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Introduction

It is commonplace to argue that the nature of conflict shapes the dynamics of peacemaking. Racial and religious conflicts have characteristics that make peace very hard to achieve, giving peacemakers in such settings an exceedingly complicated, difficult and often dangerous task. The purpose of this chapter is to highlight the particular form that conflict takes in racial and religious settings, to identify the dynamics of justice and peacemaking that these sorts of conflicts thereby require, and to discuss some of the limitations to peacemaking that have arisen in societies that are trying to ameliorate these kinds of conflict. 
The dynamics of racial and religious conflict and peacemaking
In one sense, each country’s conflict is unique to its special history and circumstances, but in another, common patterns and features are sufficiently evident to permit some generalisations. ‘Race’ and ‘religion’ are different concepts, which at first sight might appear to further inhibit the potential for generalisation, but they are functional equivalents in the way they structure conflict and thus can be treated as similar social processes (see Brewer, 1992, 1998, 2003a). Moreover, conflict in racial and religious settings has a common dynamic that reinforces the parallels. Three features in particular mark this kind of conflict. In racial and religious conflicts, the substance of the conflict is always about power and thus about the legitimacy of the state, however the form of the conflict takes on a racial and religious hue because the groups between whom there is conflict are socially defined by racial and religious boundary markers, ensuring therefore that the conflict has the appearance of being absolute, all-embracing and encompassing people’s total identity; it becomes perceived as zero sum in which the racially and religiously defined groups are thought to have mutually incompatible interests, often involving the very survival of the group against threats from other races and religions; and it becomes wrapped up with competing notions of which groups comprise the nation and thus the issue of the meaning of national identity. These dynamics are worthy of further comment.

Race and religion are rarely in themselves sources of conflict. There is nothing inherent to religion or race as social processes that provoke conflict, nor are religious precepts or racial characteristics in and of themselves suggestive of more than minor personal disagreements. Conflict arises because of what certain societies associate with racial and religious differences. The substance of racial and religious conflict is about more material things than theology or phenotype (which is what race gets reduced to in folk models of race); it is about political, economic and cultural power.  It is about the legitimacy of the state, its mechanisms for allocating scarce resources, the unequal outcomes in the share of these resources between various social groups and the sense of cultural superiority that adheres to the politically and economically privileged groups. However, contests over power are mostly disguised in racial and religious conflicts because the perception of the conflict in these societies is that it has a racial and religious form, often being referred to as Jihads, race wars or clashes of civilisation. The form of the conflict gives it the appearance of being about religion or race because these are the terms through which the conflict is understood common-sensically by ordinary people given that the social boundaries of the groups between whom there is conflict are racial and religious. Because race and religion are the form (but not the substance) of the conflict, the power struggle between racial and religious groups takes on the same absolute quality that adheres to race and religion as social processes. They are all-embracing qualities which subsume a very large part of the member’s identity; people’s sense of who they are as a person is heavily shaped by their membership of their religion or race. 
Secularisation or cultural pluralism in the West may make this seem an odd argument, where religion is losing its sway on people’s sense of identity and where multi-culturalism is replacing racial separatism because conflict tends to be structured by other social processes than religion or race. But race and religion retain their absolute quality precisely in societies where conflict takes on the appearance of a religious or racial form. Bruce (see for example 1998: 55-95, 2002: 30-2) makes a related point when he argues that in part religion survives in the West to resist the secularisation trend in those few places where it becomes associated with ethnic and racial conflict, such as Northern Ireland. In settings of racial and religious conflict, it is power contests that keep racial and religious differences alive, ensuring that these conflicts have the same embracing and absolute quality that race and religion have when these identities remain real and important. Affiliations to racial or religious groups in settings where race and religion retain their saliency become all-embracing and come to define nearly the total identity of people. There are few cross-cutting cleavages that prevent the conflict adhering solely around the one axis of differentiation defined by race or religion, ensuring that people’s identity is wholly wrapped up in one over-arching conflict which subsumes everything they consider themselves to be as a person. Patterns of social cleavage coalesce around this one axis, simultaneously narrowing and focusing social conflict, so that people participate in fewer groups but this group membership assumes and envelopes more of the individual’s total identity. Not only does this ethnic bloc interest define the position taken on all other issues, every issue get reduced to the simple matter of whether or not ethnic bloc interest are served by it.

Racial and religious conflicts also tend to be zero sum, in which social groups socially marked by religious or racial boundaries solidify and polarise into antagonistic ‘sides’, defining their interests and identity in opposition to each other. Zero sum conflicts are those that permit no sense of mutual interest and common good. Every gain one group makes is a victory over the others; every loss one group suffers means other groups have stolen a march at their expense.  In zero sum cases, conflict is simultaneously narrowed and broadened at the same time. It is narrowed because everything becomes reduced to the simple issue of ‘us’ versus ‘them’, ‘their’ interests and ‘ours’, but also broadened because everything is rendered in terms of this simple divide. While many communal conflicts are zero sum, zero sum conflicts tend to be broadened in a particularly problematic way in racial and religious settings, for ‘group’ tends to become associated with ‘nation’ and group identity with nationhood. Nationhood is understood as belonging to the dominant race or religious group, which means that those excluded from the nation either wish to assert their own national identity in a separatist state or to radically alter the meaning of nationhood in the existing one. In settings of racial and religious conflict, national identities easily become narrowed into racial or religious ones, and racial and religious identities broadened into national ones. Moreover, when the source of conflict is about national identity and is thus perceived to be about group survival as a distinct race or religion and the conflict tends to subsume all others, it is often difficult to settle social problems while the national issue remains unresolved.  Land reform, housing, unemployment, poverty, education and the like, tend to be left aside as public policy issues while the attention is focused on national sovereignty and the question of nationhood. As Frank Wright once remarked: ‘to describe the conflict as national is to say that it has become a conflict about everything because particular issues become difficult to isolate’ (1987: 163).  Racial and religious conflicts therefore tend to contain very real material hardships, inequalities and injustices for excluded groups, which go largely untouched while the conflict continues and the issue of national sovereignty remains unresolved. This leads to the tragic paradox of racial and religious conflicts: the level of injustice is so high as to demand a speedy resolution but this kind of conflict is amongst the most difficult to pacify.

Peacemaking in racial and religious settings is an enormous labour given the nature of racial and religious conflict. The features described above that characterise racial and religious conflicts reproduce themselves in the dynamics of peacemaking in such settings, making peace work difficult, demanding and dangerous. Peacemaking must fracture people’s identities so that people are discouraged from seeing themselves solely in group terms as a member of a particular religion or race, fostering, instead, the development of multiple identities. This does not mean the disavowal of their identity as members of that religion or racial group but the development of other identities – as women, husbands, peasants, workers, environmental campaigners, or whatever – so that cross cutting cleavages develop, preventing race or religion subsuming their total identity and precluding racial or religious conflict from becoming the sole axis along which conflict adheres.  It becomes a form of peacemaking therefore, to encourage people to examine and challenge their identity and to broaden their group affiliations. Peacemaking in these kinds of societies must also confront the way in which group interests are perceived as mutually exclusive and zero sum, by encouraging people to see that compromise is both possible and desirable. This involves challenging the very terms of the conflict and the way it is defined as zero sum. People need to be encouraged to see that group interests are compatible not mutually exclusive and that solutions can be negotiated, locally and at a national level, which are advantageous to all: a situation of win-win not win-lose. It becomes a form of peacemaking therefore, to encourage people to redefine their group interests and to persuade them to compromise on those interests; to seek second best solutions that take others into account rather than fighting to a bitter end for the sake of first preferences. Finally, people’s sense of nationhood needs to be changed, so that the nation is not seen as the possession of one race or religion exclusively but is owned by all citizens. This involves a profound challenge to people’s sense of national identity and to the way the nation is understood. It involves both the recasting of the nation’s symbols, rituals and emblems to be inclusive of all its citizens and addressing citizenship rights to ensure there is no social exclusion in terms of legal and civil liberties, human rights, justice and equality of opportunity.  It becomes a form of peacemaking therefore, to push for human rights, to press the demand for equality of opportunity, to challenge for justice, as well as getting people, groups, civil society and politicians to engage, locally and nationally, with the meaning of the symbolic boundaries of the nation.
None of this is easy. It requires the integration of grassroots, civil society and the first track political parties and negotiators (on the failure of this integration in Northern Ireland see Brewer, 2003b). Neither is it the exclusive domain of politicians, for all peacemakers act politically in as much as the substance of the conflict (but not the form) is about the contest over power. There is another sense in which peacemaking should not be reduced to politics. The restriction of peace negotiations to the implementation of good governance is a serious limitation that affects peace processes generally and racial and religious conflicts in particular. It is to this concern that we now turn.
Peace, justice and good governance

MacGinty and Wilford (2003: 5) note that peace processes are universally fragile affairs, rarely prospering over the long term without active public support. Peace agreements are never final and often go through several iterations: the Guatemalan peace accord was rewritten nine times, the Middle Eastern agreement has failed so far no matter the number of times it has been finessed (the INCORE web site has details of the iterations of most peace agreements, see INCORE 2000). Wallensteen and Sollenberg (2000) estimate that of 110 armed conflicts between 1989-99, only 21 were ended by peace agreements and only a minority of those survived. There are many reasons why peace processes fail. Sometimes it is because the continuance of communal violence derails of process. Hayes and McAllister (2001: 901) make the point that there is a naïve assumption that where violence is a consequence of problematic politics, once a permanent political settlement is reached violence is thought to irrevocably and swiftly disappear. However, rarely is there a complete cessation of all forms of violence and the ending of violence in most post violence societies is only relative. Acts of intermittent violence, or even the potential for violence in the future, can be sufficient to suspend or abandon carefully worked out agreements.

Another reason for their fragility is that peace accords are often reduced to politics. Peace accords are normally about instituting good governance into polities. This is usually understood as democratic notions of governance where new forms of political representation and institutional structures are thought either to solve the violent conflict or institutionalise it politically in ways that do not destabilise the polity. The failure of simple majority rule to accommodate the political dynamics of post violence societies is well known and constitutional change mostly produces a more complicated system of voting and representation. The founder of consociationalism, Arendt Lijphart, for example, based his model on European societies formerly divided by language and ethno-national identity, like Belgium and Switzerland, but the principles have since been applied to racial and religious conflict situations in South Africa (Adam and Moodley 1986) and Northern Ireland (Lijphart 1996; O’Leary 1999, 2001). Such models as these assert the importance of governance in maintaining peace and stability in post violence societies. However, it is necessary to expose the limitations of an exclusive focus on the political dynamics of post violence societies. For example, these models often ignore social redistribution and leave untouched the wider issues of equality and justice. South Africa’s settlement is an excellent example. It is based on the dual illusion that as a result of the settlement, nothing would change for Whites and that everything would for Blacks (for a comparison of the Northern Irish and South African peace processes from a sociological perspective see Brewer, 2003a). In fact, while Black South Africans now control the state, they do not share in the country’s economic wealth to any greater degree (on this see Hart 2002; Kunnie 2000).  It represents the typical African and Asian post-colonial deal, where the majority group inherit politically, while the privileged minority retain the economy. The peace endures precisely because the majority now feels they belong culturally and are political citizens with a vote irrespective of disappointed economic expectations. This testifies to the importance of governance issues to the stability and peacefulness of post violence societies. The stability of peace accords depends in large part on people’s experience of governance after the violence has stopped and the management of resistance to the new forms of governance by those now excluded.  
However, changes in governance alone are no guarantee that communal violence will end. The Basque region of Spain, for example, received devolved government over a quarter of a century ago but ETA terrorism continues sporadically. Important as governance is, there is an important sociological dynamic that is important in the transition to post violence that impacts as much as governance issues on people’s perception of the peace accord. Successful peace accords therefore require more than good governance, or at least, governance issues in post violence societies have to be understood broadly to cover a range of sociological issues that shape the success of the transition. It is worth giving attention to this social dynamic in order to encourage first track negotiators to address such issues alongside their discussions about the introduction of good governance into the polity. Countries like Sri Lanka that are just embarking on peace negotiations can learn from the lessons of other post violence societies where many of these issues have simply been left to fester and threaten the peace agreement; first track negotiators neglect the social dynamics of post violence to focus on good governance at their peril.

The problem of post violence 
It is obvious that post violence societies are of varying sorts and thus present with different kinds of governance problems. They differ in their history of violence, both the scale of conflict and its nature. Most conflicts are ancient irrespective of their modern form, but some are older than others. In some post violence societies for example, the communal violence was rooted in seventeenth-century European colonialism (for example, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Northern Ireland), while in others it was entrenched by nineteenth-century colonialism (such as Rwanda). Age-old conflicts tend to create a cultural tradition and folklore that involves a mythology about their origins, victims and perpetrators that is not easily overcome. The success of peace accords in addressing communal violence also depends much on whether it is a full-scale war that is being transformed, as in Iraq, Afghanistan, or the Balkans, or acts of sporadic terrorism, like the Philippines, Northern Ireland, South Africa, Sri Lanka and most South American conflicts. At one level, post war societies like Iraq and Afghanistan, as particular kinds of post violence society, have some advantages. The conflict can be solved after the war by extensive territorial restructuring that ensures these societies become more ethically homogeneous and inclusive, and they tend to have massive external intervention so that third parties on the ground play the role of neutral arbiter. On the other hand, the polarisation can be greater after war and economic destruction is likely to be more severe. 


With respect to those post violence societies that suffered intermittent acts of terror rather than full-scale war, the success of peace accords in stopping the killing depends on whom the victims were. Sometimes the violence was directed at the state, leaving much of the population unscathed by atrocity once supporters of the old regime are discounted, although the state’s reaction can sometimes be so authoritarian as to incorporate all sections of society, as in South Africa and Latin America. On the other hand, in these situations the old regime can be used to assign away all blame and responsibility. While the abolition of the apartheid regime still leaves issues of reconciliation that need to be dealt with (for analyses which claim the Truth and Reconciliation Commission has failed in this regard see Jeffrey 1999; Wilson 2001), the dissolution of apartheid has confined issues of blame and responsibility to the past enabling the apartheid regime to be a convenient commode into which to stuff all the problems that beset the present and thus to explain responsibility away. The ending of the Franco regime in Spain also served this purpose well. But the communal violence can also be focused on members of other ethnic groups, as in Sri Lanka, Rwanda, Northern Ireland and the Philippines, thus spreading the scale and intensity of victimhood and limiting the capacity to assign responsibility to the past. Northern Ireland and Sri Lanka, for example, lack the equivalent scapegoat to the apartheid system or toppled dictator on to which communities can agree to dump all blame. It is perhaps a therapeutic myth that all blame can be shovelled on to the discredited apartheid system or toppled dictator and thus into the past but in as much as all ethnic groups were victims in Sri Lanka and Northern Ireland for example, there is no consensus amongst the communities as to what abstraction can be held responsible without merely scapegoating the other community and reproducing the division. Occasionally the communal violence can be primarily restricted amongst one group as a form of internecine conflict, as in many post-colonial African conflicts, involving innocents as bystanders in a conflict they otherwise have little engagement with. It represents a conflict between elites, mostly to gain over control of the state, involving the general populace only coincidentally but in varying degrees. 


Post violence societies also differ in the lines of social cleavage that structured the violence, varying from ‘race’, ethnicity, religion, national origin and identity to political ideology, although inequities in scarce resources tended to be involved irrespective of the cleavage around which violence cohered. Racial and religious cleavages are less easily reconcilable than others, in that they are perceived as absolute categories rather than contingent social constructions but some can be more readily accommodated by constitutional and institutional rearrangement. Racial and religious cleavages tend to leave a permanent strain on the accord and threaten further violence.

Post violence societies are therefore not necessarily alike in the governance problems they present. However, it is argued here that they are alike in their social dynamics. The mere fact of communal violence in the past creates for post violence societies a series of common social issues, the successful management of which forms part of good governance. Post violence societies are not equal in their capacity to manage these social problems. Amongst other things, the form and scale that violence took in the past has an impact on the ability of post violence societies to deal with them by determining the social capital available to citizens as well as the resources in the economy and political culture that can be used to address them. But this varying capacity to deal with post violence social issues does not disguise the common social dynamic these societies face. 

Post violence as a sociological problem

Violence leaves a legacy of social issues for post violence societies that constitute a sociological dynamic that is as critical to their future as governance issues and institutional reform. The main sociological problems of post violence societies are:

· The tension between ‘truth’ and ‘reconciliation’. 

· The tension between ‘justice’ and ‘peace’.

· Experiences of victimhood.

· The problem of remembrance and commemoration.

· The social reintegration of former combatants.

· The development of ‘citizenship education’ for the new society.

· Extenuating the mundane over the sense of crisis.

In as much as post violence societies never eliminate all forms of violence or do so slowly, these sociological problems can keep their emotional intensity and immediacy when the communal violence remains sporadic or becomes diffuse by transforming into criminal violence or occasional flash point protests. This paper is no place to ‘solve’ these problems as if the sociologist’s public role was as legislator, nor will they be plotted on to the rich detail of every particular conflict, but it is worth establishing them heuristically so that they can be recognised as problems and better dealt with by negotiators of peace accords. In this way, the focus of peace accords can be encouraged to shift from governance to also encompass a sociological dynamic. 
The tension between ‘truth’ and ‘reconciliation’ 

In the transition to post violence there is a desperate need to know the ‘truth’. This wish for the ‘truth’ is widely recognised as part of people’s healing and is a necessary element of reconciliation. The idea of truth however, is problematic. Sociologists know that ‘truth’ tends to be relative, truth-from-a-perspective, and is thus subjective, but common sense notions render the idea of truth as objective, unaffected by partisan standpoints (see Shapin 1994). Not unnaturally therefore, lay people who are wrapped up in communal violence often wish to know what happened and who was responsible and unfortunately tend to believe that there is but one objective course of events and decisions in the past that represent this ‘true’ account. They want to know whose hands are dirty and bloodstained and believe such identification is unproblematic and non-partisan. Thus, while on the one hand ‘truth’ is therapeutic in being part of the healing process, conversely it can re-open wounds and hinder or slow the process of reconciliation because the ‘truth’ may be used from one standpoint to damn some group. People’s perception of the peace process may be negatively affected by the ‘truth’ behind the former violent acts of negotiators, peace activists or politicians, or by feelings of anger, shock or rage at finally ‘proving’ the identity of the culpable. In short, ‘truth’ can be incompatible with ‘reconciliation’. Post violence societies therefore need to manage two problems: finding the balance between the need to know what happened in the past and moving forward, and encouraging people to see the truth from someone else’s standpoint. South Africa attempted this through the well-known Truth and Reconciliation Commission, and Guatemala through its Recovered Memory project. Northern Ireland is dealing with some of these concerns through public enquiries and tribunals and collections locally of people’s narratives of suffering, although a truth commission is mooted and may be suggested for Sri Lanka. It is worth restating therefore, that truth commissions and the like need to balance truth with reconciliation, allowing people to know about the past in such a way as to not keep them locked there. The example of post-Franco Spain shows that such a balance can be found.

The tension between ‘peace’ and ‘justice’

It is sometimes felt that ‘peace’ first requires an appreciation of the original causes of violence, and will thus likely remain contested. More optimistically, ‘peace’ was once defined by the sociologist Lewis Coser (1964) as the reconciliation of group conflicts by either removing the grounds for future conflict or institutionalising conflict so that in future it occurs in ways that do not destabilise society. The former tends to involve ordinary people in grassroots and civil society peacemaking activity, the goal of which is the reconciliation of differences in local settings and thus removal of the source of conflict, the latter involves top-level negotiated settlements. However, a distinction can be made between what might be called ‘active’ and ‘passive’ peacemaking. Active peacemaking lives out the commitment to peace as a practice. Passive peacemaking involves commitment to peace as an ideal without practicing it, with ritualised expressions of its social desirability, trenchant denunciations of violence and atrocity but little engagement in the process.  All too often in its passive mode, ‘peace’ can be understood narrowly to mean the ending of violence and fails to address wider issues of ‘justice’. The wish for the shooting and bombing to stop is natural enough, and the desire for the violence to end appears to have been the major motivating factor in the involvement in their respective peace settlements of, for example, Unionists in Northern Ireland and the majority Sinhalese group in Sri Lanka. However, as Wolsterstorff observed in relation to ‘shalom’, peace incorporates well-being and a sense of flourishing, and narrow notions of ‘peace’ can misunderstand the range of issues that post violence societies need to address around the question of ‘justice’, such as considerations of social redistribution, the introduction or restoration of equality and fairness in the allocation of scarce resources, and the opening up of life chance opportunities that were once closed to some groups or people. Northern Ireland’s peace process for example, has been dogged by the incompatibility of Unionists’ emphasis on ‘peace’ and Republicans’ demand for ‘justice’ and ends up making a whole raft of peace issues equally contentious and problematic. The peace process itself thus reproduces the divisions it is designed to eliminate. For instance, the incompatibility between ‘peace’ and ‘justice’ in Northern Ireland gives the issue of disarmament its emotional intensity. The failure to decommission arms is perceived by Unionists to question the entire commitment of Republicans to ‘peace’, since it leaves open the possibility that the violence is not over. To Republicans however, arms are seen as entirely subsidiary, even irrelevant, to the central issues of the peace process, which are around justice and redistribution. Working out the balance between ‘peace’ and ‘justice’ therefore is a deftness that post violence societies need to find. 

Experiences of victimhood

Communal violence brings victims; sometimes the victims are from within one group or class but mostly from all sections. Victimhood produces grieving relatives, dominated by their hurt and loss, and it produces survivors, maimed physically or psychologically by their involvement in the violence. Post violence societies by definition have people – perhaps very large numbers of people – who are victims; not just the dead, of which there also might be many, but those who take their victimhood into the future as a burden of grief, loss and physical or psychological pain. These experiences can be foundational to the progress of post violence societies. Peace processes offer the prospect of an end to violence and the reconciliation of conflict, and thus the prospect of longer-term ontological security, but in the short term they may threaten ontological security because they require change, the overthrow of familiar ideas, routines and behaviours, all of which can be psychologically difficult. With his vast experience of peacemaking in violent societies, John Paul Lederach identifies what he calls the ‘identity dilemma’. People who have defined their identity for so long in terms of ‘the enemy’, suddenly in peace processes find they have to reshape their sense of who they are (quoted in Knox and Quirk 2000: 26).  There is another dimension to this problem. If people can successfully routinise the level of violence in order to try to accommodate to it, and it is all they have known, ‘peace’ itself is unfamiliar and ontologically strange. These feelings are enhanced for victims and their relatives. The public issues surrounding the search for peace and the reconciliation of ancient conflicts cause private anxieties for the victims and their families. This is reinforced by the habit of peace processes to become almost the sole public issue, enveloping and encapsulating all public events. In the public domain all they hear is peace, while privately all they feel is grief. The empty chair at the dinner table once filled by someone still much loved, the constant constraint of the wheelchair, the emotional pain that gets repeated every anniversary, and the persistent physical and emotional scars are daily reminders of what the violence has cost them. As Lederach argued, their hurt and bitterness can become defining features of their identity, and peace comes at a cost. The victims and their families are asked to release the bitterness, forgive old enemies and witness them now in parliament, see perpetrators receive amnesty or prisoners released, and generally move forward from their hurt, loss, and pain. Organisations representing the victims, and politicians who wish to exploit them, make public issues of these private troubles and effectively mobilise for peace on their terms alone. This is particularly divisive where there is multiple victimhood.  For example, Northern Ireland has two main groups who both consider themselves victims – Catholics and Protestants of thirty years of terrorism, and Catholics of four centuries of injustice, manifesting in both anti-Catholic violence by Loyalist terror groups and institutional discrimination and disadvantage (on which see Brewer 1998). Experiences of victimhood thus continue to divide people and victimhood can lend itself to easy mobilisation by opponents of the peace accord. Conversely, South African Whites tended to be protected from the struggle against apartheid and most violence was what is called Black-on-Black. Nor did the African National Congress, as the main liberation organisation, consider Whites or White areas as targets for communal violence. Whites demonised the ANC well beyond its capabilities and while de Klerk might have taken White fears with him into the negotiating room, he did not take the burden of even dozens of White victims (see Johnston 1997). Patterns of victimhood made it relatively easy for Whites to accept the transfer of power and control of the means of force to the ANC and effectively removed the issue of disarmament from the post violence agenda. Experiences of victimhood thus impact greatly on the success of peace accords and post violence societies need to find ways of dealing with these experiences that permit victimhood to be recognised and the victims honoured while moving them and the rest of society beyond the memory.

The problem of remembrance and commemoration

The problem of victimhood leads to a related issue: how to remember and commemorate the conflict in such a way as to permit people to move forward. Paradoxically, remembering and forgetting are both parts of memory, for memory is selective. Nor is memory just a property of the person, for memory is part of social practice and therefore always open to change. For example, culture can reinforce certain memories or encourage collective amnesia, memory is also socially reproduced in acts of public commemoration and in public memorials, in public images, texts and rituals, and memories can be invoked for social purposes, such as in helping to shape group identity formation. Memory is therefore private and public at the same time (Misztal 2003 calls this public dimension of memory ‘social memory’; for a discussion of memory as a problem in ‘genocidal nationalism’ see Ray 1999). The issue for post violence societies is not so much a question of what individuals are able to selectively remember of the past and in what way; there is no hope of determining what is in people’s heads (nor can we insist they ‘forgive’ for the same reason). There are two sociological issues around public memory: what it is that the new society publicly remembers and what it forgets; and what social practices should be adopted to culturally reproduce these selective public memories. Amnesia has been part of the nation-building project in many post violence societies in the past. Public memories have also been recast and reconstructed by means of historical re-envisioning (most modern historians dislike to phrase ‘historical revisionism’ because of its narrow association these days with denials of the holocaust). There are even cases where memories have been publicly recovered (and people’s personal memories now publicly acknowledged) when they pertain to a pre-conflict past or become convenient as part of the reconciliation of social divisions (as in the new public recognition of Irish Catholics who served in the British armed forces in two world wars or in the colonial Royal Irish Constabulary). However, these are social readjustments in selective public memory that can be achieved normally only in the long-term. In the short term it is perhaps possible that members of post violence societies can agree very quickly to a pluralistic approach to public memory in which they adjust to other groups’ public commemorations and memorials, as occurred in the new rainbow nation of post-apartheid South Africa (notably Afrikaner commemorations of the Battle of Blood River). And sometimes people in post violence societies may want peace so much as to deliberately become amnesic, which can be maintained over the long term (such as in post-Franco Spain). But when memories continue to divide people in the transition to post violence and on to the medium term, post violence societies have a shadow that causes continual strain. Post violence societies therefore need to find ways of handling divided memories and to develop social practices, such as acts of public remembrance and public memorials, that honour all people, victims and perpetrators, combatants and civilians, and in ways that release society collectively from the burden of people’s personal memories of violence. (Fortunately, where identities fracture under cultural globalisation it is increasingly unnecessary to find an agreed narrative of history to structure the new identity formation.)

The social reintegration of combatants

Just as victims need to be incorporated into the peace process, former combatants need to be socially reintegrated. All that victims and their relatives may want to do is to incarcerate them but most peace accords involve amnesty for the combatants of every side. The release of prisoners and the escape from criminal justice of other combatants is problematic in the transition to post violence (in Northern Ireland’s case see von Tangen Page 2002), but is a necessary part of the successful management of the process. For example, nearly an entire generation of Black South African combatants sacrificed their education to the township struggles in the 1980s, and many of those without education and skills but in possession of arms have essentially been forced to resort to violent crime to survive in the post violence society (on the problem of crime in post-settlement societies see Mark Shaw 2001). Very high levels of violent crime in South Africa are negatively affecting the peace accord and threaten to destabilise the new South Africa, since the displacement of crime into formerly safe White areas is a greater ontological insecurity for Whites than the transfer of political power itself and is affecting their estimation of the peace settlement (which was a feature of many post-colonial dispensations elsewhere in Africa). The same is true amongst many poor Latin Americans, some of whom have moved from fighting authoritarian military regimes to involvement in drug production and trafficking in order to survive in the aftermath of the conflict. Social reintegration is critical and can take the form of economic integration through the provision of jobs and education, cultural reintegration to avoid feelings of ostracism and marginality, and psychological readjustment through various support structures. Guatemala’s case illustrates the role of religion in social integration. Some former members of the armed forces who killed indigenous villagers for supposedly harbouring terrorists have converted to Pentecostalism under the impulse of conservative evangelists from the United States and now consider themselves ‘born again’ with their sins conveniently washed away (and are now preaching in the very same villages with some resentment from inhabitants). The Northern Irish experience is also instructive. Republican ex-prisoners have often gained education and employability skills inside prison and belong to paramilitary organisations that are committed to assisting ex-prisoners through prisoner support groups, employment in legitimate businesses like bars and taxi firms and subsequent involvement in Sinn Fein’s political campaigns; indeed, many of the militarists now out of jail are amongst the leaders of Sinn Fein’s peace strategy in the local community and are actively involved in community development projects and economic regeneration schemes. Loyalists on the other hand tend to emerge ill-equipped for life outside and often resort to crime (on Loyalist criminal activities see Bruce 1995). That is unless they undergo a religious conversion in prison that gives entrée back into the cultural pillars of Protestant society (which normally involves a public act of contrition; as a corollary Republicans’ failure to seek public redemption leads many evangelicals to withhold forgiveness). However, whatever it is that is done for ex-combatants needs simultaneously to avoid dishonouring victims if the social reintegration mechanisms are not themselves to reproduce the old conflict.

The development of ‘citizenship education’ for the new society

Violence can sometimes be all that young generations have known, and marked social cleavages can leave most people without the citizenship skills for living with their former ‘enemies’ in the new post violence society. Division may have solidified to create worlds within worlds where people have not integrated or learned the skills for living together. Citizenship education is about acquiring the knowledge and learning the skills for tolerance, that is, for recognising, dialoguing with and understanding ‘the other’ sufficiently to conduct orderly social relations. It does not involve idealistic and romantic notions of coming to like ‘the other’, nor applying theological notions of forgiveness (which in Northern Ireland are often sectarian anyway) or of giving up on one’s own identity in order to merge with ‘the other’ into a hybrid identity. Even the much acclaimed rainbow nation of the new South Africa has more or less failed to develop citizenship education that brings the ‘races’ and ethnic groups together at the bottom, except perhaps for wealthy South Africans in the affluent areas where the market has brought people together with different coloured skins but who in most other respects are exceedingly alike. Rather it involves the more prosaic process of toleration (peace activists in Northern Ireland refer to this quaintly as the public practice of manners). Tolerance is both a personal and public quality. It is something that is practiced in people’s private lives in their perceptions of ‘the other’, in their ways of communicating with and about ‘the other’ and in the relationships they conduct. But it also a public virtue that can be reinforced and enhanced by civil society and the state. In this respect, post violence societies need to address the ways in which citizenship education for the new society can be effected within civil society and by the new state in order that tolerant social relations replace communal violence. Northern Ireland is again informative. Education for Mutual Understanding has played a role in counteracting social segregation in Northern Ireland, although sometimes not as effective as it could have been. Non-governmental agencies and para-church organisations in Northern Ireland have developed voluntary citizenship education courses for assisting people with issues like identity, memory, forgiveness and moving beyond sectarianism (for example see Liechty and Clegg 2001). There are opportunities in both Northern Ireland and South Africa for people from all sides to come together to tell their personal narratives in a non-threatening setting. There are local networks whereby groups across the former divide meet to create a dialogue and seek understanding of each other. Bridge building is an essential part of the transition to post violence, but this needs to be more than elites coming together to agree new forms of governance; the bridges must be purposely erected at the local level to allow former enemies to traverse the divide in their understanding and perception of each other, to facilitate tolerance toward ‘the other’ and to work out agreements and dialogue for communicating and relating better with each other. New citizenship models based on partnership and participation are needed to educate citizens for living with the ending of violence.

Extenuating the mundane over the sense of crisis

With the exception of the most genocidal of conflicts, situations of communal violence involve people trying to maintain the daily routines of life as a way of managing and routinising the violence. Conventional war might not evince it, but civil war is contradictory: violence occurs in the midst of the reproduction of social routine. This is assisted in some cases by the geographic containment of the violence to specific milieux (such as the African townships in South Africa’s case or to the Northern part of the island in Sri Lanka), allowing people elsewhere to successfully distance themselves from it. Sometimes it reflects the nature of the violence itself, in that it is sporadic or targeted in very limited ways. But the need for ontological security also means that even during the worst times of widespread civil unrest in areas of high violence (such as Spain’s civil war, the struggles to make the townships in South Africa ungovernable during the mid-1980s or during the Northern Ireland’s Hunger Strikes), ordinary people try to maintain a semblance of routine to enable them to continue their ordinary lives. People tried to get to work and children to school. Barricades were removed to permit workers to earn wages and then put back again at night; shopping had to be done and businesses tried to keep open. Hospitals, schools, unemployment offices continued to function. This is but one example of how people in areas of high violence, like those living elsewhere, try to normalise the violence, if only to stop themselves going mad. Nonetheless we know from Northern Ireland that alcoholism, depression and mental illness, as the usual signs of social stress, were higher in areas of intense violence, showing that it remained as a personal trouble irrespective of attempts to reduce its ontological effects. Ironically this extenuation of the mundane, which helped in the normalisation of the violence as away of managing its ontological effects, can be disrupted in the peace process as disputes over the negotiation process or over the actual settlement come to dominate the public agenda, increasing people’s senses of ontological insecurity. We have already seen how victimhood can attach a special price to peace, but more generally, the public obsession with the inevitable lurching ebbs and flows and vicissitudes of the negotiations can unsettle the mundane and cause crises to be manufactured out of dramas. Post violence societies therefore need to find ways of maintaining perspective; of dealing in the public domain with war and its amelioration, while extenuating in the private sphere the same mundanities and daily routines that allowed most ordinary people to cope while the violence raged. 

Conclusion

It has been argued here that racial and religious conflicts have dynamics which make their resolution problematic. This kind of conflict tends to be all embracing and to absorb people’s total identity, it tends to be zero sum, with little space for compromise, and to get confused with the issue of nationhood and national sovereignty. This makes peacemaking very complicated as people’s identities need to fragment, zero sum notions be replaced with a willingness to compromise and for senses of nationhood to be broadened so that all become full citizens, symbolically, culturally and materially. This should persuade negotiators against any narrow limitation of peace accords to issues of good governance, and encourage a notion of peace and justice which addresses an array of social problems that are the legacy of communal violence and which need to be addressed over and above governance issues if the peace accord is to be successful and sustaining.
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