences. Polijpeaties had faced structural weakness in
engaging in the societal inequalities/differend#hile the current electoral system of listing
political parties in a single national constituericg. a closed-PR system at the national
level) is merited for the gender quota and theifen@ition of small parties in a country with a
relatively small size of population, it does ndbais the constituent to elect their local
representatives (Garrison 2005, C.A. 2015). Thasteral system helps the political party to
centralise intra-party deliberation, prioritise fyaagenda before local interest, and thus
disengage in the societal will and affairs (Sho#is2013: 136). In turn, the lack of local
representatives in the National Parliament makesficult for the local constituents to
transmit their voices to the national deliberaspace (E.S.A. 2015, M.A.F.K. 2015, V.S.C.
2015). Similarly, CSOs remained weak. Although NG1@se been vibrant since the
resistance era (Harmer et al. 2009), they engage maervice delivery than as societal

watchdogs (Valters et al. 2015: 34). As the grovatade funding has allowed the state to co-
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opt the NGOs (B.O. 2015, Y.R.C.S. 2015), few ofhthieeep themselves critical but
constructive in engaging the socio-political indgies/differences (B.J.F. 2015, F.H.
2015b). Instead, the Church has made an effoddoess them. The Church’s ex-officio role
in arranging the ‘Maubisse Dialogues’ in 2010-20fbt example, brought political
heavyweights to explore common ground and rejusepalitics (Valters et al. 2015: 24,

F.H. 2015b). Their initiatives had been noted fasirg partisanship between the ‘big
brothers’ (naun bootacross the competing parties including the CNRd the FRETILIN,
devolving power to the younger generations tow#ndsupcoming general elections in 2012,
and transforming the political difference into maitdisagreement with ‘agonistic respect’
(B.F.M. 2015, D.S.N. 2015, F.H. 2015b). In the sbgitheir moderation is also effective, in
particular in the urban area where traditional &xadhave found their authority eroded due to
the growing demographic diversity (F.A.F. 2015)t,Yas with traditional leaders, their
acceptance of state funding has undermined thecBisumpartiality as a socio-political
mediator and deliberator (McGregor et al. 2012)tltermore, the constitutional framework
to modernise and secularise the state and thefizisant understanding of the socio-political
inequalities/differences have limited traditionatlaeligious leaders to fully engage and

address them (C.S.C. 2015, F.H. 2015b, Y.R.C.$R01

Despite the remaining challenges, a ‘forming’ pcdit order enabled both the political elite
and the societal non-elite to head the nationatieles in 2012 without a major security
breakdown, in stark contrast to the turbulent @estin 2007 (ICG 2013). While the political
difference was largely contained by the ‘dialogugdlitical leaders, the societal difference
was mostly managed by the empowered societal Isateh as traditional leaders and
veterans. The orderly elections resulted in theeatof the ‘younger’ elite and veterans in

the political landscape. While Gen. Ruak was etbatethe President with support from the
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CNRT, the FRETILIN succeeded in ‘rejuvenating’ leeghip to some extent (ICG 2013,
Shoesmith 2013). This generational transition tethe ‘political pact’ on a change in
premiership from CNRT’s Gusmao to FRETILIN’s Ruigiijo in 2015, following the
‘Maubisse Dialogues’ (F.H. 2015b). In turn, it Halysaffected the ASDT and the SPD,
which relied on the ‘old’ figureheads such as Arharad Carascarao. The society led by the
empowered elders and veterans favoured the CNR@wtad allocated state resources to
them, yet confronted the political parties thatevied by those who did not play a combatant
role in the resistance movement, such as the ASdTttee SPD (ICG 2013, Shoesmith
2013). Meanwhile, this socio-political exchangestafte resources for societal vote between
the state politicians and the ‘traditional’ socié¢éaders, allowed the ‘winner’ PM Gusmao to
continue to buy a ‘peace’, and then urge the UNsimisto withdraw in the end of 2012 (UN
2012). However, the ‘peace’ bought by the oil rexenand the authority of ‘big brothers’
(maun bootseems to be unsustainable and structurally flaWédle the oil and gas reserves
will be depleted, possibly within a decade (Scheittd 4, Valters et al. 2015), the
‘dialogued’ and ‘pacted’ politicians without thef@gtive political opposition in the state and
the excessive ‘resurgence’ of tradition in the stychave allowed the state to ban the radicals
(e.g. CPD-RDTL and some martial arts groups) acdriise political deliberation, yet
‘crowd out’ the ‘losers’ such as women and youtlthi@ ‘modern’ segment from resource
allocation (The Asia Foundation 2015: 1, B.J.F.20Accordingly, while the political
difference has been largely transformed into théuallagonistic disagreement, the societal
difference remains disengaged politically. Yet loletative actors in the society, including
traditional leaders, have faced difficulty in engapgit, and political parties and CSOs remain
uncritical of it. As a result, the unemployed urlyauith and women, for example, have
expressed their resistance, barely participatingligious and community activities, and

increasingly engaging with martial arts groupstmeet-level troubles (McGregor et al. 2012,
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F.H. 2015b, W.R.C.S. 2015, Y.R.C.S. 2015). The itinat channels of ‘post-colonial’
deliberation have increased the risk of exacerpatimd deforming the unaddressed societal

difference and grievances.
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6. ‘Deliberative peacebuilding’ in Somaliland from1991 to 2005

This chapter will examine how the ‘modern’/politieand the ‘traditional’/societal actors
employed deliberation to (dis)engage the inherigitimation problem’ with the vertical
(state-society) and horizontal (modernity-tradijiorequalities/differences in the protracted
conflict and re/de/trans-form it into the ‘delibéve political order’ in Somaliland from 1991
to 2005. In view of the research questions that saasality between ‘failure’ and ‘success’
in ‘deliberative peacebuilding’, the chapter wiél bivided into three sections: 1) forming a
‘deliberative political order’ from 1991 to 1993, @eforming a ‘deliberative political order’
from 1993 to 1997, and 3) reforming a ‘deliberafpaditical order’ from 1997 to 2005 (and
thereafter). Each section will review the exogermod endogenous variables, and
subsequently examine the state-society relaticatsnlake an impact on deliberation in view
of the three variables: the independent variablesquantity and quality for space and power
in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation, the interveningnables (i.e. contextual changes in agential,
structural, and cultural conditions), and the deleern variables (i.e. conflict trans/de-
formation). Since Somaliland was largely free frexternal interventions at the outset, in
contrast to East Timor, the first section will hight the internal dynamics in a society-led
approach to state/peace-building and its consegsdnc forming an order. Despite the
importance of societal resilience, peacebuildin§amaliland needed to consolidate the state
and to balance a precarious state-society reldtipn$he subsequent sections will examine
the different state-society dynamics that deforimedrder yet turned it around by
consolidating the state (the second section), lagwl teformed an order by introducing
constitutional democracy (the third section), al e®external interventions that made both
positive and negative impacts on these from timtente. For analysis, similarly to the

Timorese case, less space will be provided forttaysis of conflict in the second section,
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while more is given to examining the remaining tdrades in the third section. For data
collection, this section firstly acquired seconddaya from document review, and secondly
obtained primary data from interviews with ‘modépwlitical and ‘traditional’/societal

actors during the fieldwork which was undertake®amaliland from 22 September 2015 to
28 October 2015 (see Chapter 3 (3-4)). Althoughik®rical review ends as of 2005, since
the interviewees situated themselves in the comtie2015, the final section will also imply

the post-2005 politico-societal development as2085 (and thereatfter)’.

6-1. Forming a ‘deliberative political order’ from 1991 to 1993

Towards the end of 1990, the nationwide societabimps destabilised the Barre regime, and
paved the way for the SNM to lead a ceasefire m&iand. Although the regime’s policy

of ‘divide-and-rule’ had exacerbated inter-clan patition between the Isaaq (in the
Central), the Dir (in the West), and the Daroodti@ East) clan families, especially the
former as the fierce opposition vis-a-vis the latt@ on the side of the regime, the apparent
defeat of the regime encouraged the Isaaqg-led SiN&iploy a clique of non-Isaaq fighters
for inter-clan dialogues from early 1990 onwardgdfpeace 2008, Walls 2011, F.A.A.A.
2015). Despite its military dominance, the SNM expd a consensual approach for such
reasons as the lack of resources and the clearstadding of traditional clan territories
(Farah et al. 1993, Bradbury 2008, Interpeace 2008gries of small inter-clan meetings led
the SNM to the assembling of all major clans inlbehwest and the organising of two
major inter-clan conferences, firstly the ‘Brotheold Conference of Northern Clans’ in
Berbera in February 1991, and secondly the ‘Gramdh@rhood Conference of Northern

Clans’ in Burao from April 1991 to May 1991 (Intexgce 2008). In the meantime, external
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intervention was largely absent in Somaliland hesWN and the Western donors had heavily
focused on the political and humanitarian criselSlagadishu. This external absence enabled
the domestic factions to explore the socio-culttnadition of deliberation in order to engage

in the ‘legitimation problem’.

The home-grown deliberation in the two confereneas largely aimed at reaching a
political consensus on ceasefire and governantteeipost-Barre era. In Berbera, a primary
focus of the two-week meeting was given to coneigdhe inter-clan talks between the SNM
and the non-Isaaq clans. The SNM reached a corsensihe overall ceasefire in
consultation with the elder representatives fronmaljor clans. Yet differences remained in
the detail, such as community security and natignaernance. Accordingly, the elder
representatives returned home to consult with tlaim constituents, including intellectuals,
religious leaders, businessmen, and diaspora,igatiitg the next conference to be larger in
scale and scope. They formed the societal will,raigkd funds for their participation
(Interpeace 2008). After two months, the expandethbers met in Burao. An introductory
one-week meeting decided to grant an equal nunfbaatimg rights to the elder
representatives from the Dir and the Darood, aslébat majority to those from the Isaaq
(Interpeace 2008). The will-formation was undertaketwo ways, combining a bottom-up
with a top-down process. Firstly, the divisive eldepresentatives explored common ground
on the Somali norms and values, addressed theagieeg exacerbated by the regime, and
then shifted the more contentious agenda items é@mmunity matters, such as land and
asset disputes, to political affairs, such asnidependence of Somaliland (Interpeace 2008).
Secondly, taking over this bottom-up talk, the S®htral committee concentrated on
deliberating the political affairs, among othersliéhotomous contention on Somaliland’s

secession from the South, which the elders ancedaskldiers had ardently supported,
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although the SNM leadership had largely doubtedatgico-economic feasibility
(Interpeace 2008). While the SNM elite had attemhptesubvert the societal contention for
secession, the declaration of the Southern fagi&C: United Somali Congress) on the
formation of a unilateral government without comatibn with the SNM angered the societal
majority, and pushed the SNM central committeentboese the elders’ recommendation for
secession in view of a large-scale societal prategtnised outside the conference venue
(Interpeace 2008). In compromise, the Burao Confereoncluded with declaring
Somaliland’s independence, yet electing Abdirahfitanr’, the SNM chairman as the
President, and transforming the SNM central conamitbto the constituent assembly
(Interpeace 2008). Although the SNM elite partlyngwomised their federalist position with
societal conservatives, they established the ratieliberative space for ‘rational
argumentation’ in order to ‘modernise’ the new Sblawad state. Yet the internationally-
unrecognised, self-proclaimed independence arpgblisco-economic consequences (e.qg.
constraints for foreign travel, aid, trade, andihess) have deeply aggrieved Somaliland

since then.

The new SNM administration, however, faced multgd@straints to govern the war-torn
polity. Politically, the SNM had been highly diwsi alongside multiple lines, such as an
intra-leadership rivalry between the civilian ahd military factions, and an intra-clan
competition between the Habar-Awal, the Habar-Jaio, the Habar-Yunis within the Isaaq
sub-clan constituencies. The end of the civil wgpacked the political differences, which
were masked before the Barre regime as the commamye between the civilian faction
headed by President ‘Tuur’ and the military conatives (akaAlan As: ‘Red Flag’)
dominating the security forces. This civilian-naly tension had existed since the early

1980s when the SNM chairmanship was competed fawbyfactions, one headed by an
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army colonel and the other by a civilian ministeéaah 1999, Bradbury 2008). This intra-
leadership rivalry was connected with the intraratampetition between their respective
clan constituencies, such as the Habar-Yunis wikkdshPresident ‘Tuur’, and the Habar-
Jalo who supported the ké&yan Asfighters. Economically, the SNM administration
inherited not only the ruined economic infrastruetto be reconstructed, but also more than
50,000 guerrilla forces and incalculable amounta@dponry to be demobilised with limited
internal revenue due to the lack of external amfErg et al. 1999: 44, Bradbury 2008). The
largest tax bases, namely the Hargeisa airporttenBerbera port, had been controlled by
the local clan militias, the former by the Habarn¥aiand the latter by the Habar-Awal
militias. The leadership struggle prevented Preditleuur’ from taxing the Berbera port
which had been under the control of his politiggpposition. Socially, in this connection, the
budgetary constraints and their consequence oyidglaeconstruction and demobilisation
allowed the local clan militia to remain armed d@ogbartly transform themselves into
opportunistic freelance bandits (as knowndeydey) (Farah et al. 1993). In addition, the
lengthy war had eroded traditional norms and caltualues. Limited parental care in the
displaced families, for example, led the youthtety sway from a pastoral livelihood and
engage in delinquency and petty crimes (Cabdi 200%se rebellious militia and youth set
up private checkpoints along the major roads, atichidated and harassed traders and
travellers to collect charges from them, thus exaating the societal perception of insecurity

(Farah et al. 1993, SCPD 1999, Bradbury 2008).

These challenging settings made it difficult foe 8tate and the society to address the
inherited ‘legitimation problem’. In the state, thewing political tension between the
‘modern-educated’ and the ‘soldier-turned’ poldics forced the desperate President ‘Tuur’

not to engage with the latter but to expel thermftbe cabinet and to dismiss them in the
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constituent assembly (J.A.H.1. 2015). The civiliad-‘rational argumentation’ in the
exclusive cabinet antagonised the dismissed hamdliand their clan constituency, and
cemented their resistance to surrender the BedwetgBradbury 2008, Interpeace 2008). As
the arms and war culture prevailed due to the delaysarmament and demobilisation, the
political difference was soon radicalised to vi@emn Burao in February 1992, and then
spread to Berbera from March to October 1992 (b&tace 2008). The first two years under
the SNM administration were thus often interpreiedwasted’ on elite competition over
state power and resources and its consequencditafgdviolence (J.A.H.I. 2015). In turn,
the society also faced the exacerbated land carflicombination of the shrinking pool of
common land, unclear land ownership and illegaudoentation, and the repeated
aggressions and retreats in the past fightingheftraditionally demarcated clan territories
entangled, and aggrieved those who had lost thed (Farah et al. 1993, APD 2008: 14-17).
The end of the civil war unpacked these land-rdldisputes across Somaliland from the
East where four major pastoralist sub-clans (thiear& unis and the Habar-Jalo from the
Isaaq and the Dulbahante and the Warsangeli frenD#rood) had claimed adjacent
boundaries, to the West where the regime’s favisarifor the Gadabuusi in land distribution
aggrieved the Isaaq agro-pastoralists (Farah &08B). An increasing return of IDPs and
veterans and their demand for land also added yeandics to land conflict (Bradbury

2008).

While the polity had maintained their intractabifetences, the societal actors, such as
elders, religious leaders, women, and poets, becaone effective than the state in engaging
them. Above all, elders, whether the titled (sigtaars and ugaa) or the non-titled (e.qg.
aquils), who had been undermined by the Barre regimmg&a 1988, Lewis 2002b), rapidly

re-established their authority for societal delétiem §hir) according to the customary law
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(xeen (Farah et al. 1993, SCPD 1999). Given the growingetal differences, they often
presided over intra/inter-clan councils of eldegnsutis) to mediate and deliberate on
grassroots disputes, secure trade routes, andrexpter-clan reconciliation (Bradbury
2008). They organised more than twenty inter-claetings across the territory from 1991 to
1993 (Jimcaale 2005, Bradbury 2008). Religiousdeside.gsheikls) had also made a
contribution. While their moral engagement in pisingy Shariaand addressing
congregations at the Friday prayers helped thetarareommunities to restore societal
cohesion based on religious values, their witneske inter-clan meetings legitimised the
elders in societal deliberation for judgement argimment (Farah et al. 1993, SCPD 1999,
Ducaale 2005). In addition, their engagement imiserdelivery in running schools, clinics,
and mosques, given the traditional norm to sepgalitcal and religious roles in the
community, enhanced societal respect and apprecitdithem (Ducaale 2005, Bradbury
2008). Women were also vital in proceeding to datigeliberation. Despite their exclusion
from the male-dominargthir, women supported it backstage by lobbying forundraising
funds (Farah et al. 1993, Jama 2010). Women’s kdnahips between natal and affinal clans
were often helpful for linking the antagonised &ldo restore inter-clan communication,
crossing territorial boundaries, and conveying rmgss blending with their own perspectives
(Farah et al. 1993, Jama 2010). Given the impoetafievomen as agents of communication,
inter-clan deliberation often ended up with an exaje of women for inter-clan marriage to
enhance cooperation (Farah et al. 1993). Morealsr to the rich oratory culture, poets had
also acted as an agent of social media (Farah #9898, Ducaale 2005). Ahir andguurti
typically began and closed with poetry recitatiahsg, ‘encoded messages’ in verses
elaborated by poets set the agenda and summahnsekdliberated consensus/agreement

(Farah et al. 1993).
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The resurgence of societal deliberation to meetraadiate the societal differences
empowered the societal non-elite to intervene aediate the radicalised political

differences in a bottom-up manner. To begin witgr@p of Gadabursi elders made an
effort to mediate between the antagonised Isaaglsuis. Their modest approach turned the
Isaaq’s initial suspicion to their appreciation eifhinitiatives to broker agreement between
the Habar-Yunis and the Habar-Awal, for examplached a consensus to organise an inter-
clan conference in Sheikh in October 1992. The e@mfce named ‘Consensus’ assembled
societal deliberators who had played prominentsroighe inter-clan meetings (Farah et al.
1993, Bradbury 2008). Following a poetry oratoryhie opening, the conference was chaired
and deliberated by elders, witnessed and certifjekligious leaders, prepared and lobbied
by women'’s groups, and funded by clan-affiliatedibassmen (Farah et al. 1993, el Bushra
et al. 2004, Bradbury 2008, Interpeace 2008). Wweweek conference announced a
ceasefire in Burao and Berbera, and re-affirmed-blased autonomy, declaring that ‘each
clan is responsible for whatever is committed irtiterritory’ (Interpeace 2008: 48). The
successful societal intervention gave legitimactheoGadabursi to host a scaled-up inter-
clan conference in Boroma to deliberate about BdH# governance given the upcoming

termination of the mandate of the SNM administraiio May 1993.

The Boroma ‘Conference of Elders of the CommuniteSomaliland’ was indicative of its
name in the culminated role of the restored sodcikgtberation in intervening in the
radicalised political antagonism, and transformitrigto agonism through ‘agonistic
argumentation’ in socio-political deliberation. Tlaegely self-funded conference assembled
the largest number of representatives in Somalikasiry, including 150 elders from alll
major clans and more than 2,000 religious leadessien, and diaspora (Bradbury 2008). It

started in January 1993, yet, given the Somali nbiah ‘voting is fighting; let’s opt for
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consensus’ (Warrabe quoted by Interpeace 2008ré&@)jred an elastic timeframe to last up
to May 1993 (Bradbury 2008). A five-month long irgtetion of more than 2,000 participants
allowed socio-political deliberators to meet, néafet and reconcile the antagonised
agencies, as well as to produce the structural unegashat were culturally coherent to the
context. The conference reached two landmark agratamthe Peace and the National
Charters, and the post-SNM governance. The PeaadeClaimed to reiterate the principles
of clan determination in governance and establislchannels of socio-political deliberation
from sirs atdiya-paying groups tguurtis at local and national levels (Interpeace 2008& T
National Charter, as the national customary le@ef) and the provisional constitution, was
stipulated to integrate the natior@lurti into the state system as the legislature (i.e. the
Upper House of Elders and the Lower House of Reprtesives), and authorised the Upper
House of Elders to elect the President and ensatrenal security (Interpeace 2008). The
elder representatives then elected Mohamed EghkaRresident and Colonel Abdirahman
‘Aw Ali’ Farah as his deputy with a two-year terivhile Egal was the only son of one of the
wealthiest businessmen of the Habar-Awal and a éngeeducated and experienced
politician as the former Prime Minister of Somaiithin 1960 and then Somalia from 1967 to
1969, Col. ‘Aw Ali’ was a Gadabursi, an SNM veterarthe ‘Alan As group who bridged

the Isaaq and the Gadabursi in the past reconailiateetings (Bradbury 2008, Interpeace
2008, F.A.A.A. 2015, J.A.H.I. 2015). Their selecisoconvinced many, given the Habar-
Awal’s turn for the presidency, the Gadabursi’®riml mediating the intra-lsaaq conflict, the
disapproval of the SNM administration over the tasi years, yet above all, the overall
‘success’ in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation. The setal approach to ‘agonistic argumentation’
in the Boroma Conference as an inclusive/recognind symmetrical space for socio-
political deliberation resulted in establishing théturally-cohesivéeel(‘clan-based’)

system of governance to facilitate the politicéteehnd the societal non-elite to meet and
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engage in the socio-political differences, sucthasfederalist’/‘nationalist’ and
‘modern’/‘traditional’ positions (Bradbury 2008,terpeace 2008). Theuurti, as the
national ‘hybrid’ institution, was thus expectedadress the ‘legitimation problem’ with the

vertical and horizontal inequalities/differenceghe protracted conflict, and transform them.

6-2. Deforming a ‘deliberative political order’ from 1993 to 1997

An emancipatory and agonistic ‘success’, howealed to endure, reflecting the new
internal and external dynamics. In the post-Borguiitics, the promotion of theAlan As
members and their clan constituencies, the Habaal/awd the Habar-Jalo, in the state had
adversely aggrieved the ousted ‘Tuur’ and his clamstituency, the Habar-Yunis (Bradbury
2008, Renders 2012: 136). The latter perceived thkitive demotion as a breach of inter-
clan consensus and started challenging the govertniineturn, the budgetary deficit pushed
President Egal to explore his own clan constituetiey Habar-Awal, to allow the
government to access revenue from the Berberaapdrborrow up to US$7 million from
their clan businessmen (Bradbury 2008: 111-112o0Athe introduction of a new banknote,
the Somaliland Schilling in 1994, brought a fortwaehe government from selling the
Somali Schilling. The improved budgetary conditionade public services operational and
functional, and allowed the government to furthgrand taxation on commercial products,
such as khat, and disarm and integrate clan rsilitito the national army which thereby
mushroomed in size between 10,000 and 15,000 i& (Bx&dbury 2008). The government
also established regular payment to@eurti members and the registered elders. The
integration of theéGuurti into the state, however, not only narrowed thébdehtive space in

the state-society interface for ‘post-colonial’ideration, but also turned its deliberative role
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from ‘agonistic argumentation’ to rubber-stampihg £xecutive, and caused and exacerbated
the ‘new’ and ‘old’ societal differences (SCPD 1998ncaale 2005: 76-77). Since the access
to state power and resources made eldership npsonlo-politically prestigious but also
economically profitable, this new rent in elderslag to the proliferation of self-claimed
‘elders’, and impelled the rural elders to openrtb#ices in town, and even religious leaders
to explore their bid for eldership (SCPD 1999). émerging competition over eldership
exacerbated the protracted urban-rural and ‘moteftradition’ differences/divisions, and
undermined societal cohesion (Farah et al. 1983urh, new political dynamics had
emerged in Southern Somalia. A precarious balaatedgn two fighting factions in
Mogadishu (i.e. Aideed vs. Ali Mahdi) created sparethe UN to ‘enforce’ peace (Brons
2001). The UN-led approach to re-centralising tom8&li state, however, caused tension
between the UN Mission in Somalia (UNOSOM I1) ahd £gal government in Somaliland
(Brons 2001, Bryden 2003, Renders 2012). Whilgahmer had urged the latter to
participate in the UN-led conferences, the lageated it because of its desire for self-
determination. President Egal issuedeesona non gratéo the UN envoy who visited
Hargeisa to assess the deployment of UNOSOM peapekein Somaliland (Bryden et al.
2000, Bradbury 2008). Given Egal’s resistance UNedeliberately invited the ousted former
President ‘Tuur’ and his allies as the Somalilagtesentatives to the UN-led conferences
on Somalia and introduced them to high politicMiogadishu. The UN’s manoeuvre from
Mogadishu acquired some sympathy and support fremagigrieved Garhajis (the Habar-
Yunis and the ligadale), yet at the same time, eststed contestations between the
government and the opposition and between thenaists and the federalists, and

intertwined them (Bryden et al. 2000, Bradbury 2008
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The consolidating government, the opposition irgeng with the UNOSOM 11 in
Mogadishu, and their clan constituencies, rapidtjicalised the political difference, and led
to another turn of violence that broke out in Hasgen late 1994, then spread to Burao in
early 1995 (Bradbury 2008, Renders 2012). As tha tipposition Habar-Awal refused to
hand over the Berbera port to the SNM administnatibe opposition-turned Garhajis
revengefully resisted surrendering the Hargeigaodiito the Egal government (Bradbury
2008, Renders 2012). While tension amounted, Rrasigal gained consent from the
moderate elders in the opposition, and dispatchent$ to capture the airport (F.A.A.A.
2015, I1.O.A. 2015). The week-long confrontation ethdip with an open firefight between
the government backed by th&lan As in coalition with the Habar-Awal and the Habar-
Jalo, and the opposition Garhajis driven by ‘TunrMogadishu. While the army dissenters
joined the clan militia, the spreading violencenfrélargeisa to Burao claimed up to 4,000
lives and displaced as many as 180,000 people IfBrad®008: 116). Despite the rapid
escalation of violent conflict, th@uurti had been largely dysfunctional in mediating and
deliberating over the radicalised difference sit€enembers had accepted bribery from the
consolidating government to unanimously resist surtal/ert the UN-supported discourse of
the opposition in the national deliberative sp#ea result, the opposition saw tBeurti as
no longer politically impartial and neutral, forample, interpreting a motion of ti&uurti to
grant President Egal an eighteen-month extensitisahandate in mid-1995 as tGeiurti's
favourite for the government (Bradbury 2008: 12é&n&ers 2012: 142). The dysfunctional
Guurti as a ‘hybrid’ institution undermined the qualitljpost-colonial’ deliberation and
protracted the radicalised differences, even ifi¢ghel of violence was mostly sporadic and

less intense.
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While theGuurti became less effective in engaging with the radiedlidifferences, conflict
was stalemated until another home-grown initiativ@se from the civil society led by the
diaspora and echoed by local elders atilja-paying groupsgquils). A volunteer group of
diaspora set up the ‘Peace Committee for SomalilarntB95 with the aim to bridge the
government and the opposition and deliberate tiieaksed difference (Abdi 1996, Bryden
et al. 2000, Walls 2011). As the inter-clan violerspread to the Ethiopian highlands, the
Ethiopian government also supported the Commitideavel, organise peace caravans, and
promote intra/inter-clan dialogues. Following theditional footsteps for societal
deliberation, the Committee undertook a bottom+mpreach to engaging the differences,
finally bringing elders of the Garhajis and the Habalo for inter-clan negotiation in
Gashaamo (in Eastern Ethiopia) in June 1996 (AB861Bryden et al. 2000, Renders 2012).
A participant in the Committee recalled, ‘the Pe@oenmittee with a good mix of different
clans explored every possible measure to reactodbbse in conflict from Hargeisa to
Burao and bring them to a negotiation table in ptdéridge their differences’ (1.O.A.
2015). The Gashaamo meeting was coordinated b§ahamittee, hosted by the Garhajis
clansmen, deliberated by the local eldaguls), and supported by religious leaders, clan
businessmen, women, and cultural actors in thetaifliecommunities, yet largely excluded
state politicians and warlords (Abdi 1996, Ren@f%2: 145). The ‘agonistic’ dialogue was
extended to the follow-up meetings in BalidhayeHastern Ethiopia) and Durugsey (in
Somaliland) in the next few months (Bryden et 80@, Walls 2011, Renders 2012).
Although the actual impact has been contentioudl§/2811: 144), the Committee’s
initiative played a catalyst role in assembling &imagonised societal non-elite and
deliberating ambiguity between consensus on ceasaiid difference in clan interests
(Bryden et al. 2000, Bradbury 2008, Renders 202 A. 2015). The progress made by the

Committee echoed the local elders who had led thgsgoots initiatives elsewhere (Abdi
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1996, 1.0.A. 2015). A Committee-facilitated consemnsn ceasefire in Hargeisa, for example,
urged the local elders in Burao to agree to allosvIDPs to return and establish a

representative administration for societal stap{iBryden et al. 2000).

Meanwhile, the government did not watch the sotjtagress idly, but waited for an
opportunity to push it back. Despite his initiapport and endorsement, President Egal had
carefully monitored the progress of the ‘agonistiglogues, given his fresh memory of the
Boroma process by which the emancipatory delibesaiosted the incumbent President
(Bradbury 2008, 1.0.A. 2015). In the meantime, ¢hanging internal and external settings
had allowed President Egal to intervene in theceading’ ‘agonistic argumentation’.
Internally, President Egal had demonstrated hisvstirskills in making the executive
operational, taming th@uurti, and taking advantage of the SNM'’s power strugisveen
the civilian and the military factions in orderdstablish his authority in high politics
(Balthasar 2013). The technical defeat of the nesspoor opposition also empowered
President Egal (Bradbury 2008, Balthasar 2013)eibxily, the withdrawal of UNOSOM I
in 1995 and the death of his protégée, Generaledide 1996 disgraced ‘Tuur’ and his
federalist claim from Mogadishu, yet legitimise@&ident Egal as the political ‘winner’
(Bryden 2003, Bradbury 2008). Given the favouraatings, the empowered President
viewed the emancipatory ‘success’ as a politidak'at’, and decided to ‘hijack’ and
intervene in it with such measures as to discoetmudisrupt the ongoing inter-clan
meetings in Mandera (between the Habar-Yunis aadHttbar-Awal) and in Beer (between
the Habar-Yunis and the Habar-Jalo), and demaridrib@eace Committee dissolve itself
(Abdi 1996, Renders 2012). A former Peace Commitieenber regretfully said, ‘Egal then
went on the offensive and mobilised the awesomeuandoed public resources at his

disposal to obstruct and dismantle the ongoing@eaocess’ (quoted by Renders 2012:
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150). The President also rejected the mountingesaiatall to have another ‘clan conference’
given the upcoming expiry of the government tennrate 1996, and instead decided to

organise a government-led conference for his palisurvival (ICG 2003).

The ‘National’ Conference held in the capital Hasgan October 1996 indicated not only
the changed relationship between the consolidadgdrgment and the weaken@&durti after
the ‘Clan’ Conference in Boroma, but also the dateation of the government to push back
societal forces in the ‘national’ deliberative spa&ccordingly, although th@&uurti

convened the conference in its name, the governmanaged it, setting the agenda and
listing participants for political deliberation. fi2fial delegates numbered 315, which was
double the Boroma conference in size, includingticembent pro-government
parliamentary members (150) as well as clan reptagees (165) (Bradbury 2008). Yet the
government’s tight grip on the Conference had oftfise deliberative quality and ended up
with mixed results. The state was expanded to anuusate and share power with the
opposition in state institutions, both in the caiand theSuurti. The government also
created a special fund for the reconstruction abButhe socio-political base of the
opposition. These measures ameliorated both veaihhorizontal inequalities/differences.
In turn, President Egal deliberately diminished §NM’s presence in the state. While he had
not only delegitimised the SNM’s civilian factioarfits connection with Mogadishu, but also
removed theAlan As conservatives and hardliners from the cabinetemptaced Colonel

‘Aw Ali’, an Alan Ashardliner, with Riyale Kahin, a nofslan Aslow-key security officer
from the Gadabursi, as the running mate for higdithe presidency in the conference
(F.A.A.A. 2015). This measure, however, deeply sygd the SNM politicians. Finally, the
representatives overwhelmingly re-elected PresiBeat for his second five-year term in the

heavily-corrupted elections (e.g. it was reporteat he paid each elector from US$1,500 to
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US$5,000), and granted another extension to theekéouse for five years and the Upper
House for six years respectively (Jimcaale 2005dees 2012: 156). Since the process of the
political settlement had been largely unaccountabtbe societal majority under the
dysfunctionabeelsystem of governance, the societal majority sactiropted and corrupt
political deliberation largely illegitimate as thationalxeer(Jimcaale 2005, Renders 2012).
Yet at the same time, they welcomed the peacehdlosion of the Conference and its

resulting ceasefire due to the deep fatigue ofavar(Bradbury 2008: 126, Walls 2011: 154).

6-3. Reforming a ‘deliberative political order’ from 1997 to 2005 (and thereafter)

The rises and falls of the home-grown initiativeshe Boroma and the Hargeisa processes
showed that both societal resilience and stateatidlasion were required to manage the
radicalised inequalities/differences. It was thasmidated government that ‘hijacked’ the
societal-led ‘agonistic’ dialogue and adopted theeth measures at ‘agonistic
argumentation’ in the Hargeisa Conference. The thireasures, however, brought mixed
dynamics into the internal settings. While the agiee power-sharing in the state de-
radicalised the enmity between the government Badpposition, this measure for ‘buying
peace’ made public offices significantly redund&iite absorption of clan militias, for
example, made the national forces double or tiygiat was actually required (i.e. up to
20,000 in the army and 4,500 in the police) (Faghedral. 1999: 29, 32, 44). Similarly, the
enlarged ministerial positions increased the aeilvice (i.e. from 15 to 26 in the ministerial
positions and up to 42 in the presidentially-appedrpositions in 2002) (Jimcaale 2005: 72).
The expansion of the state required the governtoesitocate up to 97% of the national

budget to the recurrent expenses and seek additerenue sources (Jimcaale 2005: 102).
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Due to the dearth of foreign aid, the overstaffetingsource-poor government targeted the
material power of local and diaspora capitalistealwhile, the diaspora’s remittances had
risen to US$200-500 million per year, which wassidarably more than the government’s
annual revenue of US$20 million (Jimcaale 2005)c8ifinancing President Egal at the
outset, the capitalists had been active in engggitjc activities, such as providing
materials to the forces and launching public-pevadrtnership in service delivery (SCPD
1999, Bradbury 2008, lIbrahim 2010). The expansasegnment approach, in turn, allowed
the capitalists to push the government to accearatdernisation in the state and the
economy, and to address the lack of internatice@dgnition as the key constraint for
business and trade (Jimcaale 2005, O.A. 2015) efergence of the capitalists in the
national political economy was also helpful fordanteractive with, the societal weak in the
‘modern’ segment, such as women and youth, foesiteblishing and running of civic
networks such aSAGAAD(National Women'’s Network) for women, and SONYO
(Somaliland National Youth Organisation) for yoatier the Hargeisa Conference (SCPD

1999: 26, Warsame 2010, Kibble et al. 2012a, Renget2: 158, M.N.Y 2015).

The fiscal requirement for ‘buying peace’ also @lithe government to extend taxation
from the centre to the peripheries where local guaece had been resilient despite the
repeated political conflict. Local elders had beaetrumental in (re)establishing public
functions, collecting tax, mobilising clan militiésrces, and maintaining the rule of law
according to the community-levehir andxeer(Jimcaale 2005: 93, Renders 2012). As the
growing remittance and the economic recovery dlfterceasefire had also helped the local
entities to restore their functions, the governnaggroached them with increased bargaining
power, requiring them to clear the checkpointsaatmtg the major roads for private/local

taxation, and accept the government-appointedialficsuch as governors, mayors, and
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executive secretaries in the local administrat®@RD 1999: 42, Jimcaale 2005: 107,
Renders 2012: 159, M.A. 2015). The growing intetiats from Hargeisa, however, made a
central-local relationship increasingly frictionglyen the lack of a legal framework for the
government to intervene in the local entities (dale 2005, Renders 2012: 160, M.A. 2015).
Their difference in view of the role of local gomance also became apparent. For example,
while the government viewed it as the implementatibnational policies locally, the local
entities, in turn, interpreted it as the defence promotion of self-determination of local
interests (SCPD 1999: 37). While the governmentthadocal entities had contested their
differences, the former explored money politicsalbg hiring local elders for community
policing and bestowing official recognition on theldership to co-opt and cajole them in an
attempt to undermine the authority of the resiskateer (APD 2006b, Ahmed 2010). A local
elder expressed his discontent with the governmaesatf-centric approach, saying ‘they (the
central government) miss us only when they needsopport, but do not help us in the
resolution of local disputes and conflicts. Whesorgces are an issue it is their concern. If

there is a local dispute, the problem is ours’ {gddoy Jimcaale 2005: 93).

On the other hand, the ‘traditional’ segment irhhimplitics continued to undermine its own
political relevance and legitimacy. Given tBbhahad‘begging to those whom you know’ in
a derogative term) culture in the society, Predi@i@yal had employed bribery, in addition to
monthly payment, to ‘divide and rule’ the politiniurned elders, not only to patronise his
political allies, but also to buy and disempowex @ipposition in th&uurti and beyond

(A.A. 201543, A.O.S. 2015, I.0.A. 2015). Althougts lmwn professional integrity and familial
wealth had been well-known (A.A. 2015a, A.A. 201BbA.1. 2015, 1.0.A. 2015), the
President’s money politics exacerbated economicinegldership, proliferated the offices of

elders, either elected or self-claimed, and coetinio undermine the integrity of the political
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(politician-turned) elders, while separating theoni the societal (local) elders (SCPD 1999:
25, Jimcaale 2005: 76). Moreover, the poor capadithe political elders in ‘modernity’
made it impossible for th@uurti and the Lower House to produce a single piece of
legislation themselves from 1993 to 2002, and fbused them to continue to rubber-stamp
the executive decisions (Jimcaale 2005: 76-77).r€peated extensions of the term of the
government upon the request of the governmenexXample, undermined the political
impartiality of theGuurti (Fadal 2012, Hersi 2012). Also, tlaiurti had faced heavy

criticism regarding institutional and individuabiémacy. The government’s improvement in
the security agencies as well as its own failune@diating the past political violence raised a
societal question about the institutional legitimaé€ theGuurti as the national ‘guardian’
(A.A. 2015a). In addition, the new members of Guaurti sometimes did not meet the criteria
for eldership since they were often family memh@rpolitical appointees of the aged or
deceased members since its inception in the Bo@omerence in 1993 and re-selection in
the Hargeisa Conference in 1997 (Fadal 2012, MA8R®s nepotism and politicisation had
advanced in high politics without the ‘rule of th@me’ to unseat the executive and the
legislature, the political opposition and societeljority were increasingly discontent with

the continuous dysfunction in tlheelsystem of governance (Ahmed 2010, Hoehne 2013).

A Somali-owned, bottom-up approach to democratisatias, however, far from easy.
‘Agonistic argumentation’ to make the draft conditin was soon deadlocked over which
institution, whether the executive or the legistatishould hold more power than the other in
the state (Walls 2011, Renders 2012). The stalecwatgnued until two external threats
pushed the agonised politicians to resume delilegrafirst, Puntland, the adjacent Somali
region to the east, declared a ‘self-governing @artmous state’ to unite the Darood sub-clans

within Somalia in 1988, and claimed sovereigntyrabe Darood sub-clans in Eastern
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Somaliland, such as the Dulbahante and the WarkéBgadbury 2008: 129). Its offer of
senior positions in the Puntland state to them @ty8omaliland (Renders 2012). Second,
the TNG (Transitional National Government) was fednin Mogadishu in 2000 by the UN's
brokerage to the key Somali actors. Its (re)clafreovereignty over Somaliland and
appointment of a Somalilander (a Dulbahante) aBritse Minister also provoked
Somaliland (Bradbury 2008). These external thrpashed the executive and the legislature
to re-engage in meeting the political differencetmndraft constitution. Although some
ambiguity remained, for example, on successiohagtesidency, the final draft, as the by-
product of political compromise, was adopted fa lublic referendum in May 2001 prior to
the end of the presidential term (Walls 2011, A2815b). It was approved overwhelmingly,
with over 98% of the votes cast in favour, althotigt referendum was partially boycotted in

the eastern regions claimed by Puntland (Bradb0882Renders 2012).

While public attention was primarily focused on teclaration of Somaliland’s
independence in the Constitution, there was lesssfon the introduction of an electoral
multi-party system (ICG 2003, lIbrahim 2007). Yehtantions between the ‘modernist’ and
the ‘traditionalist’ in the deliberative space matdgifficult to implement it. Despite the
government’s justification for democratisation dseg milestone to obtain international
recognition, this ‘modernist’ claim roused oppasitfrom the ‘traditionalists’ whose
interests had been deeply entrenched irbdesystem of governance (e.g. SCPD 1999: 28).
In August 2001, two months after the referenduma, ftihmation of political organisations
was legalised and the electoral schedule was awedurto hold the local elections in
December 2001 and the national elections in Fepr2@02 respectively. Subsequently,
President Egal formed his political organisatiobWB (United Peoples’ Democratic Party),

and urged the opposition to follow (Bradbury et28103: 463). The government’s hasty move
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to political ‘modernisation’, however, united theaditionalists’ and the opposition,
including the titled elders in t@uurti and the Alan As conservatives who had been
expelled from the cabinet, in connection with tieatfected Habar-Jalo who lost their
presidential bid at the Hargeisa Conference. Wthiéeformer regarded the elections as a
threat to their vested interest in the ‘hybrid’ipglthe latter had explored this ‘agonisation’
as an opportunity to challenge President Egal (2#1.5). Accordingly, they formed an anti-
government coalition, and attempted to impeactPilesident in th&uurti and convene
another ‘clan’ conference to unseat him (Bradbwigi.€2003, Ibrahim 2007). President Egal
responded to this with a coercive measure to atinestey leaders of the opposition
(Bradbury et al. 2003, Ibrahim 2007). As the sd@aiion of deliberation antagonised the
opposition, a broad range of societal segmentsrdégss of the ‘modern’ or the ‘traditional’,
including local elders, religious leaders, business, diaspora, women and youth groups,
rose in an attempt to mediate the radicalisingtipalidifference (Ibrahim 2007). Although
the societal proposal for rescheduling the elestamd granting the President another term
extension failed to moderate the tension, the sudéath of President Egal in May 2002
reunited the antagonised politicians (Bradburyl.e2@03). While the Puntland state had
become increasingly destabilised, the internalextdrnal crises impelled the confronting
politicians not to fight but to set aside theirféeiences (ICG 2003, Renders 2012, Hoehne
2015: 64). Despite the constitutional ambiguity thediated ascension of vice president
Riyale Kahin to the presidency eased the heatatigablcontestation (J.A.H.I. 2015). While
the opposition underestimated the new low-key Gadaworigin President, the societal
majority was largely supportive of new presidendiméctives, such as improving external
relations with Ethiopia and Djibouti and appointiiggnale ministers (Renders 2012).
Although the socio-political honeymoon soon wariedaused even the most radical in the

opposition to re-think, and not to radicalise tl@#&ims but to join the electoral contest and
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turn their antagonism to agonism (ICG 2003). Althloshese developments in the state realm
had been largely unaccountable to the societalnihgjthe smooth constitutional transition
and the political unity after the death of Prestdegal relieved many, and led Somaliland
towards discontinuing political turmoil and libesaihg socio-political deliberation in a

Somaliland-specific way thereafter (J.A.H.l. 2015).

The designed electoral system contains both stieragid weaknesses. Based on his own
experience as the Prime Minister ousted by theamylicoup in the fragmented constitutional
democracy in Somalia in the late 1960s, Presidgat &med to prevent political
fragmentation given the complex clan dynamics (A2615b,J.A.H.I. 2015). Accordingly,

he proposed to modify the former electoral systerné 1960s, which had met proportional
representation in local multi-member constituendiesestrict the number of political parties
(Krennerich 2003, Jama 2009). In view of the thregor sub-clans in the Isaaq, namely, the
Habar-Awal, the Habar-Jalo, and the Habar-Yuni&.(Ll. 2015), his proposal was to relax
the creation of political organisations to contbstlocal elections, yet qualify only three of
them to turn to the political parties, based onrdwilts in the local elections, and contest the
national elections, such as presidential and padigary elections (Jama 2009: 94-96). The
condition for a political organisation to upgradeatpolitical party is to acquire more than
20% of the votes cast in all regions, or otherwligehighest number of the votes cast in the
local elections. Those which failed to meet théedia shall be dissolved and merged into the
qualified ones (Progressio 2006: 7, Jama 2009:A6)ough concern was raised that the
forced dissolution and merger could undermine iogickl and disciplinary cohesion within
the political party and limit the voters for patiil choice in a single electoral cycle (Yusuf
2010: 20), it would be offset by some merits. Filistiting the number could facilitate the

three national parties to enhance inter-party autgon for political deliberation (Jama 2009).
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Second, it could also encourage party membersctease intra-party interaction and
cooperation (Lindeman et al. 2003). Given the adritgpothesis (Allport 1954), a growing
inter- and intra-party contact between elites fidifferent societal backgrounds would
alleviate or avoid inter-clan antagonisation argiaeal polarisation which had repeatedly
caused political violence in the past. Third, efegtocal representatives at the national
elections could force the political parties and rhers to be held accountable to their local
constituents (APD 2006a: 36), thus restoring tloeled link between the state and the
society. While the system was designed to prevenpblarisation of clanism in the political
contest, it was also expected to expand the spaakefiberation from the controversial
Guurti to the political party where the political elitedathe societal non-elites re-engage in

‘post-colonial’ deliberation (J.A.H.I. 2015).

Accordingly, the first electoral cycle of three @iens was undertaken from 2002 to 2005.
The outcome was largely instrumental in transfogriagonistic argumentation’ into
‘engaging disagreement’ in deliberation. Firstiy, @litical organisations contested the local
elections in December 2002 (Bradbury et al. 2008 R003). They largely blended
‘modernity’ in party politics and ‘tradition’ in ettoral operations. The clan origin of senior
leaders in the political party/organisation wased®inant in recruiting and selecting the
party candidate since the clan took the lead inilisoig the clan constituency for electoral
campaign (ICG 2003). The most-populated clans bavadvantage in diversifying (or
concentrating) their clan constituents across (rtloe parties/organisations to minimise the
risk of electoral defeat. Most parties/organisatitmus contained some factions from the
major (sub)clans and formed an inter-clan coaliibthe leadership level (Lindeman et al.
2003). This inter-clan, intra-party power-shariggtem in the ethnic party/organisation

allowed multiple clan factions to nurture ‘agorgstiespect in deliberating party agenda and
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undertaking electoral activities. The result quedifthree political organisations to be the
national political parties, namely the ruling UDW@Bd the oppositioKulmiye (Peace, Unity
and Development Party) and UCID (Justice and WelRarty). The inter-clan, intra-party
power-sharing system facilitated the transfer oftbers from the disqualified to the
qualified to agonise yet hybridise the politicafelience in the ‘multi-ethnic’ parties
(Lindeman et al. 2003). Secondly, the presideetdtions were contested in April 2003,
five months after the local elections (Bradburale2003, ICG 2003). The result was
uncomfortably close. The margin was only 80 votetsveen the UDUB candidate, President
Riyale and th&ulmiyecandidate, Ahmed Mohamoud ‘Silanyo’, the formemnsbhairman
and veteran minister in Somalia and SomalilandqBuay et al. 2003, ICG 2003). While the
opposition challenged the result, a combinatiopaditical mediation and his own personality
urged ‘Silanyo’ to manage the dispute constitutilgrend accept his defeat in the end
(Bradbury et al. 2003: 469, ICG 2003, Phillips 2083, J.A.H.I. 2015, Y.H. 2015).

Although the opposition’s self-restraint saved Shiliarvad from radicalising the difference,
their supporters had averted the risk of electdeftat, to some extent, in diversifying their
clan factions across the political parties. Accogtly, despite a concern about the ‘one party
rule’ in view of the domination of the ruling patity the deliberative space (e.g. Bradbury et
al. 2003, ICG 2003), the inter-clan, intra-partyyeo-sharing system in the ruling party
enabled the state to allocate power and resoundée tmajor clans, and thus share common
ground with the opposition (J.A.H.l. 2015). Indeddspite growing inter-party competition
towards the upcoming parliamentary election, tmedlparties had been cooperative in
deliberating on the key decisions, such as denmiagceggional constituencies for the next
elections and handling the exacerbated conflidt Witntland that led to the first armed
confrontation between Somaliland and Puntland éncitntested eastern region in 2004 (APD

2006a: 22, Renders 2012: 249, Hoehne 2015: 67-68).
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Finally, the parliamentary election for the Lowesuse (the House of Representatives) took
place in September 2005 (APD 2006a, Progressio)200@ result reflected the merits of the
inter-clan, intra-party power-sharing system inidti-ethnic parties. Despite a visible
correlation between the party leaders and their ctanstituencies, all parties gained at least
two seats from all regions and one representatora more than seven sub-clans (APD
2006a: 41-42, Progressio 2006: 21). This indicttasall political parties acquired
nationwide and inter-clan support to some extelsoAthe defeat of the ruling party forced
the minority government to cooperate and collalsovéth the opposition-ruling legislature
for political deliberation. Moreover, the new Houwsas largely ‘modernised’, including more
MPs who are professionals, women, and youth (Pssgr€006: 22). While about one-third
of the MPs were from the professional diasporar tneerage age had significantly declined
(Progressio 2006: 10, Ibrahim 2010: 48). Accordinthe national deliberative space was
transformed to juxtapose tk&uurti (the Upper House) so as to promote societal tiadiin
the consensual politics, and the new local coueitsthe Lower House to represent political
‘modernity’ in the majority rule (Progressio 20@&, J.A.H.I. 2015). The bottom-up form of
democratisation in the transition from the ‘hybnmblity to the multi-party system thus
seemed to have reformed the national deliberafigeeswhere the ‘traditional/society’ and
the ‘modern/state’ are ‘re-hybridised’ to re-eng#ue socio-political

differences/disagreements.

Although democratisation seemed to have expandeduhntity of deliberation, in particular
spatially, it did not necessarily improve its gtyaln facilitating the ‘modern’ and the

‘traditional’ deliberators to engage in differertishgreement. Rather, the electoral regime
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has engendered a new inequality between the ‘wshaed the ‘losers’ in the ‘modern’ and
‘traditional’ segments, thus undermining deliberatguality. In the ‘modern’ segment, the
wealthy capitalists, such as businessmen and diaspave increased their stakes in the state.
While the average cost of electoral campaign rectte$70,000 per candidate, both the
candidates and the political parties have incretfssid dependency on the material power of
the capitalists, and have allowed them to patrothisgoolitical parties, intervening in
candidate selection and party activities (Progee2606: 10, Jama 2009, Verjee et al. 2015,
A.A. 2015a). The ‘monetization of elections’ (Vegjet al. 2015: 41) thus allowed the
diaspora to make up a third of MPs in the Lower $&although their large presence was
also interpreted as ‘professionalising’ and ‘modkng’ the state (Progressio 2006, Ibrahim
2010: 48, Hammond et al. 2011: 100). The high obsntry to high politics has, however,
generated adverse side-effects. Firstly, the firmdubcirden constrains the resource-poor
actors, notably women and youth, from running feceons (APD 2006a, Progressio 2006,
NAGAAD 2007). Although female/youth candidates ofteeed to travel more than male
competitors to reach out to women/youth votersomatide, they cannot afford the expenses
due to their limited access to funding (NAGAAD 20@B8, Warsame 2010: 49). Secondly,
costly elections have exacerbated $f@ahadculture and preserved political corruption and
malpractice. The code of conduct signed by allipasvas not legally binding but was a mere
‘gentlemen’s agreement’ (APD 2006a: 25). The laic& egal framework, institutional
weakness in the judiciary, and socio-political rdtallowed the capitalists, party candidates,
and elected politicians to employ bribery and Votiging to seek public positions for private
gain (Progressio 2006: 10, Verjee et al. 201539740), and disgrace high politics in the
eyes of the societal majority (IRI 2011: 54, Verngal. 2015, A.O.S. 2015). Thirdly, besides
the elections, the politico-economic influencel# tapitalists has been extended to the civil

society. As with political parties, local NGOs amédia are often funded by capitalists, such
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as businessmen and diaspora, in setting up anchgu(®CPD 1999). Their dependency on
the capitalists leads the civil society to be sefftrictive or even co-opted by the state on the
capitalist side, rather than be active in critig@hgaging with the state in addressing social
inequality and injustice (Ibrahim 2010: 51, A.02815). Otherwise, they rely on foreign aid

and align themselves with (neo)liberal statebuddikloe 2013).

Yet the emergence of ‘modernity’ has not wanedlitran’, but revived and reinforced it.
While more than 70% of voters are assumed to beadastituents (Yusuf 2010: 18), the
most politically and economically viable way fomchkdates to secure the popular vote in the
clan-based elections is to mobilise the affiliatéeth constituencies and resources.
Accordingly, clan elders, especially titled elddraye increased their stakes in nominating
clan candidates, as well as re-indoctrinating woarahyouth on clanism (APD 2006a: 37,
Warsame 2010: 47, A.A. 2015a). The proportionates@ntation system also assisted major
(sub)clans in maximising benefit from the electidfsr example, the result of the
parliamentary elections shows that the Isaaq, @ietuthe three major sub-clans (i.e. the
Habar-Awal, the Habar-Jalo, and the Habar-Yunis)aased their domination in the Lower
House from 59% to 70% (the Isaaq) and from 32%084 Gthe ‘big three’) respectively, yet
undermined and disempowered others in the perigh¢APD 2006a: 44, Progressio 2006:
21). In the East, the Darood have been uneasythétisaaqg-Dir coalition in high politics
since the Boroma Conference (SCPD 1999: 33-34)ir Bhievances created space for
Puntland to manoeuvre, and caused the securityecoticat impelled the government to

limit the polling stations for the elections in thastern regions. However, the Darood
interpreted this as allowing the Isaaq to ‘rig Wege’, justifying their claim to secede from
Somaliland (APD 2006a: 27). Within minorities, Example, the Gabooye, a ‘caste-like’

clan which had engaged in menial labour (e.g. sladens, hairdressers, blacksmiths, etc.)
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faced difficulty even in obtaining candidacy frohetpolitical party in the elections and lost
an appointed seat that they managed to acquihe &largeisa Conference (APD 2006a: 36).
Also, the elderly-male dominant tradition adversdisempowered women and youth.
Women’s candidacy was generally unsupported by elders, as challenging the male-
dominant tradition as well as splitting clan congncy between the natal and marital clans
(NAGAAD 2007: 24, Warsame 2010: 49). The age lifaiter 35) for the candidacy of MP
prevented youth under 30 who reportedly amoun®éb 8f the entire population from
running for the elections (Kibble et al. 2012a: Alhmed 2013: 100). As a result, while only
two women were elected in the local (out of 332) aational (out of 82) elections
respectively, the age of the youngest MPs remaméutk late 30s, although these were also
interpreted as an overall rejuvenation of MPs &edgeneral improvement of female
presence from zero to four in the new politicadseape (Progressio 2006: 22, K.H. 2015,
M.N.Y. 2015). The civic plea to introduce electogalotas to women has, however,
repeatedly been rejected as ‘unconstitutional’ngyrhale-dominated, conservati@eurti
(Yusuf 2012, K.H. 2015V.N.Y. 2015). Moreover, the Isaaq domination inthplitics

made the intra-Isaaq dynamics more significant thaar. While the Habar-Awal and the
Habar-Jalo dominated tiulmiyeparty, the Garhajis (the Habar-Yunis and lidagafsit
themselves between the ruling UDUB party and théDJgarty (Bradbury 2008, ICG 2015:
5, 19, O.A. 2015). The ‘modern’ electoral politib@wever, increases the risk of breaking the
intra-Isaaq rotational presidency, which has beggafally deliberated by elders off stage
during the marathon conferences in the past (Bngdb@08: 68). If the breaking of the
presidential rotation or the loss of the presidedid aggrieves the electoral ‘loser’, it may
undermine a ‘deliberative political order’ as siani occurred in the political conflict after

the Boroma (Habar-Yunis’s grievances) and Hargg@isdoar-Jalo’s grievances) conferences.
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While the ‘winner-take-alldemocracy increases the risk of radicalising trgriaged

‘losers’ (e.g. Hoehne 2015 in the case of the Daisradicalisation in the eastern regions), a
challenge also remains in the growing differenaasrag the ‘winners’. The emerging
animosity between the ‘winners’ in the ‘modern’ semt (e.g. capitalists) and the
‘traditional’ segment (e.g. elders and major cldres not only undercut deliberative quality,
but also caused another horizontal inequality (Y2610, Hammond et al. 2011, A.A.
2015a). For instance, an elder MP regretted, ‘Ild/owt like them [the capitalists] to get
involved in the internal affairs of the clanThey love to sit on the tribal seat, or to have
control over the clan elders, to either switchdla allegiance to a particular party or the
government(quoted by Ibrahim 2010: 38). In turn, a diaspanaibessman argued, ‘when
we were outside the country, they were asking ustdribute to the rebuilding processf..
there is some wrongdoing, the people from the diaspre compelled to act to rectify the
situation’ (quoted by Ibrahim 2010: 38). The pa#ti requirement to engage in reconciling an
‘agonistic disagreement’ between ‘modernity’ armddition’ in high politics has, in turn,
undermined political response to societal voiceforfer minister confessed, ‘when | was a
minister, | spent most of my time lobbying and gleg my sponsors [capitalists and clan
elders], and nearly forgot to think about the sadireeds. Of course, it is shameful, but this
toxic skill [of juggling conflicts of interest] ithe most important skill to enter and survive in
high politics!” (A.O.S. 2015). Yet, as political parties and CS@msain uncritical and weak

in addressing this, the societal majority has engquigolitical alternatives, such as grassroots
elders and religious leaders or Islamists, whetieradical or the moderate (Ahmed 2010:
60, IRI 2011: 42, 54, J.A.H.1. 2015, M.A.A. 201¥kt, while religious leaders mostly stay
away from politics and the Islamists are interndilyerse (from the radical to the moderate)
on how to engage the socio-political differenceGI2003, A.A. 2015a, A.M.A.S. 2015),

local aquils remain largely reactive. Aaquil from Burao confessed, ‘we understand this [the
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disconnection between high politics and societalyday]... But what we can do is limited
because we are mostly not reformists, but troub&sters!’(M.A. 2015). As a result, the
status-quo politics has increasingly dissatisfiedetal majority, causing youth migration

and apathy to high politics (K.H. 2015). The laé¢lcotical agencies increases the risk of re-
Islamising, re-traditionalising, or re-polarisirtgetsocietal difference, and thus deforming the

‘deliberative political order’.

In turn, while democratisation has attracted da@itention, increasing foreign aid generates
mixed results. Although the figure is unknown (8.2015), foreign aid is estimated to have
reached more than double the national budget (Birgd?008: 157, Eubank 2012: 475,
Phillips 2013: 29). Accordingly, the government fisted the first national development
plan in 1997, urging donors to align their actastiwith the government’s priorities (Renders
2012: 168). Yet donors have been largely unresperisithis, not only bypassing the
unrecognised state, but also aiding the ‘modemgrment yet undercutting the ‘traditional’
segment, and thus exacerbating the segmentalatitfefdivision (Hammond et al. 2011: 67,
Moe 2013: 39-40, Philips 2013: 71). Also, their ogenoperations from Nairobi have
increased indirect costs (e.g. staff salary, trawst, etc.) and the risk of failure to address
local reality in project planning. As a contentiwas raised that only 20% of the total aid
reached local populations (IRl 2011: 54, Moe 2@B52, Phillips 2013: 30-31, S.S.A.
2015), the legitimacy of foreign aid has been Iprgeoded. Moreover, the recent donor
attention to the elections has caused tension leet@enors and locals. Claiming ‘a vote for
peace’ (e.g. APD 2006a), donors have financed ¢yeskectoral expenses, covering 68% and
77% of the administrative costs in the 2002 andba€l@ctions respectively (Verjee et al.
2015: 14, S.S.A. 2015). As the electoral costsinartto grow (Verjee et al. 2015: 14), the

increasing aid dependency has undermined the dvaadrship and sustainability of home-
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grown democratisation. Donors in Nairobi have pdgbhe government to adopt a donor-led
rigid template and conditionality on the electawethedule and benchmarks (S.E.C. 2015).
Given this, an electoral commissioner lamentednfithe President to the Minister of
Interior, all beg donors for money, relying andeefing on their agendas and priorities on
the electoral operations. Is this still a bottomayproach to democratisation?’ (quoted by
0O.A. 2015). The increasing external interventiams(heo)liberal statebuilding have

undermined and deformed the locally-owned, emanaipalemocratisation.
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Conclusion

Dividing the research period into the three phasgebuilding peace (i.e. forming a
‘deliberative politicaldisorder’ from 1999 to 2002 in East Timor and formaggeliberative
political order’ from 1991 to 1993 in Somalilan@),recurring conflict (i.e. deteriorating a
‘deliberative politicaldisorder’ from 2002 to 2007 in East Timor and deforgnan
‘deliberative political order’ from 1993 to 1997 8Somaliland), and 3) re-building peace (i.e.
forming a ‘deliberative political order’ from 20@@ 2012 in East Timor and reforming a
‘deliberative political order’ from 1997 to 2005n@thereafter) in Somaliland), facilitates
empirical inquiry about ‘deliberative peacebuildingEast Timor and Somaliland through
focus on its difference and similarity. The outstiaig difference is, among others, in the role
of external intervention, which East Timor accepget Somaliland rejected, and its politico-
societal ramifications. While external interventdeformed and exacerbated the
‘legitimation problem’ and delegitimised externatarvention and internal politics in East
Timor, the absence of external intervention allowsxl societal forces to ‘agonise’ the state
to address the ‘legitimation problem’ with self{effort in Somaliland. While the
cooperative turn in the state-society relationsratfie ‘failure’ in the 2006 ‘crisis’ allowed
politico-societal agencies to address the ‘legitiaraproblem’ in a ‘hybrid’ approach in East
Timor, the reformed ‘agonisation’ after the ‘fa#iin preventing political antagonism
enabled politico-societal agencies to democratiséhtybrid’ polity and address the
‘legitimation problem’ in the new deliberative spatased on multi-partism in Somaliland.
As a result, similarity emerges in the chronolobtcansition from building to re-building
peace via recurring conflict, and the overall pesgion from ‘rationalisation’ to ‘agreeing to
disagree’ to shape ‘deliberative political orderkotime. In view of the differences and

similarities, the next, concluding chapter will adiee the analysis of 1) reviewing and
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comparing the cases, 2) answering the first questiothe ‘failure’, 3) answering the second

guestion on the ‘success’, and 4) discussing tleeadihvimplications.
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Conclusion

Introduction

This concluding chapter aims to abstract findings suggestions from reviewing the cases,
seeking answers to the research questions, andrgxplmplications for research and policy
and the limitations of the framework. The first s&e will review the cases of East Timor
(Chapter 5) and Somaliland (Chapter 6), and exathiedypothetical mechanism of
‘deliberative peacebuilding’ in view of the differee in the impact of the UN'’s ‘asymmetry’
in East Timor vis-a-vis the home-grown ‘symmetry’'Somaliland on the trajectory towards
‘deliberative political order. Subsequently, thea®d and third sections will explore answers
to the two research questions: 1) what caused khéolhave ‘failed’ (to prevent the ‘crisis’
from recurring in 2006) in East Timor, and 2) wbatised East Timor and Somaliland to
have experienced ‘equifinality’ (making similar gress along different paths) in building
peace (in East Timor from 1999 to 2012 and in Sdamal from 1991 to 2005). Examining
the causal mechanisms of the ‘failure’ (i.e. camfliformation) and the ‘success’ (i.e.
conflict trandormation) will enrich the findings and suggestiomke fourth section will then
briefly discuss implications for research and poland the limitations of the framework.
Finally, the conclusion will reiterate the findingad suggestions which stand out in this

chapter.

To begin with, this introductory section will brigfrevisit the positions and contentions of
this thesis. First, the thesis has been grounded)amtological dualism between objectivism
and subjectivism in stratifying the world at readtual, and empirical levels, 2)

epistemological ‘critical’ realism, highlightingteractions between agency, structure, and
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culture at the meta level (i.e. in ‘post-colonidéliberation), and exploring a causal
mechanism of social change over time and spacer(i‘@eliberative political order’), and 3)

a normative position in valuing equality and sogustice when it comes to defining the
‘failure’ and the ‘success’ in the theoretical frwork (see Introduction: ontological,
epistemological and normative positions). Secondprling to these positions, the thesis has
unpacked the policy model of international peadéeing as (neo)liberal statebuilding, and
identified a nexus between (neo)liberal statebgdind political, economic, and societal
crises due to the ‘legitimacy gap’ in the policyms (i.e. procedural democratisation,
growth-centred development, and the securitisaidfdhe state) (see Chapter 1 (1-3-1)).
While this nexus can be rectified by various measwwuch as economic justice (e.g. Pugh et
al. 2008), human security (e.g. Futamura et al020&djbakhsh 2011), developmental state
(e.g. Barbara 2008), and civil society (e.g. Ledera997, Paffenholtz 2014), this thesis has
highlighted the role of deliberation in addresding ‘legitimation problem’ in the non-
Western post-colonial context as the current rebean deliberation in peacebuilding is

limited and under-researched (Barnett 2006, se@t€ha (1-3-3)).

Critically reviewing limitations in applying ‘Weste’ deliberation (e.g. Rawls 1993,
Habermas 1996) in the non-Western context, thaslwesstructed a new concept of ‘post-
colonial’ deliberation to address the ‘legitimatiproblem’ with the vertical and horizontal
inequalities/differences in connection with the tiestern culture and (post-)colonial
historicity (see Chapter 2 (2-1 and 2-2)). It asssitiat ‘post-colonial’ deliberation takes
place in the state-society interface where thecpreditions for the quantity (i.e. inclusion
and equality) and the quality (i.e. recognitivenasd cooperativeness) of space and power
would make an impact on reflexive deliberative ayesin choosing an approach from,

among ‘rationalisation’, ‘agonisation’, ‘hybridisai’, and ‘agreeing to disagree’ (see
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Chapter 2 (2-4)), to (de/re/trans)form the ‘legaion problem’ into the ‘deliberative
political (dis)order’ (see Chapter 2 (2-5)). It thieypothesised a causal mechanism in
‘deliberative peacebuilding’ between ‘with’ and twout’ external intervention, with a view
that the externally-led ‘asymmetry’ causes delibeesagencies to choose a ‘hybrid’ path
while the home-grown ‘symmetry’ allows agenciesitiopt an ‘agonistic’ path towards
‘deliberative political order’ in ‘deliberative peebuilding’ (see Chapter 2 (2-5)). The thesis
then set out an explanatory strategy for empifiogliry into the cases of East Timor, which
accepted the UN peace operations, and Somalilamdhwejected them, given Mill's
methods of agreement and difference and the prdasag approach (see Chapter 3).
Subsequently, the thesis highlighted the similaritthe cultural and historical backgrounds
in East Timor and Somaliland that formed the ‘liegétion problem’ with the vertical (state-
society) and horizontal (‘modernity’-‘tradition’hequalities/differences towards the end of
their civil wars (see Chapter 4), and the diffeeemcthe political and societal foregrounds in
which international and national/local deliberatdegre/trans-formed the ‘legitimation
problem’ differently, yet similarly led to the ‘dbkrative political order’ as equifinality in
‘deliberative peacebuilding’ in East Timor (see ftest 5) and Somaliland (see Chapter 6)

over a decade after the end of their civil wars.

7-1. Review of the cases

Accordingly, this first section reviews the two easexamining the different trajectories in
(de/re/trans)forming ‘deliberative political (disyfer’ in East Timor and Somaliland during
the research periods, and tracing them in the rmatrideliberative peacebuilding’. It then
briefly compares the hypothetical mechanism toetvidence, and analyses the risk of

insecurity in practising ‘deliberative peacebuilglim the non-Western,
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liberalising/modernising, post-colonial, post-caetfcontext. First, in the case of East Timor,
the first phase (forming a ‘deliberative politich$order’) examined the process by which the
external intervention of ‘asymmetrical rationalisat exacerbated the ‘new’ and ‘old’ socio-
political inequalities/differences from 1999 to 20@Vhile the tripartite agreement in the
global political arena allowed the Timorese to Voteself-determination, the post-ballot
violence paved the way for the UN to intervene(fao)liberal statebuilding. What happened
thereafter, however, was characterised by the WNscolonial attempt to build a
(neo)liberal ‘modern’ state in East Timor. The agyatrical governorship of the UNTAET,
which employed the Timorese elite as the internrgdi@ the UN'’s ‘indirect rule’, was
sometimes interpreted as ‘despotic’ and ‘kingdda’l{Chopra 2000, Beauvais 2001). While
the UNTAET struggled with the post-conflict settnig establishing a ‘modern’ state
nationally, it was the societal leaders that raprdtestablished societal deliberation based on
cultural tradition to mediate societal different@sally. The interaction with the local

societal forces empowered the CNRT to petitiondhT AET for ‘Timorisation’, creating

and expanding space for political deliberationstoare’ power between the UNTAET and the
Timorese elite, and leading to constitutional deraocg. The UNTAET’s top-down measures
for the creation of deliberative space for ‘ratibagumentation’ and the introduction of
national and local elections, however, re-instigdte intractable differences across the
polity thereafter. While the elections for the Ciitadional Assembly unleashed the
entrenched difference between the political elité eaused the dissolution of the CNRT, the
elections for the Community Development Councitsded the ‘traditional’ authority in the
local deliberative settings. As the electoral relad the political elite, in particular the
‘winner’ FRETILIN, to take up the post-UN rule, vilithe societal majority was split
between the ‘traditional’ (e.g. appointedcdaldeiachiefs) and the ‘modern’ (e.g. elected

members in the CDCs) segments, a ‘power vacuuneaegol between them. In this context,
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the policies deliberated in the ‘asymmetrical nadilisation’, such as politicising the army,
increased dependency of the Timorese elite onattieegn advisors, and orienting the
Portuguese language for political communicatiormewargely inimical to making a peace
‘positive’, exacerbating the agential, structunadl @ocio-cultural conditions, and aggravating
the ‘legitimation problem’ with the protracted ineities/differences between the
‘modern’/national/political and the ‘traditionakytal/societal agencies/entities. The
UNTAET's ‘power-over’ the Timorese elite and noritelto impose the global ‘consensus’
on (neo)liberal statebuilding thus formed a dehitiee politicaldisorder at the global

periphery (Phase | in Figure 7.1).

The second phase (deteriorating a ‘deliberativéipal disorder’) highlighted the process by
which the FRETILIN government as the successoheft/N kingdom’ securitised
deliberation and radicalised societal resistanme f2002 to 2007. The government’s
‘winner-take-all’ approach to ‘rational argumentati continued to marginalise the societal
majority, and undermined the quality of ‘post-caldhdeliberation. In response to the
emerging societal defiance, the government sesedtit: repressing the opposition,
politicising the veterans, and secularising thetpohnd introduced party politics locally.
These measures, however, radicalised the elitécmoes in the state, as well as the
disaffected in the society, over the exacerbatfdrdnces/divisions, and caused the political
‘crisis’ in 2006. Yet the ‘rational’ choices, suak the change of the government and the re-
deployment of international forces, failed to camtidne radicalised difference. Enforcing the
elections as an external conditionality enabledatitagonised political elite and the
disaffected societal opportunists to meet and extise their radicalised discourses, and
made the electoral process increasingly turbulsitthe elections also brought an

opportunity for the ‘modern’/political to recognifiege ‘traditional’/societal and improve
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deliberative quality thereafter. President Gusni@aogxample, mobilised the ‘traditional’
segment in the society for his bid for the prentigrsand some veteran groups joined the
mainstream party politics. The defeat of the FRENIIn the elections paved the way for the
four-party coalition led by the President-turned-Bsmao to improve the quality of space
and power for deliberation (i.e. recognitiveness emoperativeness), and enhance the
interaction between the ‘modern’/political and ttraditional’/societal in the new
deliberative space; although asymmetry remaineddst them. The willingness of the
coalition government to cooperate with the socifetedes indicated a sign of the changing
dimension of power from ‘power-over’ to ‘power-tii the polity, and a turning-around of
political de-legitimation and societal dissent unie FRETILIN government (Phase Il in

Figure 7.1).

The third phase (forming a ‘deliberative politicatler’) illustrated the process by which the
state’s measures for ‘hybrid argumentation’ seetadthve proceeded to a ‘deliberative
political order’, yet also engendered the riskngeicurity that the state-led ‘hybridisation’
made it difficult to transform the difference acsdble polity into the ‘moral’/‘agonistic’
disagreement from 2007 to 2012. As the coalitiovegoment invited the societal non-elite to
the state, the cabinet and the parliament becaspace to ‘hybridise’ political and societal
interests and discourses, and improved spatialtiydine. inclusion) in deliberation. The
new measures for ‘buying peace’ in a ‘big tent’ @aeh to employing the oil fund
moderated the state-society relations. Agentialsingtural measures, such as social
security programmes, local electoral reform, andricial decentralisation for development,
were largely effective in nurturing cooperatiorstate-society relations, and improving the
quality of power dimension in the deliberative spa®ne of the positive results was the

diminished societal support to the armed rebelhadigh this impelled thasoladcs’ to
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assassinate the political leaders, their failugedrthe ‘crisis’. Yet the state-led
‘hybridisation’ under the liberalising/modernisistatehood also caused the new
inequality/difference to undercut the deliberatiransition. While the state resources
attracted the political elite to engage with thétpal disagreement through the
‘dialogue’/‘pact’, the rapid fiscal expansion defoed the rural political economy,
dichotomising the societal non-elite between thimhers’ (e.g. those who received benefit
from the state including veterans and traditiomal eeligious leaders) and the ‘losers’ (e.g.
those who were excluded from benefit from the stateh as youth and women). While the
‘dialogued’/‘pacted’ politicians have ignored theging societal difference/division, the
societal forces are often on the side of the ‘wish.g. traditional leaders), or remain
uncritical in addressing the grievances of theetgs(e.g. CSOs), partly due to the legacy of
(neo)liberal statebuilding. Accordingly, althoudietgovernment’'s measures changed the
dimensions of power from ‘power-over’ to ‘power-for ‘hybrid argumentation’ and more
recently to ‘power-with/within’ in view of the ebts engagement in political disagreement
and societal empowerment, the emerging grievanicé® societal ‘losers’ as a side-effect of
the state-led ‘hybridisation’ increases the risknsiecurity to reverse a forming ‘deliberative
political order’ (Phase Ill in Figure 7.1). Thessaunts of the three phases in East Timor
allow the mapping of a ‘hybrid’ path with the keyeats in transition towards ‘deliberative

political order’ in the matrix of ‘deliberative pegbuilding’ (Figure 7.1).
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Figure 7.1 A ‘hybrid’ path in transition towards ‘deliberaé political order’ in East Timor
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Second, in contrast, the first phase in the Soaradicase (forming a ‘deliberative political
order’) informed an emancipatory approach to ‘agmiargumentation’ by which the
‘traditional’/societal forces ‘agonised’ againsetimodern’/political forces in response to the
latter’s failure in political ‘rationalisation’ frm 1991 to 1993. Although the collapse of the
dictatorial regime in Mogadishu allowed the SNMake over the Somaliland ‘state’, the

challenging internal settings constrained the SNitd &om exercising ‘power over’ to build
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a ‘modern’ state in the war-torn society. The budgeconstraints, for example, made it
difficult for the SNM administration to deliver séces and demobilise clan militias. The
‘rational’ choice to control the key tax bases, Hergeisa airport and the Berbera port,
however, renewed and escalated the protractedlsaea identity/differences. While the
SNM elite failed ‘rational argumentation’ due te@timtra-elite competition alongside their
clan constituencies nationally, it was the societal-elite, such as local elders and religious
leaders, who explored societal deliberation to medand reconcile the societal differences
locally. Their overall ‘success’ in the inter-clareetings and conferences empowered the
societal leaders and enabled them to interverigeimadicalised political difference in a
bottom-up manner. In contrast to the case of Emstf the absence of external intervention
allowed the home-grown ‘agonistic’ dialogues toncuiate in the Boroma Conference, where
societal leaders led political deliberation towant=diating the radicalised difference,
adopting the two Charters for peace and governastiee nationateess (customary laws),
and subsequently replacing the incumbent presiofethie SNM chairman with a veteran
civilian politician, Mohamed Egal. The ‘agonistigamentation’ also institutionalised the
Guurti, the Council of Elders, as the state’s legislatué the society’shir at the state level,
to deliberate the politico-societal inequalitieff&tiences. In this sense, t@aiurti, as the
‘hybrid’ space between the ‘modern’/political ame ttraditional’/societal, improved the pre-
conditions for ‘post-colonial’ deliberation in sptinclusiveness and recognitiveness as well
as empowering the society to exercise ‘power aggms‘agonise’) the state. It was
instrumental in restoring political legitimacy aoceasing political violence nationwide (Phase
I in Figure 7.2). The institutionalisation Guurti has been often interpreted as the political
‘hybridity’ and its outcome of security as the ‘mybpolitical order’ (e.g. Boege et al. 2008,

Hoehne 2010, Renders et al. 2010).
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The second phase (deforming a ‘deliberative palitoicder’) informed societal resilience in
the ‘agonistic’ dialogues despite tBaiurti's ‘failure’ to engage the radicalised differenas,
well as a societal limitation in that the consolethgovernment *hijacked’ the societal
initiative and fought back in ‘agonistic argumerdat from 1993 to 1997. Despite the fragile
settings, the newly-inaugurated President Egal gechéhe budgetary deficit, yet faced
contestations from the ousted former PresidentrTand his clan constituency. As the
former had improved public functions, the latteisveggrieved by the limited access to state
resources. In view of the internal tension in Sdlaadl, the UNOSOM Il in Mogadishu
invited the ousted latter to Mogadishu to prombgefederalist position of Somalia vis-a-vis
the nationalist position of the former in Somaldaihe government’s determination for
dissensus on the UN intervention led to violentfliarbetween the government and the
opposition, firstly over the control of the Hargesirport as the key tax base, and
subsequently spreading to the peripheries. In tagGuurti had been mostly inactive in
view of the radicalised difference. The regularrpant and bribery undermined taiurti as
the ‘impartial’ space for ‘agonistic argumentatioand led it to rubber-stamp the
government’s acts. The ineffective channels of comication between the government and
the opposition had stalemated the radicalisedrdiffees for two years until another cycle of
‘agonistic’ dialogues emerged in the society. Isywamong others, the Peace Committee of
Somaliland, a diaspora civic group, which playeztalyst role in bridging the antagonised
clan constituencies, and the local elders whoarhoed it and stood up to mediate
between them. In the meantime, the government bdats position, as the opposition was
delegitimised by the internal defeat and the execrisis (e.g. the departure of UNOSOM |I
and the death of Gen. Aideed in Mogadishu). TH@axdd President Egal who had feared the
emancipatory ‘success’, to intervene in the sokiei@ative, convene a state-led ‘national’

conference, and fight back in ‘agonistic argumeotato form a ‘consensus’ on power-
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sharing with the opposition. Yet the achieved ‘@aemained largely ‘negative’ since the

state barely managed the radicalised differendeas@Il in Figure 7.2).

The third phase (reforming a ‘deliberative politioeder’) showed the home-grown
democratisation which expanded the deliberativeespathe multi-party system, yet also
created new inequalities/differences in the ‘motand ‘traditional’ segments as the risk of
insecurity which undermined a full transition teliberative political order’ from 1997 to
2005 (and thereafter). The expanded power-sharitigtihe opposition to ‘buy peace’ was,
however, costly, pushing the government to exploneling and taxation from the capitalists
to the local entities. While th8uurti had been largely tamed by the government, the tabcie
coalition between the emerging capitalists anddhbal entities led by traditional leaders
urged the government to transform the *hybrid’ pointo constitutional democracy. This
home-grown, bottom-up democratisation, howeversedunultiple challenges. Constitution-
making was soon stalemated by the difference betitrez‘'modernist’ executive and the
‘traditionalist’ legislature. It was the externafeats, such as the formations of Puntland and
TNG in Mogadishu, which pushed the divisive poldits to re-engage in ‘agonistic
argumentation’ and reach a consensus on the dnagtitution for the public referendum. A
rushed move of the government towards the multiypaystem, however, exacerbated the
entrenched difference between the ‘modernists’thadtraditionalists’ across the polity.
While political negotiation had been stalemated,shdden death of President Egal helped
the contesting politicians to set aside their défeees and discontinue political antagonism.
The carefully-designed electoral system was helpftihe formation of the multi-ethnic
political parties as the new space for ‘agonistguenentation’. Subsequently, the three
elections in the first electoral cycle from thedbto the national levels facilitated the further

transition of approach to deliberation from ‘agdicigrgumentation’ to ‘engaging in
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disagreement’ with ‘agonistic respect’ given, faample, the close presidential race in 2003
and the inter-party cooperation against the arnoadrontation against Puntland in 2004. Yet
challenges remain. Among others, the ‘winner-takeskectoral regime has created new
inequalities/differences between the ‘winners’ #mel‘losers’ in the ‘modern’ and
‘traditional’ segments. The ‘monetisation of eleas’ in the clan-based society has
dichotomised the ‘winners’, such as the capitabsts elders from the major clans, and the
‘losers’, such as women, youth, and minoritieshim $ociety. While the state politicians
‘engage in disagreement’ with the ‘winners’, thdten leave the grievances of the ‘losers’
unaddressed. While the CSOs funded by the ‘winraeslargely uncritical, societal elders
and religious leaders also face systemic cons#asoch as internal division, on responding
to the societal grievances. Moreover, the growitgngion of donors to democratisation has
undermined the local ownership of democracy, detagied foreign aid, and caused tension
between locals and donors. Accordingly, the prooé$®me-grown democratisation and the
‘success’ of the first electoral cycle, to someeext proves that the dimension of power has
been in the form of ‘power-with/within’ where thelfical elite and the societal non-elite
acknowledge their disagreements within the demcrales of the game. Yet, the excessive
‘monetisation of politics’ in the liberal statehosdpported by donors has caused the new
horizontal inequalities to undermine the reformidgjiberative political order’ (Phase Ill in
Figure 7.2). These accounts of the three phasssrmaliland similarly allow the mapping of
an ‘agonistic’ path with the key events in tramgittowards ‘deliberative political order’ in

the matrix of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ (Figufe?)
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Figure 7.2 An ‘agonistic’ path in transition towards ‘delitaive political order’ in
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These accounts of the three sub-periods (i.e. ingildeace, recurring conflict, and re-
building peace) in the two countries highlight thiference in the paths towards ‘deliberative
political order’ in the matrix of ‘deliberative pegbuilding’ (Figure 7.3). Despite the

similarity in chronological transition (i.e. stabjt-disorder-stability), the difference in
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progression (i.e. the lower U curve in East Timigra+vis the upper U curve in Somaliland)
indicates the significant impact of external intrtion in peacebuilding, which East Timor
accepted yet Somaliland rejected, on pre-condigrpost-colonial’ deliberation and
shaping the different trajectories towards ‘deldtie political (dis)order’. In East Timor,
given the state’s ‘power-over’ the society, theeinational peacebuilders at the outset, and
the Timorese diaspora-turned elite thereafter, nodk a ‘top-down’, ‘quick and dirty’
approach to the spatial expansion of ‘rational arguatation’ (e.g. NCC, NC, CDC, DAC,
Constitutional Assembly and National Parliamentéaéer, etc.) to ‘modernise’/liberalise
the post-colonial, post-conflict polity. Yet, theeated space for political deliberation was
highly unrecognitive/exclusive of ‘traditional’/sietal forces and asymmetrical in terms of
‘power-over’, and degraded the quality of space amder (i.e. Phase | of the lower U curve
in Figure 7.3). As a result, the ‘failure’ in ‘pestlonial’ deliberation radicalised the inherited
‘legitimation problem’ and caused the ‘crisis’. Y#ie societal expression of ‘power-against’
during the ‘crisis’ impelled the antagonised ‘madégolitical forces to acknowledge the
‘traditional’/societal resilience (e.g. Gusmao’'pegach to the societal leaders during the
electoral campaign) and turn around the power dgioenthereafter (i.e. Phase Il of the lower
U curve in Figure 7.3). After the elections, the RMoalition government transformed the
dimension of power from ‘power-over’ to ‘power-tioi a ‘top-down’ yet more co-
optive/cooperative approach to the state-led ‘fyargumentation’, in order to moderate
state-society relations and de-radicalise the adidied socio-political differences. The recent
shift from ‘power-to’ to ‘power-with/within’ allowd the empowered societal forces to push
back the state through deliberation, and the ‘diadal’/‘pacted’ political elite to ‘engage in
political disagreement’ (i.e. Phase Il of the lowkcurve in Figure 7.3). In contrast, in
Somaliland, the collapse of the Barre regime emhtiie SNM elite to occupy the vacant

state and exert ‘power-over’ to set up a ‘modeuniitp, yet soon radicalised the political

258



differences. In turn, the lack of external intertien urged the societal forces to express
‘power-against’ and ‘agonise’ the antagonised étiteease fire and establish tBaurti as

the societal power base in a ‘hybrid’ polity (iRhase | of the upper U curve in Figure 7.3).
The institutionalised ‘hybridity’, however, did nigad to ‘hybrid argumentation’ as the
Guurti had been prone to consolidating government irsthe system. Although the external
manipulation (UNOSOM |II) radicalised the politiadifferences, th&uurti left them largely
unaddressed. While the societal resilience hadnerged in ‘agonistic’ dialogues, it was the
consolidated government that employed ‘agonistitiarentation’ to seek a consensus on
power-sharing with the opposition and de-radicalmepolitical differences (i.e. Phase Il of
the upper U curve in Figure 7.3). After the ceasethe societal coalition of the ‘modern’
capitalists and the ‘traditional’ forces in thedbentities pushed the state towards
constitutional democracy. The well-designed mudtitp system has been instrumental in
transforming the multi-ethnic political partiesarthe new deliberative space, shifting the
power dimension from ‘power-against’ to ‘power-withthin’, and enabling the polity to
hybridise the appointeds(urti) and the elected (Lower House and local assen)ld@sncils
and socio-political deliberators to transform diffiece into disagreement with
‘mutual/agonistic respect’ in the first electorgitie (i.e. Phase Il of the upper U curve in

Figure 7.3).
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Figure 7.3 Difference in the paths towards ‘deliberativeifpcdl order’ in East Timor and
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This empirical evidence suggests the plausibilitthe hypothetical mechanism of
‘deliberative peacebuilding’: the impact of the WNasymmetry’ (‘with’ external
intervention) and the home-grown ‘symmetry’ (‘witltbexternal intervention) on the
different trajectories towards ‘deliberative palél order’ (see Chapter 2 (2-5))e UN'’s
‘asymmetrical’ approach to peacebuilding based ufmeo)liberal statebuilding limits
deliberative agencies in choosing a ‘hybrid’ patreoan ‘agonistic’ path towards
‘deliberative political order’. In turn, the homergwn ‘symmetrical’ approach allows
deliberative agencies to adopt an ‘agonistic’ patrer a ‘hybrid’ path due to the relative
socio-political equationAs the hypothesis assumes, the evidence in Easir Ehows that,
while the UN crafted the structure of asymmetryhia state-society relations, the ‘crisis’
forced the state to cooperate with the societyutinahe state-led ‘hybridisation’ before
empowering the society due to a time lag betwedioypmeasures to empower the society
and turn the ‘quality’ of deliberation and theisuéts/outcomes. In turn, the evidence in
Somaliland suggests that the relative symmetrytduale absence of external intervention
allowed the society to ‘agonise’ the state befarguring a cooperative turn in the
continuous ‘agonisation’ over tim&his contrasts the rigidity of international peacéters
vis-a-vis the reflectivity/reflexivity of nationl¢al deliberatorson the (pre)conditions and
settings for ‘post-colonial’ deliberation, and st#sout the latter’s ‘strategic’ capacity in
choosing the best possible approach to (dis)engptiia difference/disagreement in a
protracted conflict and transforming it into a ‘ptige’ peace As opposed to the theoretical
contentions in seeking ‘the’ approach in ‘Westeteliberation (see Chapter 2 (2-4)),
approaches in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation are pgland interactive with the changing state-
society relations over time. As the national/ladeliberators in East Timor swiftly shifted a
deliberative approach from ‘rationalisation’ to Brydisation’ and ‘engaging disagreement’

after the ‘crisis’, those in Somaliland have simjlaransformed it into ‘agonisation’ and
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more recently ‘engaging disagreement’ over an esxtertimeframe. Somaliland required ten
years for deliberative agencies to adopt the tailade Constitution and eleven years to hold
the first local elections after the end of the lovar. In between, however, a precarious
balance and dynamics in the state-society relatansed violent conflict, similar to the case
of East Timor. This evidence refutes attempts toaoticise an emancipatory approach to

peacebuilding and the capacity of national/locéibéeators (e.g. Hoehne 2013).

In this connection, these two cases have showtectygs in practising deliberation in the
non-Western, liberalising, and post-conflict comt@gsee Chapter 2 (2-6)). Although a detailed
analysis of insecurity is not the purpose of thissis, the risk of insecurity can be briefly
examined as follows. In East Timor, both extermal anternal contradictions have caused
(in)security challenges. As critiques of ‘liber&gee’ have argued, the top-down imposition
of the global ‘consensus’ on (neo)liberal statebog polarised the ‘post-colonial’ polity
between the international/'modern’/state as thexher’ and the local/‘traditional’/society as
the ‘loser’, and allowed the former to ‘other’ tag¢ter through ‘asymmetrical rationalisation’
under the UNTAET and its successor, the FRETILINegament. The institutionalisation of
‘rational argumentation’ structurally entrenchegirametry between the ‘winner’ and the
‘loser’, and re-produced it. The resistive respaofsine ‘loser’ was evidenced from the
discontent of the Timorese elite with the UNTAETthe societal dissensus on the
FRETILIN government, leading to the ‘crisis’ in ZB0Accordingly, the ‘crisis’ should be
understood not as a single event, but as a proteélss ‘insecurity of external modernity’
(e.g. Jabri 2007: 158). As the international/'maodstate ‘winner’ ‘othered’ and policed the
local/‘traditional’/society ‘loser’, the antagond@nd aggrieved latter crossed over the
‘tipping point’ of their dissensus/dissonance (@ézat al. 2012). The rigid conditionality of

external intervention for proceeding to the elawdiduring the ‘crisis’ allowed the
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electioneering political elites to interact witretresistive and opportunistic societal non-elite,
and to politicise and deform the radicalised déferes, as was similarly seen elsewhere (e.g.
Connolly 1991, Snyder 2000, Mann 2005). In ture, riacent policy measures have
exacerbated the internal contradiction. The stdeHybridisation’ in the use of the oil fund
has dichotomised the polity between the ‘winningfitical elite and the ‘losing’ societal
‘other’, and deformed vertical legitimacy. This haewever, also polarised the society
between the ‘winners’ in the ‘traditional’ segmesiich as veterans and veterans-turned-
crony capitalists, and the ‘losers’ in the ‘modesagment, such as urban youth and women
(H.Y. 2015, Y.R.C.S. 2015), and undermined horiabtggitimacy. While both vertical and
horizontal legitimacies have been undermined, salcierces are often on the ‘winning’ side
(e.g. leaders in the ‘traditional segment’), orefaystemic constraints (e.g. CSOs) (B.J.F.
2015, F.H. 2015a, F.H. 2015b), partially as a tesiulneo)liberal statebuilding (e.g.
Chandler 2010a). This increases the risk thatipalientrepreneurs exploit the ‘legitimation

problem?*.

Similarly, external and internal contradictions dalso caused (in)security challenges in
Somaliland. The UNOSOM'’s rationale for (neo)libestdtebuilding in Somalia exacerbated
the contestation between the ‘nationalists’ (or'separatists’ in the UNOSOM and
Mogadishu’s position) on the side of the Egal goweent and the ‘federalists’ on the side of
the opposition with UN intervention. Before the moful externally-legitimate discourse, the
internationally-unrecognised yet internally-legiéita government chose ‘agonistic

argumentation’ to ‘other’ the opposition driven ‘Byur’ in Mogadishu in support of the UN,

“This can be seen in the case of Paulino GamaNake MuruR, who departed from the resistance movement
in the late 1980s in opposing Gusmao’s move torsg¢pshe FALINTIL from the FRETILIN (see Chapte(4
2-1-2)). Since his return from the Netherlandshaéd accused PM Gusmao of ‘bad’ governance andaiéid

his argument. After violent clashes, he was kitbgdhe state forces in Baucau on 8 August 2015de&h
attracted broad sympathy from the disaffected énsibciety (F.H. 2015b, K.U. 2015, P.U. 2015).
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and antagonise ‘agonism’ for its political survigalg. Connolly 1991, cf. Mouffe 1999).
Subsequently, the government explored a materiahs& tame th&uurti and radicalise
the political difference so as to resist the exakintervention. More recently, the growing
intervention for modernisation/democratisation tadermined not only the ‘traditional’
segment, but also the local ownership of home-grdamocratisation, and resulted in
exacerbating the segmental divisions, de-legitimgigoreign aid, and causing tension
between locals and donors (J.A.H.l. 2015, S.E.@520n turn, political violence under the
SNM administration was largely related to the ingrcontradiction. The ‘rational
argumentation’ urged the SNM elite to unleash th&tained differences/divisions before the
common enemy (i.e. the Barre regime in Mogadishhg prevalence of arms and war
culture immediately after the civil war and thempegurity of a liberal conception of ‘co-
existence’ in the ‘tradition-cum-modern’ polity ‘@®gonised’ the deliberative agencies and
radicalised their difference (e.g. Ramsbotham 20W@ye recently, the newly-introduced
‘winner-take-all’ electoral regime has added a mignvension to the internal contradiction.
The ‘monetisation of elections’ has dichotomisesl ‘thinners’ (e.g. capitalists, elders, and
majorities) and the ‘losers’ (e.g. women, youtld amnorities) across the polity. While
politicians have engaged in reconciling the ‘wirghethey are largely unresponsive to the
‘losers’. As CSOs (e.g. NGOs and political partieshpain uncritical, the risk that political
entrepreneurs manipulate the ‘legitimation probléas increased (A.M.A.S. 2015, J.A.H.I.
2015, K.H. 2015). These recent accounts show dftapugh East Timor and Somaliland
seem to have reached the stage of ‘engaging demerd’, they have faced the continuous
challenges of (in)security, among others, in refato the contradictions to practise
‘deliberative peacebuilding’ in the modernisingdialising context. Without measures to
address these, the risk will increase of underayttie (pre)conditions for ‘post-colonial’

deliberation and deforming the ‘deliberative pobti order’ in the long run.
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7-2. Answer to Q1: what caused the UN to have ‘fa&t’ in East Timor?

While the above review of the cases suggests thesitility of the hypothetical mechanism
of the different paths/processes between ‘with’ avithout’ external intervention in
‘deliberative peacebuilding’, this second sectigpleres answers to the first research
guestion: ‘what caused the UN to have “failed”gftevent the ‘crisis’ from recurring in
2006) in East Timor?’ Although the final sub-sentia the previous section reviews the
‘empirical’ challenges of (in)security in practigifrdeliberative peacebuilding’, this section
aims to examine the ‘actual’ causes of the UN'gufa’ in East Timor given the normative
flaw in intervention for international (neo)libersthtebuilding. In doing so, this section
highlights tensions in and between ‘internationedsi, ‘(neo)liberal-ness’, and
‘statebuilding’. While the first and the second sdztions focus on tensions in
‘statebuilding’ and between ‘international-nesst afmeo)liberal-ness’ respectively, the third
sub-section, in this connection, discusses theecatiantagonising ‘agonisation’ in the home-

grown ‘failure’ in Somaliland.

First, a tension has been argued for between “&ateation’ theory and its application to
‘statebuilding’ for peacebuilding in theory, poli@and practice (e.g. Egnell et al. 2013,
Newman 2013, Richmond 2013). While forming a ‘madstate has secured political order
in Europe (e.g. Moore 1969, Skocpol 1979, Tilly @98ee Chapter 1 (1-2-2-1)), historical
evidence suggests that an ahistorical and a-cam@eapplication to ‘building’ it in the non-
Western context has destabilised it due to an adwefect of the ‘legitimation problem’ (e.qg.
Young 1988, Bayart 1993, Mamdani 1996, Herbst 2868,Chapter 2 (2-1)). In response,
the Euro-centric theory of state-formation wasised’ to underline political

institutionalisation in conservative/coercive (e-yntington 1968) and idealist/liberal views
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(Carothers 2002). Although a nexus between stata&tion (in an organic process) and
state-building (in an intentional process) remaimistentious (e.g. Martinussen 1997, Jahn
2007), the state-building policy upon the Euroestarmation theory has been dominant in
the post-Cold-War global policy arena, urging thestérn donors to adopt this as the
template/blueprint to re-constitute the non-Westean-torn societies (e.g. Boutros-Ghali
1992, OECD 2005, World Bank 2011). This ‘one-sii¢s-&lI' approach of statebuilding to
peacebuilding has, however, had significant impilces in the global periphery (e.g. OECD
2008, Paris et al. 2009, see the ‘legitimacy gagChapter 1 (1-3-1)). Accordingly, this sub-
section employs a framework for the process oflainfans/de-formation (see Figure 2.9 in
Chapter 2 (2-7)) to illustrate the causal mecharasoonflict deformation in East Timor
where agency, structure, and culture interactriedldifferent phases (Figure 7.4). First, the
Portuguese and Indonesian (post-)colonisers fotimedegitimation problem’ by
dichotomising the state and the society in thectiral domain and the ‘modern’ and the
‘traditional’ in the cultural domain, and by causithe vertical and horizontal
inequalities/differences towards the end of thd erar (Phase | in Figures 7.4). Second, the
UNTAET’s ‘(in)direct rule’ then normalised ‘asymnnital rationalisation’ on statebuilding
to build the ‘modern’ state over the ‘traditionafciety, yet exacerbated the inherited
inequalities/differences in the structural andwalt domains and caused defiance of the
Timorese elite (Phase Il in Figures 7.4). Thirey BERETILIN administration under the UN’s
tutelage adopted the UN-designed ‘rationalisattorsecuritise the society in the structural
domain and undermine ‘tradition’ in the culturahaain, while re-producing the ‘legitimation
problem’ and causing the societal dissensus tabl¢he ‘crisis’ in 2006 (Phase Il in Figure
7.4). To make matters worse, the UN’s conditiogadit ‘force for elections’ allowed the
political entrepreneurs and the societal rebeistiract and engage with violence as the

electoral process advanced. It is the ‘asymmetratadnalisation’ that deformed conflict
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through interaction among agencies, structure cattdre over time. This empirical evidence
in East Timor suggests thalije to a tension between the Euro-centric theorgtafe-
formation’ and the normative policy of ‘state-buld’, ‘asymmetrical rationalisation’ of the
latter in an ahistorical and a-contextual applicati will increase the risk of reproducing the
‘legitimation problem’ with its inequalities/diffences, and resuming the political disorder in

the non-Western, post-colonial, post-conflict cahte

Figure 7.4 Causal mechanism of conflict deformation throtagymmetrical rationalisation’

in East Timor

Phase I: Precedent Phase Il: UNTAET Phase IlIl: FRETILIN admin.
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Second, if ‘asymmetrical rationalisation’ is a keguse of the ‘failure’ in East Timor, a
guestion remains as to whether the power-basecgternally-hegemonic) ‘asymmetry’ or
the idea-based (i.e. ‘modern’/liberal-centric) ioaglisation’ is more significant in the
‘failure’. In other words, whether the ‘power’ afternationals or the ‘idea’ of liberal peace is
more relevant to the cause of the 2006 ‘crisisthéugh the two are closely interlinked,
critical theorists have contended for both the pebased and the idea-based critiques on
peacebuilding (e.g. Begby et al. 2009, ChandlefBpNewman 2013: 145). While the
former problematise power gaps between the intematpowerful and the local/powerless,
the latter interrogate ideational tensions betwerimodern’/liberal and the
‘traditional’/illiberal. On the power-based sidehite Duffield (2001) interprets international
peacebuilding as extending a liberal order to thddweriphery where violence is
normalised, Paris (2002) sees it as a ‘missionisatrice’ that allows the West to ‘neo-
colonise’ the non-Western ‘Other’ and maintain tipgiwer inequality in the global liberal
order. The power-based contenders have thus cfEmlseegemonic securitisation and local
contradictions as a cause of ‘failure’. In turn,tba idea-based side, while Pugh (2005)
understands liberal peacebuilding as a revisedoreds the structural adjustment
programme, Jabri (2007) views it as a ‘modernisafwoject to ‘other’ the local socio-
cultural ‘traditions’. Echoing this, Richmond (2Gf)1highlights an ontological tension
between the ‘liberal’ and the ‘illiberal’/other ide of peace. The idea-based contenders thus
associate policy measures for ‘liberal peace’ wittause of structural and cultural violence.
On the ground, both sides have critically obsettedUN’s operations in East Timor. While
Chopra (2000) and Beauvais (2001) explore the pdased critique, claiming the UN
rulership to be the ‘UN Kingdom’ and ‘benevolensgdetism’, Barbara (2008) and Moxham
(2008) problematise the UN policies for structunglquality and injustice in the political

economy, and Boege et al. (2008) interrogate th&s dtdbjugation of Timorese culture given
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the idea-based critique. Yet they have not offemresivers as to whether the power-based

‘asymmetry’ or the idea-based ‘rationalisationirisre relevant to the ‘failure’ in East Timor.

The ‘failure’ can be evidenced in three conflictsHast Timor (the 2006 ‘crisis’) and
Somaliland (the 1992 and the 1994 conflicts), itirsg the power-based ‘(a)symmetry’ and
the idea-based ‘argumentation’ as the independatdhles and the resultant conflict as the
dependent variable. In East Timor, a combinatiomi&rnational peacebuilders and their
‘modern’/liberal-centric ‘rationalisation’ led td¢ ‘crisis’ in 2006. In turn, in Somaliland,
national actors and their home-grown ‘rational@&tiquickly fell in the first conflict in 1992
after the SNM administration was established in1199though a ‘hybrid’ polity
institutionalised ‘agonisation’ in 1993, externahmipulation from Mogadishu fuelled the
second conflict in 1994. Figure 7.5 shows thessesand effects in the three conflicts.
Despite ‘greyness’ in the degree of ‘(a)symmetnythe 1994 conflict in Somaliland where
international peacebuilders were not physicallysprg, it is categorised as ‘international (-
manoeuvred)’ due to their discursive power as toaypof a division between the

‘federalists’ and the ‘nationalists’ within the r@tal/local deliberators.

Figure 7.5 The causes and effects in the three conflicts

Country Causes (independent variables) Effectse(oggnt variable)
Powe-base:‘(a)symmetr’ Idee-base! ‘argumentatic’
East Timor International (-led) .:'I]: Rationalisation = T2Q06 crisis
Somalilant Nationa (-driven; ,:II}, Rationalisatio = The 199z conflict
Somaliland International (-manoeuvred):ﬂ: Agonisation = The 1994 conflict

Given Mill's method of agreement, a comparison lestwthe 2006 crisis in East Timor and

the 1992 conflict in Somaliland indicates a higlevance of ‘rationalisation’ to conflict. This
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implies that it is not the ‘asymmetry’ of interr@tal peacebuilders, but the ‘rationalisation’
that would have caused the ‘failure’ in East Timet another comparison between the 2006
crisis in East Timor and the 1994 conflict in Soilaald negates this due to the similarity in
the international ‘asymmetry’ that would have lecconflict. Yet a close examination of the
2006 crisis in East Timor shows that the crisikbrout in 2006 after the withdrawal of the
UN forces in 2005 which had significantly reduckd tlegree of international ‘asymmetry’

in coercion (UN 2006). In this sense, the categdnyower-based (a)symmetry in the 2006
crisis can be modified from ‘international (-led)’ ‘national (-turned)’. This modification
shows the similarity in the causes at the dawrtke@®006 ‘crisis’ in East Timor and the

1992 conflict in Somaliland (Figure 7.6).

Figure 7.6 The modified causes of the 2006 crisis in Eastof¥i

Country Causes (independent variables) Effectsejudgnt variable)
Powe-basei (a)symmetr Idee-basel argumentatio
East Timor National (-turned) gk Rationalisation =~ = The 2006 crisis
Somalilant Nationa (-driven; .;I'];. Rationalisatio = The 199z conflict
Somaliland International (-manoeuvred) |:|']:| Agonisation = The 1994 conflict

Indeed, the 2006 crisis in East Timor and the 188#lict in Somaliland can be explained as
follows. The ‘modern’/liberal ‘rationalisation’ camonly excluded the political opposition
and entrepreneurs (e.gsoladcs’ in East Timor andAlan As in Somaliland) from the
deliberative space and allowed them to interadt wie aggrieved societal non-elite and
perpetrators (e.g. excluded veterans and youtlagt Emor and clan militias and
constituents in Somaliland). This resulted in theniediate relapse into conflict in
Somaliland, yet did not do so in East Timor sirfee WN forces had contained the
(de)forming conflict since 1999, yet their depagtur 2005 promptly released it in 2006. This
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empirical evidence suggests tlitas the ‘modern’/liberal-centric ‘rationalisatiornthat would
increase the risk of political disorder, yet théeimational ‘asymmetry’ that would enable a

(neo)liberal peace to endure.

This insight implies an urgent need for internatiigmeacebuilders to revisit their approach to
‘asymmetrical rationalisation’, reflecting both thewer-based and the idea-based critiques
and the empirical evidence. Firstternational peacebuilders should acknowledgerisie of

a one-dimensional view of power (i.e. ‘power-ovar'jheir interventions, and transform it
into a multi-dimensional view of power, enabling tiational/local contestants to engage in
deliberation in such an ‘agonistic’ (i.e. ‘power-aigst’) (e.g. Shinko 2008) and a ‘hybrid’
(i.e. ‘power-to’) (e.g. Richmond 2005b, Mac Gin808) way, given their capacity to both
resist and consenthis will require international peacebuildersriteract with, and hear the
national/local contestations. Second, in this cohaa, international peacebuilders should
also moderate the ‘modern’/liberal-centric ‘ratioligation’ in deliberation. Although
international-national/local interaction may allotlie international to explore the ‘contract’
with the national/local (e.g. Barnett et al. 20083, approach should be bottom-up, enabling
the national/local contestants to address theirifimss and needs, such as socio-economic
welfare (e.g. Pugh et al. 2008) and cultural ‘tradi’ (e.g. Boege et al. 2008), in an
emancipatory wayrather than exploring the ‘veil of ignorance’dhgh ‘rationalisation’ in a
republican way (e.g. Rawls 1971, Barnett 2006)s Thitical re-thinking and approach will
enable international peacebuilders to understamgdhver and ideational biases embedded in
(neo)liberal statebuilding, and learn from theltiee’ to which they contributed in East

Timor.
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Third, in this connection, the 1994 conflict in Salitand implies thaa bottom-up, home-
grown approach to peacebuilding does not necesskad deliberative agencies to an
‘agonistic’ (cf. Aggestam et al. 2015) or a ‘hybr{df. Boege et al. 2008) form of
peace/political orderThe reasons for ‘antagonising agonism’ (cf. Moufé99) can be
explained by, among others, 1) international mawoeg, and 2) interplay between the
constructed difference and the primordial identiiyst, the UNOSOM'’s intervention
exacerbated a discursive difference between tlgerédist’ and the ‘nationalist’. Second, as
the UNOSOM'’s manoeuvre undermined deliberative iguad ‘agonisation’, the interplay
between the constructed discursive difference hagtimordial clan/identity had conflated
them into the ‘identity/difference’ (e.g. Connoll@91), and impelled national deliberators,
especially President Egal, not to ‘agonise’ it tautadicalise it for their political purposes
(e.g. Bryden 2003, Bradbury 2008, Balthasar 20LBjs suggests th&gonisation’ or
‘hybridisation’ for conflict transformation/pacifation needs to address not only a ‘visible’
form of power at the ‘empirical’ level, but also anvisible’ or ‘hidden’ form of power in
constructing knowledge and discourse at the ‘actieakl (e.g. Gramsci 1971, Foucault
1980), and a primordial (or unmalleable) naturei@déntity in culture (e.g. Geertz 1973,
Laitin 1986, Kompridis 2005, cf. Benhabib 2002kHhbuld then underline the risk of
conflating the constructed difference and the protrad identity into the identity/difference
(e.g. Connolly 1991)0therwise, the risk of ‘antagonising’ the identitifference in
‘agonisation’ and ‘hybridisation’ will increaseAs a result, turning around the ‘failure’ (i.e.
the ‘antagonised agonisation’) required the coodgito address these two reasons, including
the continuous ‘agonistic’ dialogues (e.g. the Be@aommittee, the resurgence of local
elders, and the Hargeisa Conference) to keep inmmaleliberative quality in ‘agonisation’
between agencies in antagonism (Ramsbotham 204 @)laas the structural change in the

exogenous and endogenous settings (e.g. the depaftine UNOSOM lI, the technical
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defeat of the opposition, and the home-grown deatisation) to turn the identity/difference
to the disagreement (Connolly 1991, Gutmann et396, Deveaux 1999). The next section

will explore the causality of this ‘success’ in raatetail.

7-3. Answer to Q2: what caused East Timor and Somé&lnd to have experienced

‘equifinality’ in building peace?

This third section explores answer to the secosdareh question: ‘what caused East Timor
and Somaliland to have experienced “equifinality’building peace’. In other words, how
did deliberators in East Timor and Somaliland defsram a ‘rational’ form of argumentation
after the ‘failure’ and escape from the ‘conflicg’ which had often been fallen into
elsewhere (e.g. Collier 2007)? In contrast to st fuestion inquiring into the ‘failure’, this
second question examines the causality of the é&agt¢i.e. conflictrandormation) after the
‘failure’. In answering this, this section focuggsver-sharing and electoral measures, since
both East Timor and Somaliland have adopted theimstdutionalise their ‘success’.
Accordingly, it briefly reviews contentions on pow&haring and electoral measures and their
interaction with deliberation in divided societiasd subsequently examines their roles in
institutionalising the causal mechanisms of confliansformation through ‘hybridisation’ in
East Timor, ‘agonisation’ in Somaliland, and ‘edpadiity’ in the two countries, employing
the framework for the process of conflict transfdenation as above Figure 7.4 (see Figure

2.9 in Chapter 2 (2-7)). It then discusses theflkedings and suggestions from the analysis.

In response to the risk of majoritarian democraayiueing the ‘minority’/‘losers’ in plural
societies, among others, power-sharing and eldeogneering have been widely

considered as instrumental measures to accommthdat®@mpeting elite and moderate their
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discourses, and mitigate or recover from polita@iflict (Lijphart 1977, Horowitz 1985,
Stewart 2000). In view of the conflict-ridden, pastonial West Africa, Lewis (1965), for
example, associated the majoritarian system, ataial legacy, with political exclusion and
conflict, and instead proposed power-sharing aadtetal measures to restore political
inclusion and recognitiveness. Contentions for pestering and electoral engineering for
conflict resolution have been often linked with soaiationalism (e.g. Lijphart 1977) and
centripetalism (e.g. Horowitz 1985), partly refiagtdifferences in ontological position:
viewing identity/difference either as primordialas constructed, and in epistemological
position: underlining either political accommodatior moderation (e.g. Sisk 1996, O’Flynn
2006). While the former often seeks to accommotieealivisive elite with measures for
power-sharing, forming coalition governments arahging veto rights (Lijphart 1977: 25),
the latter tends to underline electoral engineetongoderate them through federalism and
proportional representation (Horowitz 1985: 601¢spite their different aims (e.g. Barry
1975, Sisk 1996, Reilly 2001, O’Leary 2005), bottwer-sharing and electoral engineering
have been increasingly adopted as policy measomesihage conflict and build peace in
divided societies (e.g. Sisk 1996, Roeder et 252Call 2012). More recently, while power-
sharing has been extensive from political (at tomal and sub-national levels) to military
and economic power-sharing (Hartzell et al. 208I8¢toral measures have been revisional in
view of the role of ‘ethnic’ parties in politicateommodation (Chandra 2004, Birnir 2007,
cf. Horowitz 1985, Sisk 2008). Yet, their mixeduklts in peacebuilding have raised further
contentions on the reasons for the ‘failure’ arel¢bnditions for the ‘success’ (Rothchild et
al. 2005, Jarstad et al. 2008, Sriram 2008). Farmgpte, Jarstad et al. (2008) identify the
vertical, horizontal, systemic, and temporal dileasnm power-sharing, highlighting tensions
between legitimacy and efficacy on the verticaklgle.g. who shares power?), between

inclusion and exclusion on the horizontal levey (&zhom do power-holders represent?),
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between internal and external at a systemic lexgl (vho owns the agreement?), and
between short-term and medium/long-term effectstatnporal level, given changing power
relations between powerholders over time (2008: furn, Rothchild et al. (2005) suggest
the key conditions for ‘success’, such as age(eial. elite dominance and commitment),
structural (e.g. state strength, economy, demogjaphd cultural (e.g. cultural

compatibility) conditions (2005: 41-48).

Deliberation theorists have also interacted withv@esharing and electoral measures to
enhance deliberation in plural/divided societieg.(Bryzek 2005, O’Flynn 2006, Drake et
al. 2011). While the Rawlsian scholars often engagmwer-sharing to explore the ‘veil of
ignorance’ in the state (e.g. O’Flynn 2006, Drakale2011), the Habermasian scholars tend
to explore electoral engineering to create ‘idgalexh situations’ in the society (e.g. Dryzek
2005). From the perspective of ‘post-colonial’ beliation, while power-sharing to
accommodate elite dynamics may addresgjtiantityof space (inclusion) and power
(equation), electoral engineering for socio-pdditimoderation may highlight theuality of
space (recognition) and power (cooperation) foibdeation in the state-society interface (to
be further discussed later, in Figure 7.10). Yetibérative theorists often remain cautious in
upholding power-sharing due to its normative catitdons (Dryzek 2005: 222, O’'Flynn
2006: 19-20). For example, an arbitrary decisiotbasho shares power would end up with
political exclusion, and thus increase the riskaifing’ deliberation (O’Flynn 2006: 120).
These debates, however, often face critiques olattkeof empirical evidence, particularly in
the conflict-ridden context (Ugarriza et al. 2018nce East Timor and Somaliland
commonly adopted power-sharing and electoral meastite next sub-section examines a
nexus between these measures, deliberation, acdlpghling in the causal mechanisms of

‘hybridisation’ in East Timor, ‘agonisation’ in Safiland, and ‘equifinality’ in the two
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countries. In doing so, it highlights 1) the ‘casisef ‘hybridisation’, ‘agonisation’, and
‘equifinality’, 2) the ‘measures of power-sharingdeelectoral engineering’ to institutionalise
‘hybridisation’, ‘agonisation’, and ‘equifinalityand 3) the ‘(side)effects’ and ‘conditions’ of
‘hybridisation’, ‘agonisation’, and ‘equifinalityin view of interaction between agency,

structure, and culture over time.

In East Timor, ‘rationalisation’ under the UN aid tFRETILIN administration (de)formed
the inequalities/differences that led to the 200€i<; yet nurtured the precedent of
‘hybridisation’, allowing the disaffected societadtors to participate in the national elections
in 2007. Among others, the then President Gusmandd the CNRT, his political party, and
invited his societal allies to be parliamentarydidates (i.ecauses of ‘hybridisatiof) These
political newcomers failed to gain the overall nmajg yet won sufficient seats to form a
coalition government. In view of the available r@’enues and the societal dissensus, the
coalition government deliberated extensive meadorshare the state’s power with the
society through ‘hybridisation’. First, it launchadsariety of social security programmes to
share oil revenues across the society. Secoraefpitmed the local electoral system to share
power with thdia nains, the elders who preside over societal delibaratibthesuco

council. Third, it commenced the local developnaatgrammes to devolve both political
and economic power to the local entities {neasures of power-sharing and electoral
engineering. These power-sharing and electoral measures ratdkthe state-society
relations, and legitimised politics. They also dadlihe former resistance network and actors
(e.g. traditional and religious leaders) to resuAgaong others, the Church played a catalyst
role in bridging between the CNRT and the FRETIlAh forming a ‘grand’ coalition

despite the protracted ‘agonism’ between theirdeadThis evidence suggests that
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‘hybridisation’ has reached the stage of ‘engagiifiigrence/disagreement’ (i.effects of

‘hybridisation’).

Distributing the tangible ‘dividend of peace’ teethociety has, however, also engendered
side-effects. While the state-led economic measuarewded out’ the local subsistence
economy and increased societal dependency onatee 8te societal ‘traditionalisation’ de-
formed the patrimonial structure not only to behifé ‘strong men’ and preserve endemic
corruption as a sign of ‘resource curse’ (e.g.i€oR007), but also to deprive and impoverish
the ‘modern’ weak, such as women and youth. THaer&abf the elite-centric political parties
and the service-delivery-driven CSOs in addresfiegemerging vertical and horizontal
inequalities/differences leaves societal grievamaesng grown (i.eside-effects of
‘hybridisation’). In turn, it is the agential, structural, andtatdl conditions that enabled
‘hybridisation’ to ‘succeed’. First, resource-abande allowed the government to employ oil
revenues not only to ‘buy peace’, but also to redaid dependency in policy deliberation.
Second, the socio-cultural practice of deliberatiothe ‘old’ democracy, such as thehi

biti, enabled national deliberators to undertake ‘lyargumentation’. The hierarchidalik
system allowed the paternalistic leaders (‘biglecd’) to adapt the state-led ‘hybridisation’
despite its side-effects. Third, interacting whies$e structural and cultural conditions, PM
Gusmao’s charismatic personality was essentiahfseémenting ‘hybridisation’. As the
resistance leader and the first President, hed@s-political authority and networks across
the polity. Despite increasing criticism of his graialistic tendencies, his political approach
has been largely inclusive and conciliatory, dmtishing him from his rival Alkatiri who

was exclusive and coercive. His charismatic leduerf®rced national deliberators, whether

his allies or adversaries, to ‘agonise’ yet respetwill’ (i.e. conditions of ‘hybridisatior).
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Figure 7.7 illustrates these causes, measureg)éffiects, and conditions in the causal

mechanism of conflict transformation through ‘hylgation’ in East Timor.

Figure 7.7. Causal mechanism of conflict transformation tigtothybridisation’ in East

Timor
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Similarly, in Somaliland, as the precedent, ‘rasitisation’ under the SNM administration
(de)formed the inequalities/differences leadingabtical conflict. Yet, in contrast to East
Timor, traditional leaders explored ‘agonistic’ Idigues to legitimise politics, incorporating
the Guurti, the Council of Elders, in the state and estabigsh ‘hybrid’ polity. However,
since the UN’s manoeuvring had exacerbated ingr-conflict, violence resumed soon, and
lasted until another cycle of ‘agonistic’ dialogueserged (i.ecauses of ‘agonisatiop’In
response to this, President Egal re-constitutedttite, embracing not only the opposition in
the executive and legislative, but also the clalitias in the army. While the extensive
power-sharing re-legitimised the ‘hybrid’ polithe budget constraints pushed the
government to explore taxation from business talleatities. Having nothing to offer to the
emerging and locally-established non-state actopeiled the government to democratise the
‘hybrid’ polity and broaden political participatio®emocratisation in Somaliland can thus be
interpreted not only as an effect of state-soaetytestations over coercion and exploitation
(e.g. Tilly 1990), but also as an institutional i@ of power-sharing between political and
societal agencies. The government then adopteteatorl system to limit the number of
political parties, yet facilitate inter-clan, intparty coalition (e.g. Gunther et al. 2001), and
reinvigorate ‘agonisation’ within the multi-ethrparties and beyond (i.emeasures of power-
sharing and electoral engineeripgrhe customised electoral system thus expanded
deliberative space from tt&uurti to the party level, moderating state-society refe, re-
legitimising the ‘hybrid’ polity, and transformiriggonisation’ into ‘engaging disagreement’
through the regular elections. Dense and fluidespaiitical interactions in democratic

politics have lowered the risk of inter-clan cocifl{i.e. effects of ‘agonisatiof).

The home-grown democratisation has, however, asermted side-effects. The

‘monetisation’ of elections caused the ‘winnersddhe ‘losers’ in the ‘modern’ and
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‘traditional’ segments, reproducing materialism afahism in the polity. Also, the external
support for ‘vote for peace’ has exacerbated thedenn’/political-‘traditional’/societal

divide. While these have delegitimised the ‘*hybpdlity, the nascent political parties and
CSOs ‘fail’ to address the vertical and horizomalqualities/differences (i.side-effects of
‘agonisation). In turn, similar to the Timorese case, it is $eeictural, cultural, and agential
conditions that enabled ‘agonisation’ to ‘succeé&il'st, resource-scarcity was advantageous
not only in reducing external interest, but alswiimg the government to seek taxation and
hold the state accountable to the society, leattinige home-grown democratisation (Eubank
2012). While international ‘non-recognition’ hadgaigved Somaliland, it conversely
motivated the government to keep governance ‘gaad’ distinguish itself from the ‘failed’
state in Mogadishu. Moreover, the absence of degtrnal intervention allowed national
deliberators to form a ‘hybrid’ polity despite imelct influence from time to time (e.g.
manoeuvres from the UNOSOM II, Puntland, and Mosfaulj. Second, the socio-cultural
tradition of ‘pastoral’ democracy, such as #fr, also contributed to establishing a ‘hybrid’
polity and (re)forming ‘agonisation’ thereafter.eragalitarian principle in theiya-paying
group urges the government to broadly distribuagestesources, which is even limited at the
inter-clan level. Linguistic homogeneity and a raal culture also make inter-subjective
communication dense and fluid. Third, interactinghwthese, President Egal’s aristocratic
personality was effective in (re)forming ‘agonisati His familial wealth/kinship and senior
political authority as the PM in Somaliland and Sdienin the 1960s enabled him to broadly
engage with the Isaaq majority, whether rulingnoopposition. His ‘clan-centric’ approach
as the PM in Somalia, which was heavily criticissdthe key cause of Barre’s emergence in
1969, nevertheless assured the traditional leaddéagionisation’ in the ‘hybrid’ polity, vis-a-

vis his predecessor’s ‘modern’ but exclusive appinda ‘rationalisation’ (i.econditions of
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‘agonisation). Figure 7.8 illustrates these causes, measisieg)¢ffects, and conditions in

the causal mechanism of conflict transformatiooulgh ‘agonisation’ in Somaliland.

Figure 7.8 Causal mechanism of conflict transformation tigtotagonisation’ in

Somaliland

Phase I: Precedent

<
«

Phase Il: Agonisation

Rationalisatio

Conditions: |

» The democratic culture (i.e. ‘pastoral’ democraoythe diya-paying

* The aristocratic personality of President Egal (aigé)

v

» The resource scarcity, international non-recognjtand regional fragilit)'/

(structural)

group (cultural)

Structure

Structure Il>

The establishment of the
‘hybrid’ polity

AN
The sharin¢ of politico-military powel

* Reforming the coalition government at the natideaél
» Incorporating clan militia in the state forces

« Democratisation as result of bargaining taxatiofwben the state
and the non-state actors

7

N l\
Agency: The SNM admin

Agency: The Egal administration

AN
The ‘agonistic’ dialogues
after the 1992 and 1994

VAN
The sharing of politico-military power
* Expanding th&uurti at the national level

conflicts * Incorporating traditional leaders in an inter-clarra-party
coalition in the multi-ethnic parties
N2 \/
Culture Culture

Conflict transformatio
Effects:

* Moderating state-society relations

* Legitimising politics

* Engaging ‘difference/disagreement’

* Increasing state-society interactions and lowettegrisk of inter-clan conflict

Side-effects:

* Monetising electoral politics

» Reproducing materialism and clanism

» Exacerbating inequalities between the ‘winners’ tired‘losers’
» Delegitimising the hybrid polity

281



The above analysis indicates that the ‘equifinaiitythe two ‘successes’ is based on
similarities and differences in the causes, measysele)effects, and conditions. Both
polities had similarly experienced the emergencsocietal dissensus on ‘rationalisation’
under PM Alkatiri and President ‘Tuur’ and initidis for political change, as well as the
cultural drive for traditionalisation in the pre@sd. The socio-cultural non-elite were
reflexive on the political ‘failure’, granting a wemandate to Gusmao through the national
elections, and Egal through the inter-clan dialegte transform ‘rationalisation’ into
‘hybridisation’ and ‘agonisation’ respectively (adiugh the external manoeuvre antagonised
‘agonisation’ in Somaliland thereafter) (imuses of ‘equifinality. In response, both PM
Gusmao and President Egal recognised the socioraliiion-elite and their authority at the
local level, invited them to national and localipo$, and shared available resources with
them. In view of the radicalised ‘legitimation pteim’ with the (de)formed
inequalities/differences, they undertook a serfas@asures, such as (re)forming the
coalition governments yet sharing different typépawer, notably political and economic
power in East Timor vis-a-vis political and milggoower in Somaliland. They also launched
electoral reform, incorporating the elders in theal entities in East Timor, yet
democratising the ‘hybrid’ polity in Somalilandgimeasures of power-sharing and
electoral engineering While the economic ‘dividend of peace’ empowettesl society and
substantiated the local entities in East Timor vie#d-designed/customised democratisation
allowed the ‘multi-ethnic’ political parties to ‘atyocalise’ inter-clan identity/difference.
These state-society/elite-non-elite accommodatmusmoderations have improved state-
society relations, re-instituting ‘post-coloniaklieration in the ‘grand’ coalition in East
Timor and the inter-clan, intra-party dialoguesSwmaliland, and enabling political leaders

to engage in disagreement despite their ‘deepeudifices (i.eeffects of ‘equifinality).
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Despite these ‘successes’ in the short term, balitigs have formed new
inequalities/differences between the ‘winners’ #mel‘losers’ in the medium term. The
horizontal inequalities emerged between those wheived the ‘dividend’ from the state and
those who did not in East Timor, and those who vadbte to mobilise material or clan
resources for the elections and those who werenrtddmaliland. The latter ‘losers’ have
been commonly ignored by the political leaders &h®‘pacted’ or ‘dialogued’ in the state,
and the CSOs which are largely uncritical or subt@xted by the state or donors for service
delivery. As a result, both countries have exaderbaot only horizontal inequalities within
the society, but also vertical inequalities betwtenstate and the society, and have shown
evidence of societal resistance and defiance egtdtevel (i.eside-effects of ‘equifinality’

In respect of the conditions, while the internadibyxrecognised, resource-abundant East
Timor was able to exploit oil revenues to addréssinequalities/differences, the
internationally-unrecognised, resource-scarce Standlhas relied on taxation and kept the
state ‘good’ for political legitimation. Also, boBocieties have retained the deliberative
tradition in the kinship network. Interacting withese, both PM Gusmao with charismatic
authority and President Egal with aristocratic atitii were politically legitimate and
inclusive in the eyes of the majority, yet at theng time, needed to distinguish themselves
from their predecessors with the ‘modern/ratiomaithority (i.e. Alkatiri in East Timor and
‘Tuur’ in Somaliland) in engaging the inherited dqumlities/differences
reflexively/reflectively (i.e conditions of ‘equifinality). Figure 7.9 illustrates the causal
mechanism of conflict transformation through thguiéinality’. The analysis of these
‘successes’ indicates thiabth power-sharing and electoral measures seemtaféefor
transforming conflict. Yet, the complexity and &tian in the process of conflict
transformation will make a nexus between power4sigaaind electoral measures,

deliberation, and conflict transformation conditednand thus require further research to
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investigate what conditions and settings makedicéfe in the post-colonial, post-conflict

context.

Figure 7.9 Causal mechanism of conflict transformation tigtothe ‘equifinality’
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The above analysis also indicates findings andestgms, including 1) the effectiveness of
power-sharing and electoral measures for institaiising and transforming deliberation, 2)
the feasibility of making ‘modern’ and ‘traditionagencies interact, and 3) the remaining
challenges in transition from peacebuilding to depment. Firstpower-sharing and
electoral measures would be also effective foitutgdbnalising and transforming ‘post-
colonial’ deliberation As mentioned above, power-sharing and electogiheering would
contribute to pre-conditioning ‘post-colonial’ dediration through the former to improve the
guantityof space (inclusion) and power (equation), as aglhe latter to enhance tieality
of space (recognition) and power (cooperationh@ngtate-society interface respectively.
Figure 7.10 illustrates this nexus in adaptingftaemework for the process of ‘post-colonial’

deliberation in Figure 2.9 (see Chapter 2 (2-7)).

Figure 7.1Q Nexus between measures for power-sharing antbed¢engineering and

‘success’ in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation

Measures for power-sharing and electoral engingerin

-

Measures for power-sharing Measures for electoral engineering
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— = — =

‘Success’ in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation
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Although measures for power-sharing and electargireering have been in contention
between consociationalism and centripetalism @agry 1975, Sisk 1996, Reilly 2001,
O’Leary 2005), ‘post-colonial’ deliberation wouldquire both, given their respective
contributions to pre-conditioning quantity and dtyain deliberation. Indeed, East Timor and
Somaliland adopted similar measures for power-sgasuch as governmental coalition (i.e.
inter-party coalition in the cabinet in East Tinaod intra-party coalition in the inter-clan
‘multi-ethnic’ party in Somaliland), yet differeetectoral measures. Power-sharing allowed
the ‘modern’/political and the ‘traditional’/soc@tto share state power and resources,
accommodate the agential dynamics, even narrowilydsn the ‘winners’, and
institutionalise the expansion of space and powgvast-colonial’ deliberation. In turn,
electoral measures enabled them to moderate tisemutses and relations in the deliberative
space before, during, and after the elections tlaunsl transform the expanded space and
power in ‘post-colonial’ deliberation over time.rRexample, interacting with political
coalition at the national and local levels, thec&deal system in East Timor allows political
parties to compete in a single national constityénche list-PR systefyet requires them

to pass the electoral threshold (i.e. 3% of thevaotst) to enter Parliament. This relaxed the
formation of political parties given socio-politigaurality, yet prevented deliberative
polarisation from excluding small parties in thelRanent. The national constituency,
however, causes politicians and parties to praaitiational or elite/party interest before local
or societal ‘will' and centralise decision-makinthe Asia Foundation 2015). While these

measures exacerbate political elitism, they haablea a small number of the political elite

® The list-PR (proportional representation) systemdfined as ‘a system in which each participartlypar
grouping presents a list of candidates for an etattistrict, voters vote for a party, and partieseive seats in
proportion to their overall share of the vote’ (IBR005: 178). East Timor and Somaliland have adbfies
for the parliamentary elections in a single natiamastituency since 2007 and multiple local cdosticies
since 2005 (yet modified ballot structure from thesed (party-based) to the open (candidate-bas&f)12
(Kibble et al. 2012b: 10)) respectively.
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to form a ‘grand’ coalition and explore an intraestveil of ignorance’, if any, in a ‘hybrid’

path towards ‘engaging difference/disagreement’tt@nother hand, in democratising the

‘hybrid’ polity, the electoral system in Somalilahhits the number of political parties able

to enter the national elections (i.e. 3 partie® ttuconcerns about inter-clan polarisation

(J.A.H.I. 2015). The multiple local constituencieghe list-PR systefrimpel politicians and

parties to prioritise local interests before nagidnterests, yet allow clan constituents to vote

for their affiliates and decentralise decision-nmgk{APD 2006a). While these measures have

culminated in clanism (ethnocentrism), they hawe &hcilitated the ‘ideal speech situations’,

if any, to emerge in the ‘multi-ethnic’ parties amelyond, in an ‘agonistic’ path towards

‘engaging difference/disagreement’. The emergiitgsel in East Timor and ethnocentrism

in Somaliland have made the ‘hybridisation’ in E&shor and the ‘agonisation’ in

Somaliland effective in the short term, yet (dejied the side-effects in the medium term.

Figure 7.11 compares these measures for powemsghanid electoral engineering and their

effects on the approaches to deliberation in Eesbiand Somaliland.

Figure 7.11 Measures for power-sharing and electoral engingemd their effects on the

approaches to deliberation in East Timor and Sdamali
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While the similar power-sharing measures (goverraiawalition) became an institutional
foundation for a non-rational form of deliberatimnensure political inclusion and equality,
the different electoral measures (electoral systesign) seemed to establish ‘*hybridisation’
upon elitism in East Timor and ‘agonisation’ upaghrecentrism in Somaliland. This
evidence suggests thathile both power-sharing and electoral measuresedfective for
‘post-colonial’ deliberation, it is the power-shag measures that would institutionalise it
through pre-conditioning deliberative space and pow quantity vis-a-vis the electoral
measures that would transform it in quality througlyular elections over time. However,
the complexity and variation in the process of tpasonial’ deliberation and measures of
power-sharing and electoral engineering will algmuire further research to evaluate what
institutional measures are effective for institaédising and transforming deliberation, and

their (side)effects over time.

Second, in this connectiomteraction and power-sharing between ‘modern’/podl and
‘traditional’/societal agencies would also be etfge. Their relations can, however, be
precarious and conditionalAs the mainstream theorists of state formatioretseen the
‘traditional’ culture as a threat to a ‘modern’tstén Europe (e.g. Huntington 1968, Tilly
1990, Weber 1991), and a ‘post-colonial’ state frica (e.g. Bayart 1993, Mamdani 1996,
Chabal et al. 1999), these ‘modernist’ views haemtied on the ontological position of
(neo)liberal statebuilding for peacebuilding (8gutros-Ghali 1992, OECD 2005). In turn,
the critical strand challenges this, highlightihg tole of ‘traditional’ culture (e.g. Englebert
2002, Logan 2013) in ‘hybridising’ and ‘agonisingith the ‘modern’ state to enhance
political legitimacy and build peace (e.g. Boegale2007, Shinko 2008, Mac Ginty et al.

2013). The empirical ‘success’ of ‘hybridisatiomda’agonisation’ in East Timor and
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Somaliland supports the latter contentions, yetshecess’ remains precarious, since the
patrimonial structure/culture has commonly re-ptiithe material and cultural power
which is resistive to socio-political change (especially on the side of the ‘winner’) and
causes side-effects in East Timor and Somalilandérmedium term. However it is also
conditional, since it relies on a complex mix obggnous and endogenous settings and
conditions as reviewed above. This suggests thatraative application of ‘hybridisation’

and ‘agonisation’ for building a ‘hybrid’ and ‘agstic’ peace in place of a ‘liberal’ peace
without appreciating the internal and externalisgst and agential, structural, and cultural
conditions is likely to increase the risk of cagsimexpected/negative consequences. In this
sense, researchers have raised concerns aboutdaligl in agential ‘uncivility’ and
structural/cultural constraints in theory (e.g. €sth 1997, Belloni 2001, Schaefer 2010), as
well as a ‘clash’ of paradigms between ‘modernégd ‘tradition’ in East Timor (Hohe 2002,
Cummins 2010), the ‘antagonisation’ of ‘identityfdrence’ in Somaliland (Bryden et al.
2000, Bradbury 2008), and the ‘insecurity of exé¢modernity’ (Jabri 2007: 158) in

practice.

Third, the above evidence also suggests gaen the remaining challenges in
‘hybridisation’ and ‘agonisation’, an inter-disciplary coalition between peace and
development studies will be required to criticaltydress the gap that they form in the
transition from peacebuilding to developmeRécognising the remaining challenge of
peacebuilding, both researchers and policy-makavrs hrgued for measures to bridge
peacebuilding and development (e.g. Uvin 2002)hénpolicy arena, for example, echoing
the three agendas for peace, development, and datisation (Boutros-Ghali 1992, 1994,
1995), the UN extends a ‘modern’/liberal approaxkd¢onomic growth from peacebuilding

to development (UN 1998). In turn, interacting witle OECD’s position that ‘effective
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states matter for development’ (OECD 2011: 11) Wkeld Bank highlights building the
capacities of the state for service delivery fostpmonflict reconstruction and development
(World Bank 2011: 2). These ‘structural’ approactee$nodernisation’ and ‘capacity
development of the state’ will, however, incredserisk of exacerbating the (de)formed
inequalities/differences between the ‘modern’/pedit and the ‘traditional’/societal in the
long term. Indeed, the uncritical, liberal/statevtie approach to development has
aggravated the vertical and horizontal inequaltiéerences in East Timor and Somaliland
(Anderson 2013, Hammond et al. 2011, Moe 2013)therother hand, a critical strand of
development studies has centred on ‘agential’ mreador ‘people-centred’ development
(e.g. Freire 1970, Escobar 1995), and contendearf@rgumentative approach to
empowering the society (e.g. Brock et al. 2004, &asar 2006b), making development policy
‘from below’ (e.g. Fischer et al. 1993, Brock et2004, IDS 2006), and thus enabling the
state to respond to, and engage with, the soagigiplicy-making to address everyday
development challenges (e.g. Houtzager et al. 20032005). In this line, an effective way
to address the remaining challenges which *hybaith®’ and ‘agonisation’ have caused in
East Timor and Somaliland thus far would be toaastitute deliberation and enable the
‘losers’/'minority’ to argue their positions andeds with the ‘winners’/‘majority’ in power.
Given this, room remains for the critical stranfip@ace and development studies, despite
differences in their views of timeline (e.g. shmitd-term vs. long term) and objective (e.g.
peace/conflict transformation vs. development/pgvexduction), to make an inter-
disciplinary coalition based upon their commontegt in equality, right, and justice, and
address the remaining ‘legitimation problem’ imgaion from peacebuilding to

development in theory and practice (Jantzi et@092.
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7-4. Implications for research and policy, and limiations of the framework

This final section briefly explores 1) implicatiofts advanced research, 2) implications for
peacebuilding policy, and 3) limitations of therfrawork. After setting out the research
questions and identifying a conceptual flaw in (tiberal statebuilding for peacebuilding,
this thesis sets out a contention for a ‘legitimheaged’ approach to peacebuilding in
exploring deliberation so as to legitimise stateisty relations, highlighting the ‘traditional’
and horizontal forms of legitimacy in the sociedyg; Holsti 1996, Englebert 2000), vis-a-vis
the ‘modern’ and vertical forms of legitimacy iretktate (e.g. Hobbes 1968, Weber 1991),
given the former’s effect upon cultural cohesiod &istoricity (e.g. Logan 2013). The
empirical evidence in East Timor and Somalilandpsuis this, suggesting that societal
contestation ‘from below’ in a ‘*hybrid’ and ‘agotiis form of deliberation is more effective
than state coercion ‘from above’ in a ‘rationalirfoof deliberation to address the
‘legitimation problem’ in the non-Western, post-@oial, post-conflict context. Yetxploring
an alternative form of ‘legitimacy for peace’ wi#quire an inter-disciplinary approach to
research, challenging the Euro-centric view andagigg with the Southern Other. In doing
so, it will be helpful to examine the interactiogtlween human agency and contextual
structure/culture at the meta level, rather thapaate them at the micro (agency-focused)
and macro (structure/culture-focused) levélscordingly, peace and conflict research
should be explored, not only through politics, emaits, and IRs which have been dominant
in the discipline, but also through sociology, aofiology, and history, which have been
relatively under-emphasised. This epistemologiodeavour will keep research relevant to
explaining and understanding the socio-politicalitg in the post-colonial, post-conflict

context.
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Second, interacting with the critical endeavoutigyemakers have recently extended their
attention to a ‘legitimacy-based’ approach to peadding. Evidence can be seen in the
recent discussions on state-society relations acidlscontract in fragile contexts (e.g. DFID
2010, UNDP 2012). These debates, however, remagaliaprescriptive in a ‘capacity-
based’ approach to addressing ‘how the state relsponthe society’, underlining a vertical
relationship between the state and the societyngsking a horizontal variation in the
society which is often ‘invisible to’ and ‘hidderofn’ the eyes of externals. For example,
while DFID (2010) underlines state-society relasiom peacebuilding yet views legitimacy as
state capacity to meet societal expectations fmicgedelivery, UNDP (2012) contends for
legitimacy based upon social contract, yet attertgptsecure’ it in making an ‘effective’
state (for service delivery) and a ‘resilient’ ssgi(for independence from the state). These
state-centred ‘capacity-based’ approaches willinaetto leave the vertical inequality
unaddressed. In turn, global NGOs have arguecptilnacy as a by-product of socio-
political negotiation and argumentation (e.g. Ip&ace 2010). Although such a societal
contestation addresses the vertical inequalitiNaghern/Western ontological and
epistemological position will exclude the non-Nenth/\Western Other in research and
practice, and exacerbate the horizontal inequadlitg. empirical evidence supports this
concern, for example, suggesting that the ‘modapproach of Western donors and NGOs
has undermined ‘traditional’ authority in the sagiand exacerbated both vertical and
horizontal inequalities in Somaliland (Hammondle811, Moe 2013, Phillips 2013). This
thesis therefore suggests tpaticymakers and practitioners broaden their undinsling of
legitimacy and address the ‘legitimation problenithathe vertical and horizontal
inequalities/illegitimacies in the post-coloniabgi-conflict context, in order to keep the
policy and practice of peacebuilding relevant te #ocio-political reality In turn, this thesis

offers a theoretical framework central to a ‘lagiicy-based’ approach to addressing the
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‘legitimation problem’ and measuring the (pre)cdiwis and settings, and the progress made

in deliberating it across time and space.

Third, however, the framework faces some limitagiagncluding 1) in control variables, 2) in
its ontological view on conflict and peace, andn3ifs epistemological assumptions. First,
the framework was tested in a small-N comparisen Hast Timor and Somaliland, which
are similar in geographic and demographic sizéatfvely) homogeneous in ethnicity, and in
historical and cultural background. Examining iemgralisability and applicability to other
contexts will, however, require further studieseast the framework in a large-N comparison
to broaden the control variables. Second, accordirzy ontological position in realism, the
framework sets out inequality/difference as the &ayse of conflict, and ‘deliberative
political order’ as the effect of conflict transfioation and ‘peace’. This ontological view,
however, sidelines other views of the causes afedtsfof conflict and peace (e.g. Richmond
2005b, 2008b, Mac Ginty 2006: 13). Third, a limiatalso exists in the epistemological
assumptions on the causal mechanism. Firstly hthery of ‘deliberative peacebuilding’
heavily relies on the Western literature to exantireenon-Western socio-political
phenomena, yet the Western literature often doestend to reflect or explain the non-
Western socio-political realities. For example, litexature that this thesis has referred to in
conceptualising ‘legitimacy’, ‘deliberation’, andifference’ often examines the Western
historical context, vis-a-vis the non-Western, eoamporary, post-colonial, post-conflict
context (see Chapter 1 (1-3) and Chapter 2 in gén&econdly, in complying with ‘critical’
realism, the theory of ‘deliberative peacebuildirgtomposed of the two processes of ‘post-
colonial’ deliberation and conflict trans/de-fornai (see Figure 2.9 in Chapter 2 (2-7)). Yet,
while human agencies may differently speak, tharlid act in the process of ‘post-colonial’

deliberation, agential, structural and culturalrayes as the effects of deliberation may
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emerge disconcertedly and disharmoniously in tleegss of conflict trans/de-formation, as
Chapter 2 (2-7) informs the dilemmas in ‘delibaratpeacebuilding’. Moreover, both
processes are subject to a complex mix of contéfue)conditions and settings which are
outside the system of ‘deliberative peacebuildiag the above sections of the Conclusion
indicate.Accordingly, despite its utility, the framework of ‘deliberagipeacebuilding’ faces
limitations in generalisation and application tchetr post-colonial, post-conflict situations,
and thus requires further research to criticallyaexine the fallacy and falsification of the

framework.

Conclusion

The conclusion re-iterates the key findings andyestjons which have been abstracted from
the above review and analysis. It begins with tie émpirical findings from the review of
the two cases as follows:

» The UN's ‘asymmetrical’ approach to peacebuildimgédd upon (neo)liberal
statebuilding limits deliberative agencies in chogsa ‘hybrid’ path over an ‘agonistic’
path towards ‘deliberative political order’. In tuthe home-grown ‘symmetrical’
approach allows deliberative agencies to adopagariistic’ path over a ‘hybrid’ path
due to the relative socio-political equation. Teasmitrasts the rigidity of international
peacebuilders vis-a-vis the reflectivity/reflexiviaf national deliberators on the
(pre)conditions and settings for ‘post-coloniallideration, and stands out the latter’s
‘strategic’ capacity in choosing the best possagproach to (dis)engaging the
difference/disagreement in a protracted conflict aansforming it into a ‘positive’

peace.
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Given this, the detailed analysis of the ‘failufie. conflictdeformation) and the ‘success’
(i.e. conflicttrandormation) in ‘deliberative peacebuilding’ in EdStnor and Somaliland
has informed further findings as follows:

* Due to a tension between the Euro-centric theorgtafe-formation’ and the normative
policy of ‘state-building’, ‘asymmetrical rationaétion’ of the latter in an ahistorical and
a-contextual application will increase the riskepbroducing the ‘legitimation problem’
with its inequalities/differences, and resuming plétical disorder in the non-Western,
post-colonial, post-conflict context.

* When it comes to a nexus between the ‘asymmetat@inalisation’ and the risk of
insecurity, it is the ‘modern’/liberal-centric ‘iahalisation’ that would increase the risk
of political disorder, yet the international ‘asyratry’ that would enable a (neo)liberal
peace to endure.

» Given the risk of ‘asymmetrical rationalisatiomtérnational peacebuilders should
acknowledge the risk of a one-dimensional viewa#er (i.e. ‘power-over’) in their
interventions, and transform it into a multi-dimemsal view of power, enabling the
national/local contestants to engage in delibematicsuch an ‘agonistic’ (i.e. ‘power-
against’) and a ‘hybrid’ (i.e. ‘power-to’) way, gin their capacity to both resist and
consent.

» They should also moderate the ‘modern’/liberal-deritationalisation’ in deliberation.
Although international-national/local interactioraynallow the international to explore
the ‘contract’ with the national/local, its apprbaghould be bottom-up, enabling the
national/local contestants to address their postand needs, such as socio-economic
welfare and cultural ‘tradition’, in an emancipatovay.

* However, a bottom-up, home-grown approach to peald#hg does not necessarily lead

deliberative agencies to an ‘agonistic’ or a ‘hgbform of peace/political order.
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‘Agonisation’ or ‘hybridisation’ for conflict trarfermation/pacification needs to address
not only a ‘visible’ form of power at the ‘empiricéevel, but also an ‘invisible’ or
‘hidden’ form of power in constructing knowledgedagliscourse at the ‘actual’ level, and
a primordial (or unmalleable) nature of identityculture. It should then underline the
risk of conflating the constructed difference ahe primordial identity into the
identity/difference. Otherwise, the risk of ‘antagging’ the identity/difference in
‘agonisation’ and ‘hybridisation’ will increase.

In this sense, power-sharing and electoral measural be effective not only for
transforming conflict, but also for institutionafig and transforming ‘post-colonial’
deliberation.

While both power-sharing and electoral measuregfieetive for ‘post-colonial’
deliberation, it is the power-sharing measureswmatld institutionalise it through pre-
conditioning deliberative space and power in qugaris-a-vis the electoral measures that
would transform it in quality through regular eleats over time.

Interaction and power-sharing between ‘modern’tpral and ‘traditional’/societal
agencies would also be effective. Their relatices, tiowever, be precarious and
conditional.

Given the remaining challenges in ‘hybridisationtddagonisation’, an inter-disciplinary
coalition between peace and development studi¢devilequired to critically address the

gap that they form in the transition from peacebng to development.

These findings suggest an urgent need to re-tmek)(iberal statebuilding due to its ‘failure’

not only because of the dilemma (cf. OECD 2008isF2009) but also due to the conceptual

flaw and limitations in understanding political i&acy and dimensions of power as well as

culture and historicity in the post-colonial, pastaflict polity. Yet, the ‘alternative’ form of

legitimacy and power for ‘success’ which are emigetich, and held by, the local/societal
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authority are often contentious/controversial andsible/hidden from the eyes of external

researchers, policy-makers, and practitioners.

Accordingly, further suggestions for peacebuildingory, policy, and practice have been

identified as follows:

» Although power-sharing and electoral engineerirggrseffective for conflict
transformation, the complexity and variation in fliecess of conflict transformation will
make a nexus between power-sharing and electo@dumes, deliberation, and conflict
transformation conditional, and thus require furttesearch to investigate what
conditions and settings make it effective in thetgmlonial, post-conflict context.

* The complexity and variation in the process of tpasonial’ deliberation and measures
of power-sharing and electoral engineering wilbaisquire further research to evaluate
what institutional measures are effective for tasitbnalising and transforming
deliberation, and their (side)effects over time.

* Moreover, exploring an alternative form of ‘legiticy for peace’ will require an inter-
disciplinary approach to research, challenginggbe-centric view and engaging with
the Southern Other. In doing so, it will be helgfukexamine the interaction between
human agency and contextual structure/cultureeaitéta level, rather than separate
them at the micro (agency-focused) and macro (strekculture-focused) levels.

» Policymakers and practitioners will thus need twalolen their understanding of
legitimacy and address the ‘legitimation problenithwthe vertical and horizontal
inequalities/illegitimacies in the post-coloniahgt-conflict context, in order to keep the
policy and practice of peacebuilding relevant & sbcio-political reality.

» Despite its utility, the framework for ‘deliberagipeacebuilding’ faces limitations in

generalisation and application to other post-cabmiost-conflict situations, and thus
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requires further research to critically examinefikacy and falsification of the
framework.
These suggestions indicate the complexity of abstigrand retroducing the causality of
empirical ‘failure’ and ‘success’ in ‘deliberatiypeacebuilding’, and the difficulty in
standardising/de-contextualising it. The limitagaof the framework will thus require
continuous scrutiny and review to enhance its gzl relevance to explaining and
understanding the socio-political reality in thenAd&estern, post-colonial, post-conflict

context.

This thesis (‘deliberative peacebuilding in Eashdr and Somaliland’) has thus answered
the research questions as follows: 1) the Westentric ‘rational’ approach to deliberation
will increase the risk of ‘failure’ to address tegitimation problem’ with the ‘new’ and

‘old’ inequalities and differences, yet 2) the aggrh to ‘post-colonial’ deliberation is,
however, pre-conditioned variously. The nationaHlcsocio-political deliberators in East
Timor and Somaliland have reflexively learned frtrair ‘failure’, and strategically
transformed the deliberative approach from ‘ratisaéion’ to ‘hybridisation’ and
‘agonisation’, and more recently into ‘engagingagdiseement’ despite the remaining
challenges. Yet, the causal mechanism of ‘delibergteacebuilding’ is complex and subject
to the contextual (pre)conditions and settingstheurstudies are thus required to refine the

framework for generalisation and application toentbontexts.
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Appendix 1. Participant Information Sheet
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1824

Participant Information Sheet

You are being invited to take part in a researadystvith the aim to collect your view of
peacebuilding. Before you decide it is importamtyiou to understand why the research is
being done and what it will involve. Please takeetito read the following information
carefully and discuss it with others if you wisledse ask if there is anything that is not clear
or if you would like more information. Take time decide whether or not you wish to take
part. Thank you for reading this.

Who will conduct the research?

* Name: Yoshito Nakagawa

» Address: Humanitarian and Conflict Response Irstitdllen Wilkinson Building, The
University of Manchester, Oxford Road, Manchestét3 9PL, The United Kingdom

Title of the Research

» Deliberative Peacebuilding in East Timor and Solaadi

What is the aim of the research?

» The objective of the research is to examine howvelmglpeace was built in East Timor
from 1999 to 2012 and Somaliland from 1991 to 2@0& what roles the social
discussion (i.e. deliberation) played in this psxe

Why have | been chosen?

* You will have unique view and experience of theialodiscussion (i.e. deliberation) in
the peacebuilding process.

* You will be one of approximately 10 participantsyisur community (i.e. 7-8 community
members and 2-3 government officials).

What would | be asked to do if | took part?

» The researcher will conduct an interview with you.

* Please note that it will be recorded.

» If you feel uncomfortable, please tell the resear@t any time. You are free to stop or
withdraw your participation at any time without g a reason.
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What happens to the data collected?

» It will be compiled and compared to informationleoted in the same country as well as
in the other country, and will be part of the Phigdis and other publications (e.g. journal
articles) of the researcher.

How is confidentiality maintained?

» The research will maintain a high standard of angityyand confidentiality.

» The publication will neither disclose your name maficate your identity.

» Information collected will be stored and kept iseecure space for 5 years.

What happens if | do not want to take part or if | change my mind?

* You can decide whether or not to take part.

» If you decide to take part, you will be given tmformation sheet to keep and be asked to
sign a consent form.

» If you decide to take part, you are still free tithdraw at any time without giving a
reason and without detriment to yourself.

Will I be paid for participating in the research?

* The research will not pay any fee to you.

What is the duration of the research?

» Each interview will last approximately 1 hour.

Where will the research be conducted?

» Allinterviews will be conducted in public spacedfices, cafes, etc.).

Will the outcomes of the research be published?

* The research will be published as a PhD thesis.

Who has reviewed the research project?

» This research has been reviewed by the Universityamchester Research Ethics
Committee.
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Contact for further information

If you have any questions, please contact me osupgrvisor at the address which is
mentioned below.

* Name of the researcher: Yoshito Nakagawa

» Address of the researcher: Humanitarian and Camigsponse Institute, Ellen Wilkinson
Building, The University of Manchester, Oxford Ro&#hnchester, M13 9PL, The
United Kingdom

* Name of the supervisor: Professor Oliver Richmond

» E-mail address of the supervisotiver.richmond@manchester.ac.uk

» Telephone number of the supervisor: 44 161 275 3197

* Address of the supervisor: Humanitarian and ConRiesponse Institute, Ellen
Wilkinson Building, The University of Manchesterxford Road, Manchester, M13 9PL,
The United Kingdom

What if something goes wrong?

If there are any issues regarding this researdhythawould prefer not to discuss with
members of the research team, please contact Boof@siver Richmond, the supervisor of
the researcher by either writing to ‘Professor &liRichmond, Humanitarian and Conflict
Response Institute, Ellen Wilkinson Building, Theitkrsity of Manchester, Oxford Road,
Manchester, M13 9PL, The United Kingdom’, by enmagli
oliver.richmond@manchester.ac.uk, or by telephodihd 61 275 3197,

or

the Research Governance and Integrity Team byreithing to 'The Research Governance
and Integrity Manager, Research Office, Christiddng, The University of Manchester,
Oxford Road, Manchester M13 9PL, The United KingtJdoy emailing:
Research.Complaints@manchester.gooulby telephoning 44 161 275 7583 or 275 8093.
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Appendix 2: Consent Form

MANCHESTER
1824 Consent Form

Deliberative Peacebuilding in East Timor and Somaland

If you are happy to participate please completesagual the consent form
below.
Please initial box

1. I confirm that | have read the attached informasbret on the aboy
project and have had the opportunity to consideirtformation and ask
guestions and had these answered satisfactorily.

2. | understand that my participation in the studyakintary and that
am free to withdraw at any time without giving asen and without
detriment to any treatment/service.

3. | consent the presence of the interpreter/taams|

4, | consent (or agree to) the interview being réed. If no, please
proceed to 5. If yes, please proceed to 6.

5. | do not wish (or agree to) the interview to beoreled. Yet | will
allow the researcher to take notes.

6. | agree to the e of anonymous quotes. Although this study m:
effort to ensure anonymity, what you say might mgde identifiable. If no,
please proceed to 7. If yes, please proceed to 8.

7. I do not wish my comment to be quoted.

8. | agree that any data collected may be passadag/mous data to
other researchers.

| agree to take part in the above project.

Name of participant Date Signature
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