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This article takes the form of a debate between two theorists who work with the concept of
postliberalism. Following an introduction reflecting upon what is at stake in this debate,
each contribution is organised in three sections. Firstly, as an opening gambit, both
authors outline their basic understanding of the concept of postliberalism. Secondly, the
authors stake out their very different claims as to whether or not postliberal approaches
challenge neoliberal understandings sufficiently to create new conditions for emancipa-
tion or merely maintain governmentality. In the respective final sections of their con-
tributions, the authors clarify the workings of postliberal approaches in policy practice.
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Introduction: debating postliberalism

Oliver Richmond and David Chandler

Today, there is a growing recognition that policy intervention in the cause of security,
development and rights promotion needs to be fundamentally rethought. Traditional
liberal assumptions of the universal application of policy prescriptions appear to have
come up against the barriers of plurality and cultural and ideological differences.
Policy documents from the World Bank, the European Union, the United Nations
and the Overseas Development Institute (UNDP 2009; EU Directorate-General for
External Policies 2012; OECD DAC 2012; Garder and Annan 2013) all point to the
need to reconsider the importance of local knowledge and local ownership.
Intervention is no longer all about ‘us’ — our policy knowledge, our political
willingness or our capacity to cooperate and coordinate policy-making — but rather
increasingly about ‘them’ — their needs, their understandings and their cultural,
social, economic and political frameworks (e.g., DIFD 2011; Allouche and Lind
2013). Rather than imposing Western liberal understandings, it is often suggested
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that intervention needs to empower and support local actors and develop locally
based solutions under local leadership within the context of the current international
architecture. Furthermore, it has also been argued that such an ‘agonistic’ encounter
may reshape both the state and the international, if contextual understandings of
emancipation, security, rights, needs, law, institutions, society and identity are taken
seriously. A historical framework is also required to understand why this version of
postliberalism is important, in particular with regard to global and social justice.

This shift in emphasis and understanding suggests that policy discourses and
practices are moving beyond the 1990s understandings of the ‘liberal peace’ (e.g.,
Tellidis 2012), and that the shift to statebuilding is also problematic, making
postliberal understandings key to rethinking intervention today. In this debate piece,
two authors, who have developed contrasting views of the nature and efficacy of
postliberal approaches over the last few years, summarise their key differences. At
the empirical or descriptive level, both Chandler and Richmond agree that there has
been a shift away from traditional universal liberal understandings of state-society
relations, approximated here in the conception of the ‘postliberal’. Where the authors
differ fundamentally is in their assessment of the emancipatory potential of this shift.
Indeed, it raises the question of what the new framework for emancipation and peace
arising from this shift might look like, if, indeed, one does emerge.

In his work, Oliver Richmond has developed postliberalism in the context of peace
efforts in post-conflict intervention over the last 20 years or so, drawing on the earlier
work by John Gray (1996) and Benjamin Arditi (2008). Gray made the argument that
the victory of capitalism and liberalism over socialism at the end of the Cold War
meant that liberalism itself— in recent times, partly defined in opposition to the other
‘great ideology’ — now needed to see itself as the basis for its own eventual passing
and overcoming. Richmond has applied this to the general discussion about a historical
evolution of the democratic and liberal peace framework (Richmond 2005, 2011a) in a
postcolonial context (Asad 1973). Empirical work, richly confirmed in the context of
many post-conflict environments, has demonstrated how the liberal framework is being
challenged by the very subjects it was supposed to create (Yashar 2005).

For Richmond, applying a differentiation between peace as an emancipatory
dynamic of progressive possibilities and liberalism’s other, more conservative
qualities (including violence) has meant that postliberalism might show how local
agencies, often deemed unofficial, informal, customary, ‘local’, act. They have
exercised themselves to modify the former liberal internationalist settlement of the
20th century and its later neoliberal variant, which has been foisted upon the post-
conflict subject. Even though the liberal peace norms and architecture, and
increasingly neoliberal state blueprint, are fundamental to international order, the
agency of subjects is also more significant than it is often thought (Richmond 2010,
2011b). Like postcolonial debates about hybridity, which see it as a partial mitigation
of hegemony (Bhabha 1994), this has meant that Western governmentality,
expressed through the likes of peacebuilding or statebuilding debates, has less impact
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than it is often thought. Instead, contextual dynamics, read as resistance, custom,
historical processes, or with reference to pre-war political systems, resurface via their
encounter with the liberal peace as Foucault’s work on the circulation of power (and
resistance) indicates (Foucault 1976/1984). These may represent a more legitimate
settlement in local contexts, although there is also the chance that it represents a
hybrid political encounter which maintains violence (Richmond, 2014). However,
principles of democracy, norms of human rights, and aspirations towards greater
equality dictate that the encounter between the liberal international system with its
small pool of founding actors and a growing number of newer subjects engenders a
renegotiation of local, state, and international political architecture. Critical agency
(Richmond 2011b) and resistance have to be taken very seriously in this case, in
order to connect politics with its subjects, rather than to maintain governmentality
and the existing dynamics of power, which separate civil society from the state
(Pickett 1996; Foucault 2003: 356). The potential of an emancipatory and progres-
sive peace is framed in this context: a process, represented by the concept of
postliberal peace for Richmond (2011a), which requires a move beyond a rationalis-
tic imaginary of international politics, an engagement with culture, custom, and
alternative epistemological systems.

David Chandler, on the other hand, has used postliberalism to isolate and examine
recent policy shifts away from the Western claims of securing, democratising and
developing the Other towards discourses of ownership, empowerment and capacity-
and capability building and resilience (Chandler 2010a, c, 2012, 2013a, b). Post-
liberalism claims to be a radical departure from traditional theorising, but it operates
within a non-linear or systems-based framework of understanding, which tends to
focus not on transforming economic and social relations but on social associations,
spaces and practices that are understood to reproduce them. Here, societal problems
are addressed at the level of practices and ideas and cognitive frameworks, held to
produce the problematic reality or problematic responses to the stresses of post-
conflict transformation. By shifting ‘politics’ to society, these approaches open up
‘a new object, a new domain or field’ for policy intervention: the ‘local’ (Foucault
2008: 295). Richmond asserts that this is a progressive shift, focusing on the ‘bottom-
up’ understandings of the importance of local agency, often excluded or ‘hidden’
from previous universalist approaches. However, Chandler stresses that, in privile-
ging difference, barriers to peace (or ‘resistances’) are understood to be generated
from ‘below’, through developing more inclusive or distributive understandings of
agency and flatter, more ‘democratic’ ontologies of power.

For Chandler, this shift to postliberal approaches follows disillusionment with, and
is seen as a retreat from, the 1990s frameworks of liberal internationalism. The post-
conflict or postcolonial subjects, who are ascribed the agency of ‘resistance’, flatter
Western interveners, enabling them to reinterpret the gap between liberal promise
and the institutionally embedded inequalities at the level of locally produced non-
liberal rationalities, temporalities, or ways of being, resistant to liberal peace.
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Therefore, postliberalism is deployed critically to open up the problematic of
intervention in which the ‘lessons learned’ from the 1990s seem to be those of much
lower expectations, both of the possibility of transformation in post-conflict societies
and of Western knowledge and policy responsibility.

We believe that there is a lot at stake in how we assess and understand postliberal
approaches. As discussed in more detail below, for Chandler, this shift is seen as an
exhaustion of the emancipatory potential of liberalism with its universalistic telos of
peace and progress, whereas for Richmond, liberalism with its telos, hierarchies,
binaries, exclusions and boundaries was never anything other than a momentary
vehicle for emancipatory possibilities. Richmond argues that the way the liberal peace
was constructed was skewed in favour of the existing elites and global — local
balances of power, meaning that subjects had little lasting faith in the institutions or the
states in post-conflict zones. Therefore, they use their agency to reform or guide these
in tactical ways, meaning postliberalism represents a potentially more progressive form
of peace rather than a collapse of emancipatory theory and practices. These dynamics
can be expanded to the international system and the north-south relations.

From differing starting positions on the emancipatory potential of liberal under-
standings, today’s implosion of that framework then takes on different implications.
For Richmond, more equal and distributive understandings of agency and flatter
ontologies of power herald a radical challenge to the structures and rationalities of
power, whereas for Chandler, the emphasis on the agency of the subaltern and
marginalised enables the status quo to be naturalised or reified on the basis that
difference is to be accepted as the hybrid product of local ‘resistances’. Much is at stake
in this debate, we think, particularly for scholars and practitioners who are engaged
with matters related to peace and security and have traditionally turned to liberalism for
inspiration, or are aware of its critiques. It also has implications for the development of
both the state and the ‘international community’. One thing that we do agree on is that,
currently, there exists a critical moment in IR, the implications of which are likely to be
very significant. The debate on the liberal peace is far from over given its role in the
debates that are now emerging about hybrid forms of peace or about the dangers of a
loss of international or state authority if the ‘local’ is foregrounded.

Postliberalism and the emancipatory approach

Oliver Richmond

Introduction: what is postliberalism?
Postliberalism is driven by a subaltern and postcolonial thrust away from the
dominance of the West, its political philosophy, and its ordering of rights and needs
(Bhabha 1994). It represents a shift away from how the existing power and order
were naturalised by a colonial liberalism, and presented as emancipatory (Locke
1689/1991; Mill 1869/2010), towards a new era in which a far broader range of
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agency is implicated in dealing with structures that both produce conflict and
institutions that make peace. This is in line with the Eirenist perspective, I have
adopted, focusing on what type of peace is being built by a range of local, state, and
international agencies (Richmond 2009). Postliberalism contains significant elements
of liberalism and neoliberalism, but also significant elements of contextual and
historical systems, custom and identity, which are often deployed at a tactical level.
This represents the agency of the subject in critical form, who is determined to do
their utmost to secure their everyday life and improve its possibilities, as well as to
hold to account the governing institutions from the local to the global (Foucault
1976/1984; Pickett 1996: 463; Scott 1990, 2009; Richmond 2011b). In this sense,
postliberalism is a mode of understanding politics in which industrial notions of
mobilisation, large-scale power, rational-legal institutions and cosmopolitan norms,
arranged in the liberal or neoliberal state, and the international architecture of peace
that the UN system represents, are being challenged to move beyond the old
conceptions of progressivism, to reflect on subjectivity, to re-engage with structural
violence, and to reframe its discourses away from insular diplomatic, institutional, or
market discourses. This is a process also reflected in the way international institutions
and policy develop (World Bank 2011; UNDP 2012).

For this reason, postliberalism is representative of forms of critical agency that
draw on the local actors’ subjective agencies. They may work through the state
system or the international system, they may work in parallel, or they may avoid
them altogether and attempt to hide to escape sanction. These may be resistant forms
of agency. They may coalesce around institutional development aimed at rescuing
historical political, social and economic frameworks, as in Timor Leste and
Afghanistan in the last few years. They may use the liberal peace to build a state in
a problematic majoritarian ethnic form, as in Kosovo. They may aim at bypassing the
state altogether, where it is deemed retrogressive, as in BiH, while also seeking the
support of international actors, such as the EU and other donors (Richmond 2011a).
All are problematic, but all represent local agency involved in rethinking peace and
the state in its contextual and global situations. Postliberalism may be aimed at social
justice and identity formulations that are normally perceived to be excluded from the
liberal peace system. It is often postcolonial or subaltern (Jabri 2012) and it chal-
lenges the existing conceptualisation of the state as a liberal or neoliberal struc-
ture and the international community as the sole source of legitimacy (Richmond
2014). In this way, the rational-legal subject of the liberal peace exercises agency in
ways that confound or transform hegemonic assumptions about the nature and
agency of subjects. It transpires that there may be different rationalities at play,
adapting the liberal peace according to contextual forces or preferences.

So, while governmentality tries to extend itself through liberalism and the
marketisation of many spheres of politics, the putative liberal subject acts to maintain
its autonomy and redefine legitimacy (Scott 2009). This has a material impact on
politics and political institutions. Whereas Chandler argues that postliberalism is an
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escape from international responsibility, human rights, the progressive role of the
state (Chandler 2010a), and so a deepening of neoliberal governmentality into
society, while not denying any of these dynamics, I would see postliberal peace in
terms of its potential for a postcolonial form of peace, and more as a tactical response
of the social towards governmentality. There is a surprising agency at play in this
dynamic. However, this should not be surprising at all, as barring structural
impediments, human agency in the round, representative not of leaders but of
societies, represents an enormous current of agency. When directed at peace making,
this is subtle and tactical (De Certeau 1984) by necessity, given the sanctions it may
face, and often anti-governmental (Scott 2009), unsettling the certainties of power,
whether realist or cosmopolitan. From this perspective, postliberalism is not directed
by social action for statehood, which then guarantees a priori rights, institutions, and so
a stable order; instead, a critical agency unsettles forever the industrial scale complexes
of power, including the state, markets, or cosmopolitanism, where they appear to offer
a totalising form. Postliberalism redirects the social contract away from an elitist and
managerial ‘great arch’ between elites and society (Corrigan and Sayer 1985: 2–3), to a
flatter relationship within society between its different groups, formed less hierarchi-
cally and based upon its socio-historical continuities. These both modify and are
modified by the local and international prerequisites for a contextual form of peace.
Therefore, the narratives of justice, order, security, institutions, markets and rights have
to be de-centred relatively from the state or the sovereign, which are now perceived
in the older light of complicity with a range of political, economic and cul-
tural inequalities across the globe. Through a postliberal form of peace, a clearer
approximation of the possibilities of emancipation may be found in a world with liberal
and neoliberal sets of infrastructures, but also an equally significant range of local
agencies aimed at imagining and designing a legitimate order. This is something that
appears to be coming into being in various locations and through various actors
focused on moving away from conflict, and it may also offer a normative aspiration for
peacebuilding, statebuilding and development. It may well represent a useful common
ground between local and international actors and their discourses.

Postliberalism illustrates how the older paradigm of intervention and liberal
institutionalism, neoliberalism and northern hegemony are themselves being inter-
vened upon by societies long thought to be ‘segmentary’, non-European, under-
developed, conflict-prone, authoritarian, and irrelevant to the global liberal peace
project. It indicates the requirement of liberalism for local consent and mobilisation,
and the failure of the international to discredit local agency (often on normative
grounds) or to maintain its legitimacy without representing the local. Whereas
Chandler argues that the state is being strengthened and, yet, hollowed out through
postliberal forms of interventionism and statebuilding, I argue that postliberalism
shows how the potential for peace emerges via notions of polity, agency, identity,
justice and material capacity. Ultimately, a postliberal peace means that govern-
mentality is challenged by its subjects, rather than them succumbing to its biases and

Journal of International Relations and Development
Volume 18, Number 1, 2015

6



inequalities. The public/private and international/local distinction is challenged as one
that has previously endorsed structural inequalities through the state, and a reversal
occurs where everyday life makes governance its subject. This battle between subjects
is ongoing, and it plays out constantly in society, the state and international institutions,
reforming them in order to offer the possibility of peace despite the ongoing abuses of
power. While Chandler (below) sees Foucault’s work on governmentality and
neoliberalism as indicative of the failure of subjects to exercise agency, I feel instead
that we should see the issue of resistance in Foucault’s work in a rather more positive
light (Pickett 2005). It is precisely the success of governmentality, in undermining
solidarity in order to establish a liberal peace in a neoliberal context, that has sparked a
resistant debate about peace which is redefining liberalism, the subject and our
understanding of agency, and ultimately producing a postliberal peace.

This postliberal peace has to be seen in a postcolonial fashion, as a response to the
echoes of colonial power relations (Mazower 2009: 30, 86) as well as to the now
lessening dominance of Western norms and actors, and in terms of rights, markets,
territorial and institutional configurations that are prevalent at the moment. This has
implications for international order, the state and, crucially, for how peaceful relation-
ships between a whole range of actors are now configured. Moving beyond categories
and norms based on certain northern hierarchies, industrialised understandings of
power, agency, social relations and institutional frameworks of checks and balances,
based on narrow understandings of rights and freedoms, are further implied.

The relationship between neoliberalism and postliberalism
Postliberalism poses a challenge and a way of going beyond neoliberal approaches to
peacebuilding and statebuilding. It is not a rejection of rationalism or the state,
material factors or, indeed, the international architecture of peacebuilding. But it does
position them all as subjects to a range of sites of authority and forms of legitimacy
beyond their own bureaucratic structures. It makes the claim that subjects find ways
around power, even when it is dressed benevolently. The reinvention of authoritarian
or anti-political or anti-social power (even through modernisation, peacebuilding or
statebuilding) is always destined to be oppressive and, thus, to lose legitimacy. This
is how an emancipatory project may be refined so that progressivism is representative
of its subjects rather than determining them. For these reasons, there are very obvious
tensions between those variants of liberalism that focus on self-interest in the
economic sphere and those that focus upon peace. Given that some kind of
redistributive system has long been the hallmark of ‘peace’ activities, the way that
neoliberal logic has infused the interventional peacebuilding and statebuilding
practices of the last 20 years has been counterproductive (Pugh 2005), as Chandler
has shown in his work (Chandler 2010a) and below in this exchange. It has been
damaging in terms of how discursive formations— which are themselves implicit in
the construction of the international system, states, rights and norms — exercise
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agency (Foucault 1970, 1972, 1980). Thus, they are now being transformed by a
critical agency aimed at peace as well as by other forces aimed at more traditional
conceptions of security and interest (Richmond 2011b).

It has been assumed that all societies want to mirror the liberal rights system
locally, which justifies the standard problem-solving focus on the liberal state and
regional security. From this perspective, all societies are based on liberal notions of
property, and the state’s role is to facilitate these by offering security. The ration-
alities of the consuming subject are what drives their capacity. Such views may have
a place in the global North, but they are more problematic for much of the rest of the
world, where they may prevent populations from engaging with their own needs as
well as their own debates about the nature, values and systems pertinent to their
polity in their own context. Instead, political and economic elites are foregrounded
and supported through the assumption that the liberal states’ system represents a
natural apex of international order, and that military, economic, political, legal,
normative and epistemic domination should be accepted by their subjects for their
own good (Kapoor 2002; Mishra 2012: 7). The problem with this is that it is far
from accepted, sparking many types of resistances in local contexts, producing the
transformation of hegemony.

Neoliberalism fails to promote peace because, as power circulates, resistance arises
to the range of political and social inequalities that it produces and normalises, both
in the international order of the states and within society. Instead of promoting
competition, it reasserts hierarchy in already fractious post-conflict situations, a fact
long known in the history of conflict and political economy (Gurr 1970; Wilkinson
and Pickett 2009; Lansley 2012). As legitimacy and consent drain away, localised
and critical forms of agency seek to modify it in context, either through subsistence
agency or through a more significant modification of the nature of the state (both of
these strategies can be seen in Timor Leste since 2006 or Kosovo since 1999
(Trindade 2008: 166; Cocozzelli 2009)). This places the liberal peace/neoliberal state
framework of internationals in a difficult position: in order to maintain local and
international legitimacy, their project must be reformed in line with such realities.
This means the state may be expected to recognise alternative understandings of
rights, property, ownership and identity. Postliberalism thus offers an understanding
of how capitalism and liberal institutionalism as well as the multiple practices of
intervention are forced to shift, even as they seek to control the state’s institutions and
the international system, imperceptibly closing the gap between the local and the
international, the state and society. So, the nature of even the so-called local or
marginal agency, even in a subsistence form (Richmond and Mitchell 2011), is very
significant in this process, whereby even the most marginalised find ways of shaping
external and state architecture, if only in small ways, because the liberal state and its
association with neoliberal capital has, ironically, attacked their rights and capacity.
This process shapes postliberalism as well as the state, preventing the negation of
rights (rather than facilitating it, as Chandler argues below). Postliberalism makes it

Journal of International Relations and Development
Volume 18, Number 1, 2015

8



clear that the state and capital only exist because of society, and cannot ultimately
govern varied agencies against their consent without significant consequences. The
subject, who is already a priori empowered by virtue of her internal agency, is
concerned with justice, identity, rights, needs and the good life. Neither capital nor
the state, violence and conflict, nor liberal interventionism can do more than disrupt
this because, ultimately, such agency cannot be removed, only disrupted.

As neoliberalism has allowed amassed capital to influence the democratic process,
and it justifies both local and international inequality and social injustice as well as
predatory economic behaviour under the rubrics of avoiding dependency and
promoting competition, it is counter-intuitive to connect neoliberalism with peace-
making (except, perhaps, in advanced economies). Even microfinance— supposedly
‘pro-poor’ — has been argued to make paupers of previously equal or relatively
prosperous individuals, as in Bosnia and Herzegovina (Bateman 2010). Therefore,
any emerging postliberalism will be, partly, a mitigation of global capitalism’s most
negative aspects, where society reasserts itself over the states and markets. This also
means that local patterns of politics, norms, history and society will modify the ideal
norms of the liberal peace as well as the statebuilding model. Neoliberal and liberal
forms of governmentality are thus exposed as anti-peace and counterproductive, and
as the faith in government and markets recedes, society has less reason to wait
passively for salvation from either, and more reason to act. Agency reawakens and
structure is exposed as part-theatre used to promote inequality (and a framework of
peace that disguises elements of domination). The subject remakes herself, rather
than being the passive recipient of liberal direction or neoliberal discipline. Of
course, subjectivity makes it extremely difficult, not to say instrumental, to say what
the conditions of postliberal peace may be, though it will certainly be varied
according to context, identity and power relations, as well as the degree to which
liberalism is still seen to be at its heart. The form of polity will also reflect this
agency, rather than the genealogically colonial Westphalian state form (Mehta 1999).
So, while Chandler sees the interventionary projects of the liberal peace sliding into
the postliberal governmental project, in which people are trained to become self-
sufficient (resilient) while elites maintain their power, and in which subjects remake
themselves while elites sit on the side-lines, I would see it, more plausibly, as having
sparked off an agency-centred approach to peacemaking, internally driven and not
replicating either colonial profiteering or colonial neglect. Structure and power
remain, but critical forms of agency are redirecting government back to the issues
that should be their raison d’etre in the modern world. If the international peace and
statebuilding project is a form of neoliberal governmentality, the project collapses
when its subjects refuse that direction. It loses legitimacy and capacity as the
inequalities of power, status and material access become more apparent. The more
the liberal peace system depends on coercive capacity, on the rationalities of
governmentality and, in particular, on the market dogma of self-help in an economy
providing opportunities for all, the more it is exposed. Postliberalism describes this
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exposure, but not what comes next. Some scholars have argued that a hybrid form of
politics, peace, development and the state will follow (Richmond 2009; MacGinty
2011).

It is not an intellectual curiosity or benevolence to make claims about the need
to think about the position of local agency in the production of the state and
international system, and the way that subtle circulations of power produce hybrid
forms of peace and politics. It is not anti-rationalist, and nor is it privileging social or
anthropological knowledge over the political or the economic and their structures.
Embracing difference in agonistic relationships within hybrid forms while produ-
cing political tensions over what it means to be liberal, neoliberal or local, holds
potential for peace and emancipation in a far more deeply democratic manner than
the continued privileging of the Enlightenment rights systems, which themselves
have been co-opted and need to be decolonised before they can be said to be
progressive in the modern world. It is ultimately a question of how society drives
government, how authority and power are exercised as a result and, finally, how
legitimacy is revised as more and more people are included in any ‘cosmopolitan’
vision of emancipation.

The practice of postliberal governance
Liberal and neoliberal governmentality have been conducive only to a victor’s or
neocolonial peace. The agendas are set by the dominant actors, who do not grant
sufficient autonomy, space or rights to their subjects to provide their consent.
Postliberal peace is what emerges when they resist and exercise agency aimed at a
more contextual, consensual and legitimate order (Richmond 2009).

A shift to an incorporation of local or ‘local-local’ (meaning agency, its dynamics
and aims as constituted by a grassroots or bottom-up perspective) political formula-
tions is not a shift away from the rights frameworks, or an abandonment of structural
amelioration, but merely the recognition that subjects are the essence of the state and
the international system, and that methodologies and the epistemology of ‘peace’
and ‘governance’ will be resisted unless they reflect this. The recognition of the
importance of local agency, autonomy and resistance (Richmond 2011b) also means
that postliberalism is far from an invitation for ill-considered and unconsensual
intervention or an abandonment of emancipatory thinking. Calls to engage with the
local or local-local, in the context of a hybrid outcome of the mediated encounter
between the international and the local, imply a decolonisation of knowledge (Smith
1999) and a disaggregation of power, not the reconstitution of the Enlightenment
project as a Northern example to the rest of the world.

Social and ideational factors are crucial to political and economic transformation
and cannot be ignored. If they are, elites may hijack these latter states and any peace
will remain a conservative one (Galtung 1971; Richmond 2005). Here, I part
company with Chandler, whose call to protect a liberal rights/state system reifies a
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colonial hierarchy, translated through modernisation and into a communitarian/
cosmopolitan dichotomy (Brown 1992), and it does not prevent the political abuse
of the power of capital (Harvey 2005). For me, local agency is not false
consciousness because, in everyday contexts — particularly in post-conflict
settings — it represents the contestation of rights, needs, statehood and the
international. It cannot be ignored, even if it is constantly judged or repressed.
This seems to be a far more rational and realistic acceptance of the complex forces
that produce peace or conflict, when compared with an ideological aspiration
towards a formal institutional framework constituted without these forces, as
Chandler seems to suggest (Chandler 2010a).

Postliberal peace should not be confused with postliberal governance or hybrid
forms of politics emerging from the clash between Northern and Southern
epistemologies. While Chandler believes the latter is a shift away from the
minimum rights frameworks, which the Kantian or Republican liberal peace
framework once offered, towards a political basis in which no state, elite or
international actor is required to act responsibly for its subjects, I take a different
perspective. Postliberal governance has arisen because liberal peace actors did not
seek a sufficiently broad consensus for their project of global/local transforma-
tion; their capacities and responsibilities are in the process of being transformed
by local critical agencies, which demand representation and redistribution, in a
historical as well as global context. Whereas Chandler decries the loss of
responsibility of the international actors as a result, I argue that this is a
reconstitution of responsibility in which hybrid political dynamics may lead to
hybrid forms of peace.1 The emancipatory potential is not being lost in the crisis
of liberal and neoliberal power; instead, it is being reconstituted in a more
pluralistic manner. However, this does not involve necessarily the reappointment
of small global elites with ‘enlightened’ views or the construction of universal
frameworks of meaning; rather, it involves the establishment of agonistic
mediations of difference, built into a local-to-global order, in which inequalities
are teased out and responded to by policy. Postliberal peace would require an
ongoing resolution of inequality, not difference, nor intervention to maintain a
cosmopolitan hierarchy, and postliberal governance would be its tool, not an
absolution of any responsibility for a better world. This is no apologia for power,
or for a failure of responsibility, but instead a renegotiation of both in a world
where hierarchies and boundaries left over from the 19th or 20th century can no
longer be sustained legitimately, where power circulates and inequalities in
structural, material or subjective terms require redress for peace to be attained.
The reality of contemporary IR— and its materiality in a postcolonial age— is on
the cusp of being addressed in the context of peace, rights, representation, equality
and needs, after a long abeyance due to a policy-constructed ‘nature’ (race, norms,
hierarchy and the distribution of material resources) under cover of the liberal
peace, and now no longer fit for purpose.
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Postliberalism as an international governmentality

David Chandler

Introduction: what is postliberalism?
I deploy postliberalism as a heuristic concept to draw out the distinctive characteristics
of today’s political processes and understandings of both the state and the subject and
their interrelationship. This concept was developed independently of Richmond’s use
of the term and perhaps I could have used ‘neoliberal’ or ‘biopolitical’ as alternatives.2

However, I felt that these terms were overused and overloaded with different meanings
and would hinder rather than assist me in making the point about a clear epistemic
break with classical liberal thought, which I sought to emphasise. Today, we still have
the legacy of a liberal world— a world of choice-making subjects— but we no longer
understand the human subject as the rational and autonomous choice-making subject of
liberal modernity. Instead, post-conflict and postcolonial subjects are understood
differentially to be socially embedded, within limiting institutional and cognitive
frameworks — inherited from the past and shaped by hierarchical and problematic
social relations and socio-environmental norms and constructs. It is their embedded
relations and practices — their societal environment — which is increasingly seen to
be the sphere for governance interventions in peacebuilding and statebuilding
discourses (leading to work on civil society development and pedagogic practices of
empowering, capacity-building etc; Chandler 2010b).

Postliberalism works in a very different register to the ‘top-down’ liberal
institutionalist frameworks, which tended to ignore the societal sphere. In the early
post-Cold War years of intervention, liberal statebuilding approaches envisaged states
being constructed according to the Western, or ‘Weberian’, model, focusing on the
export of liberal institutions standing above society, assumed to operate independently
from social forces. Assuming the universal nature of the liberal subject, these
approaches understood the institutional framework as determining the outcomes of
social interaction. Thereby, liberal peace would be assured through the introduction of
a liberal state: through attention to the construction or reform of neutral constitutional
arrangements, political party representation, civil service appointments, the army and
policing, and the courts and judiciary (Lemay-Hébert 2009).

The relative failure of these experiments in exporting liberalism has led to attention
shifting to the societal sphere and a critique of institutionalist assumptions regarding
state-society relations and the universality of the liberal subject. Postliberal
approaches reverse liberal institutionalist frameworks, understanding the state as
operating upon and through the societal sphere, rather than standing neutrally above
it, as if the state were a purely technocratic and administrative body along the
Weberian lines. Work on the institutional level is seen increasingly to be purely
formal and superficial when it comes to post-conflict governance for sustainable
peace. For this reason, academic commentators have focused on the ‘hybrid’
outcomes produced by the attempts to impose formal liberal institutional frameworks
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on what is argued to be non- or a-liberal societies (e.g., Roberts 2008). These hybrid
outcomes are held to indicate that the ‘top-down’ shaping of state institutions has
little broader social impact and that liberal aspirations are easily undermined or
blocked by countervailing societal practices and institutions (e.g., Paris and Sisk
2009; MacGinty 2011; Richmond and Mitchell 2012). Thereby, postliberal
approaches seek to work at the societal level, focusing on addressing the transforma-
tion of societal processes and understanding the ‘root causes’ of problems, allegedly
ignored by liberal universalist ‘top-down’ policy-making (Woodward 2009).

As long as liberal rationalist approaches to politics were the dominant framework
for understanding peacebuilding, the formal political sphere of inter-elite bargaining
was seen to be the sphere through which problems could be understood and overcome,
for example, by forcing illegitimate elite practices to change through compliance
practices, such as conditionality. In non-linear, hybrid approaches, there is a very
different approach to, and understanding of, politics and the space and mechanisms of
its action. In these understandings, politics is understood primarily in terms of societal
processes held to be self-reproducing. Here, systems come to the fore, with complex
mechanisms of interaction rather than universalist understandings of the rational
individual. The problematic of how states can be strengthened through accessing and
influencing social or societal processes has, thereby, become positioned at the heart of
the statebuilding problematic (see also Hameiri 2010; Joseph 2012).

The concept of postliberalism seeks to highlight how attention to societal
processes, instead of the formal institutional frameworks of government, necessitates
a different form of interventionary practices and understandings. In focusing on the
statebuilding shift to society and societal processes, the conception of postliberalism
builds on the growing interest in the shift to governance approaches of societal
intervention (e.g., Rose 1989, 1999; O’Malley 2004; Miller and Rose 2008; Dean
2010; Foucault 2010: 25–40; Walker and Cooper 2011; Owens 2012). This framework
of governance, and the focus on the ways in which external actors can influence the
societal environment in which individuals make choices and take decisions, challenges
fundamentally the traditional liberal assumptions on which the division of the public
and private spheres is based — the private sphere becomes problematised and ‘life’
becomes the subject of governance (e.g., Dillon and Reid 2009; Chandler 2010a).

In this respect, Michel Foucault’s work, on shifting liberal governing rationalities
and the birth of biopolitics, serves as a useful starting point for the analysis of
postliberalism as a way of intervening to shape social practices in order to produce
cognitive and ideational change. As Foucault indicated, this shift away from state-
based, sovereign and disciplinary power to a biopolitical or ‘society-centred’
approach constituted ‘the population as a political problem’ and, within this, it
focused on the real lives or the everyday of individuals and communities ‘and their
environment, the milieu in which they live … to the extent that it is not a natural
environment, that it has been created by the population and therefore has effects
on that population’ (Foucault 2003: 245). It is this intersubjective ‘milieu’ that is
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understood to shape social and individual behavioural choices and to account ‘for
action at a distance of one body on another’ and, thereby, it ‘appears as a field of
intervention’ for governance policy-making (Foucault 2007: 20–21). In this frame-
work, governance operates on society indirectly, through shaping the intersubjective
processes of societal life itself, rather than through the formal framework of public
law in relation to individuals as citizens: ‘action is brought to bear on the rules of the
game rather than on the players,’ as Foucault states in The Birth of Biopolitics
(Foucault 2008: 260). In this shift, liberal understandings of both the state (as
standing above the societal sphere) and the subject (as universal, rational and
autonomous) are fundamentally altered.

The relationship between neoliberalism and postliberalism
I understand postliberalism as a concept that can enable a deeper critique of the
current policy approaches, which are often termed ‘neoliberal’. Rather than posing a
policy alternative to neoliberalism, I seek to mount a critique of the dominant trends,
which seek to shift policy-making from the public sphere to the sphere of informal,
societal relations, as a restriction of traditional liberal freedoms, and one which
presupposes the problematic nature of the subject. Rather than understanding the
subject as the autonomous and rational bearer of rights and interests, postliberalism
inverses the relationship between the state and the subject, seeing the subject as
embedded in social relations and practices, which need to be shaped and influenced
in order to effect policy changes. In this way, the presumption of a private sphere,
beyond the purview of the state and as a limit to intervention, disappears — how we
parent, take care of our health etc. become increasingly public concerns. This
removes the sphere of freedom and autonomy, which previously constituted a barrier
to state intervention, opening up informal relations to external regulation and
surveillance. Rather than critiquing neoliberalism on the basis that it operates through
interpellating subjects as free and self-governing, postliberalism draws out the
authoritarian basis of arguments, which insist on empowering the subject through
intervention in the informal sphere. The postliberal subject is no longer a subject in
the liberal sense of the term: accorded with the rights of moral autonomy and political
equality. This is why postliberal approaches (as reflected in Richmond’s argument
above) always seek to ‘improve’, ‘sensitise’ and extend intervention rather than to
critique it, or understand it as oppressive (denying rights) per se.

It is precisely the oppressive nature of postliberalism that has been ignored in both
the Marxist critiques of ‘neoliberalism’ and the Foucaldian critique of the shift away
from classical liberal understandings of the subject, understood as ‘lateliberal’ or
‘neoliberal’. Richmond, similarly, fails to pick up upon this, which is a fundamental
problem when working (and undertaking policy advocacy) in the field of interna-
tional intervention. In exploring the shift of policy emphasis from the state to society,
analysts of neoliberalism have often emphasised and criticised this as responding to
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the needs of capitalism and big business. For many Marx-inspired theorists, such as
David Harvey, neoliberalism is mainly seen as an economic phenomenon, driven by
the needs of capital accumulation. In which case the shift to societal understandings,
of social or individualised sufficiency, is a straightforward one, depending on the
traditional or classical liberal understanding of the subject as universally rational and
autonomous. Here, the subject being constructed through neoliberal discourses is
understood as the classical liberal subject and it is through the critique of this
‘utopian’ subject that neoliberal discourse can be exposed as the ideological
expression of the ruling-class hegemony (Harvey 2005: 203–204).

Other theorists, often taking their inspiration from Foucault rather than Marx, have
also staked out highly influential interpretations of the neoliberal paradigm at the heart
of the shift from the state as responsible for addressing the problems of society to
understanding society itself as both the source of these problems and their solution. For
these commentators, the primary focus was not understanding and critiquing neoliber-
alism, as driven primarily by economic needs, but rather looking at how new
mechanisms of regulation and intervention operated and were put into effect. Their
focus was on the subject being constructed in liberal and neoliberal discourses. The
precondition of neoliberal discourse appeared to be the acceptance of the autonomous,
rational subject, making possible the rolling back of the state on the basis of liberating
social power and individual responsibility. For theorists working along these lines, the
main focus was not the state (and its manipulation by capitalist elites pursuing the
interests of class power), but rather the epistemological premises upon which liberal
discourses of government were articulated and upon the myriad micro-level processes
through which these understandings of the rational, autonomous subject were produced
by ‘psychologists, psychiatrists, medics, accountants, social workers, factory man-
agers, town planners and others’ (Rose 1989; also Miller and Rose 2008: 5).

Much valuable work has been done through the deployment of these Foucauldian
sensibilities. Many Foucault-inspired framings now understand state-society rela-
tions as being transformed not by the withdrawal of the state but through its very
different framework of intervention, which reconstructs state-society relations in
ways which dissolve classical liberal understandings of this discursive divide.
Authors such as Graham Burchell (1996), Mitchell Dean (2010), Colin Gordon
(1991), Pat O’Malley (2004, 2010), Peter Miller and Nikolas Rose (2008) have noted
that the shift from an emphasis on the centrality of the state to the importance of
society has given rise to the hands-on project of the active making of the ruled subject
through societal intervention, rather than to the classical liberal ‘utopian’ assumption
of the ‘naturalness’ of the liberal subject. Governing authority is no longer exercised
in the old way, as intervention and regulation from above society, in the form of
liberal government on behalf of, or over, the social whole. Rather, new forms of
governance appear as ways of ‘empowering’ the citizen or ‘capability-building’,
enabling political subjects to take societal responsibility upon themselves and their
communities. Miller and Rose are entirely correct in noting that this ‘ethical a priori
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of active citizens in an active society is perhaps the most fundamental, and most
generalizable, characteristic of these new rationalities of government’ (Miller and
Rose 2008: 215). Dean concurs that the task of government today lies precisely in the
management and regulation of, or inculcation of, the agency of the governed. The
solution to problems of society, whether in the form of welfare, crime or conflict,
becomes then not that of liberal forms of state intervention but of the development of
societal agency (e.g., Dean 2010: 196–197).

The focus on societal agency is not only oppressive — in opening up the private
sphere for intervention— it also naturalises or essentialises capitalist social relations,
posing the problems as societal: as a matter of intersubjective understandings,
rationalities or mentalities. Postliberal governmentality seeks to govern or adapt the
mentalities of subjects rather than challenge economic and social conditions. The
modern state does not withdraw from society and leave rational and autonomous
subjects to bear responsibility for securing themselves; rather, it is constructed
discursively as an active and interventionist state — acting through society from
below, rather than from above—which assumes that social problems are the result of
the incapacity of the subject. This critical focus upon social practices, within civil
society or the informal social sphere, and their role in the problematic reproduction of
ideational frameworks shaping communal and individual responses, has enabled
statebuilding interventions to take up and develop policy frameworks advocated by
theorists of new institutionalist economics, who are also keen to critique universalist
understandings of the rational subject, and to stress the importance of local societal
forces in preventing peace and progress in the non-Western world.

In development theory, critiques of liberal universalist, or rationalist, approaches
became increasingly dominant in the 1970s when, with the failure of postcolonial
development projects, it was clear that the economic and social divisions of the
colonial period had become further institutionalised. This reproduction of global
inequality was subject to a number of critiques, which understood the problem to be
that of the world market system, which reproduced the inequalities of power and
opportunity despite the formal sovereign equality now granted by the international
state system (e.g., Gunder-Frank 1967; Wallerstein 1976). Douglass North, a leading
Nobel prize-winning international policy advisor, developed the new institutionalist
understanding of the societal or agential production of difference as a direct apologetic
defence of the status quo, asserting that informal social ideational frameworks, rather
than capitalism, were the key to understanding developmental inequalities.

North addressed the arguments of the critics of underdevelopment directly,
through the assertion that there was no such thing as the logic of capitalism but
rather many capitalisms, each dependent on the ideational context of societal and
cultural institutions (North 1990; see also North 2005). For North, institutional
reform at the level of state institutional frameworks would only have a limited impact
unless the informal values and norms of postcolonial societies were in line with these
policy goals. There was, therefore, little that could be done to assist postcolonial
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development externally, as ‘informal constraints that are culturally derived will not
change immediately in reaction to changes in formal rules’ (North 1990: 45). It was
this ‘tension between altered formal rules and the persisting informal constraints’,
which, he alleged, produced the hybrid or counterproductive outcomes of develop-
ment policy assistance (ibid.).

It is important to note that the new institutionalist development theorists sought to
rationalise or legitimate the status quo; explaining the reproduction of difference
through the privileging of local ideational contexts, and understanding social and
economic relations as the products of these social practices rather than as underlying
them. This attention to the ideational societal production of difference paved the way
for critical sociological approaches, which, similarly, eschewed rationalist explana-
tions, to explain differences in economic wealth or political institutions as the product
of socially constructed ideational structures and choices. Following this, more idealist
logic, the social practices and spaces of everyday life were increasingly seen as key to
explaining the limits of policy interventions imposed from the top down. Today, for
authors, such as Oliver Richmond, it is precisely in this differentiated postliberal
understanding that we can appreciate the limits of linear, top-down understandings of
liberal peace ‘compliance’ in the hidden or neglected political agency of the masses:

How do we know these agencies exist if they are hidden? Where is their empirical
proof? An easy response to this counter-critique is because power, state and
sovereignty, as well as international blueprints for which IR maintains compliance
— an enormous gathering of the power of liberal modernity— have not had their
way so far. This has been one of the lessons of modernity … How do the
‘powerless’ engage in politics and international relations should be its starting
question, not whether they do. (Richmond 2011b: 434)

This postliberal understanding of ‘emancipatory’ politics no longer understands
politics in terms of the rational pursuit of self-interest and as amenable to top-down
‘solutions’ or ‘settlements’. Nor does this, allegedly, radical politics imply a focus on
the public politics of the formal sphere of representation. The hidden agencies and
resistances operate in the social sphere and are, by necessity, not amenable to
traditional liberal political theory, with its episteme of linearity and means-ends
relations. This takes resistance out of the formal political sphere and into the private
or social one. Richmond’s reduction of the political to the social means, at best, that
emancipation is a matter of therapeutic recognition of the world as it exists rather
than a transformative project of changing the world, and, at worst, that it turns local
‘subjects’ into objects of intervention, patronage and approbation.

The practice of postliberal governance
I am concerned about the current trends in critical international relations theorising
— focused on the Western export of ‘liberal peace’ and the problematic nature of
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‘top-down’ frameworks, which ignore local societal influences — which stress the
need for ‘bottom-up’ theorising, giving a much larger role to local agency and the
spaces and mechanisms that need to be accessed in order to understand, empower and
transform local actors. Rather than focusing on the formal public political sphere,
Richmond argues that researchers needed to go deeper into the societal sphere,
particularly to those actors capable of expressing, influencing and shaping ‘grass-
roots’ opinion. The pioneering work of Paul Lederach has been crucial in establish-
ing this approach in the policy literature (Lederach 1997). However, while Lederach
stressed the need to engage with community leaders with well-established links and
reputations, other, more critical academics argue that societal transformation needs to
operate at a deeper level still: through access to non-public ‘hidden transcripts’ — the
cognitive and sociological institutional contexts in which shared meanings are
produced and transmitted at the local societal level.3 They call for more attention to
the ‘local’ and even ‘local-local’ communicative transactions and to the specific
cultural values and ‘modes of life’ of those in non-Western states and societies (e.g.,
Richmond 2011a).

This may have seemed a radical departure from traditional theorising in inter-
national relations, but there are difficulties associated with the downgrading of
the importance of the formal liberal rights and freedoms of the public sphere and the
attention to the transformation of the private, informal, societal sphere, under the
radical guidance of postliberalism, where policy framings focus on capacity- and
capability-building and the empowerment of societal agents. The important distinc-
tion between postliberal and earlier (liberal) rationalist approaches is the reappropria-
tion of the social sphere in purely ideational terms. Postliberal approaches tend to
focus not on transforming economic and social relations but on the social associa-
tions, spaces and practices that are understood to reproduce them. Here, societal
problems are addressed at the level of ideas and cognitive frameworks, held to
produce the problematic reality or problematic responses to the stresses of post-
conflict transformation.

This radical understanding of the societal or informal reproduction of problematic
identities and practices, which act as a barrier to liberal statebuilding aspirations,
owes much to Louis Althusser’s conception of the individual subject as always
already ideologically embedded through its insertion into material social practices
(Althusser 2008: 42). He argued that these social practices were shaped by the
Ideological State Apparatuses of religion, culture, the family, communicative media
etc., operating in both the public and the private spheres (ibid.: 17–18), through
which cognitive and ideational understandings were continually formed. Therefore,
contra Marx, individual understandings were not shaped by the real conditions of
existence but, instead, the dominant ideological framings ‘represent to them there
[through social practices] … the imaginary relation of those individuals to the real
relations in which they live’ (ibid.: 38–39). Imaginary, false or ‘ideological’
understandings were, therefore, inescapable ‘material’ products of the social
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practices of everyday life, through which subjects were always already interpellated
intersubjectively (ibid.: 47–50).

This shift away from rationalist approaches — which were held to ignore the
societal relations shaping cognitive understandings — and towards attention to the
deeper social practices of ‘everyday life’ shaping cognitive and behavioural choices,
is fundamental to understanding postliberal rationalities of intervention. Althusser’s
work on ideology provided the template for critical and post-Marxist approaches,
which considered informal social practices more in terms of the active reproduction
of ideas and cognitive frameworks than as the products of social and economic
relations. The ‘deep’, ‘materialist’, ‘bottom-up’ focus on ‘the hidden processes of the
societal sphere’ focuses on this sphere as the problematic barrier preventing better,
more effective, more adaptive responses to post-conflict stresses. This ontological
framework, focused on the real lives of local actors and their ‘everyday’ practices,
thereby assumed that social practices were open to transformation through external
intervention in ‘civil society’.

In postliberal policy approaches to peace today, intervention to shape the
associational practices of civil society is seen as crucial to the generation and
empowerment of local agency, as the solution to problems of conflict and to
overcoming the barriers to development or to democracy. Despite being a framework
making a broad range of policy interventions both possible and legitimate, the
discourse of the postliberal construction of the subject also offers an understanding of
the limits to policy success or to societal transformation. This is because, in societal
interventions, the agency of the postcolonial or post-conflict subject serves both as
apologia (as in development approaches) and as a radical means of extending
interventionist practices (for approaches informed by critical social theory). As
Carothers and Ottaway note, civil society intervention, as a key framing of policy-
making, evolved with the extension of peacebuilding mandates and goals in response
to the perceived failures of democratic transition in the mid-1990s (Carothers and
Ottaway 2000: 7). Ironically, the failures and limits of peacebuilding, conceived as a
liberal set of practices, have led to the growth of postliberal statebuilding practices
and understandings, conceived as a critique or inversion of liberal assumptions.

Societal practices and the ‘everyday’ have become a focal point of international
intervention and they have been legitimised on the basis of empowering the voice
and agency of the postcolonial and post-conflict subject.4 This postliberal discourse
of societal empowerment seems to coincide both with the dominant post-classical
economic understandings of the problem of rational agency and with the radical or
critical approaches to the liberal subject and liberal peace understandings. However,
there is little likelihood of the ‘bottom-up’ alternative having a greater transformative
effect on the subjects of these policy interventions. The focus on societal practices
and associations in the societal sphere, rather than social or economic transformation,
focuses on social interaction in the environmental milieu as generative of ideas and
understanding. This framework is problematic in that, despite its claims to ‘deeper’
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and more ‘bottom-up’ or ‘social’ understandings of post-conflict peace, it remains
entirely within the world of superficial appearances. The ‘root causes’ of problems
are not located in the materiality of social relations but in the ‘materiality’ of the
mind-set of the subject, understood to be false, imaginary or ideological, due to the
problematic societal practices in which they are embedded. If social practices are
understood within a materialist framework, rather than an idealist one, then it is clear
that they neither produce ‘false’ ideas nor the social world of appearances.

Some concluding thoughts

David Chandler and Oliver Richmond

The authors put forward two very different positions in relation to postliberal
approaches. For Richmond, postliberalism represents a shift away from an international
system biased towards the existing hierarchies of power, in which localised political
frameworks encounter the liberal state and international system, and contest and reshape
themselves and each other (Richmond 2011a). From these shifts, he argues, new
forms of emancipatory peace may ensue in hybrid form. For Chandler, postliberalism
represents the end of liberalism as an emancipatory project. The rise of postliberal
thinking is seen to be a reflection of the defeat of modernist struggles and under-
standings, at the level of both local and international actors, and the resulting weakening
of liberal frameworks of autonomy, rights and justice (Chandler 2010a).

Richmond has argued that recent shifts may offer potential modifications for a
postliberal peace, hybrid in form, internationally supported but locally driven,
requiring a move away from liberal and neoliberal state models, the exploration of
alternatives, and changes in the international system itself, to reflect more diverse
subjects and their agency. Chandler has argued that postliberal understandings,
which place no legal or ethical limits on ‘deep’ Western intervention at the local
level, are patronising and oppressive and that the postliberal ‘turn to the local’ is also
problematic for critical thinking more broadly, as Western academic and policy
discourse merely uses the ‘local’ as a vicarious means of critical self-understanding,
illustrating the impossibility of radical challenges to the status quo.

The authors’ use of the term postliberalism indicates an agreement that modernist
liberal understandings of the subject, rights, international peace, international law,
sovereignty and intervention and state-society relations are in transition. Where the
authors differ is in their assessment of the emancipatory potential of the shifting
understandings and policy-responses developing from this transition, and with regard
to the question of whether or not postliberalism (where local agency becomes the
policy-focus) offers the potential to engage with issues of injustice (historical,
political or economic) and carries sufficient momentum to organise peace and
combat violence. For Chandler, postliberalism offers a heuristic framework for a
necessary contemporary critique of the dominant ideological framings of the agential
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reproduction of difference. For Richmond, a postliberal peace offers the possibility
that legitimate authority can be reconstructed in post-conflict sites, from the local to
the global, enabling a poststructuralist reinterpretation of Eurocentric conceptions of
peace, the state and the international. Whatever the purchase and outcome of this
debate, it is clear that there is great pressure on liberal conceptions of the international
community and the state, and their ability to generate legitimate authority by dealing
with pressing matters of security, rights and needs.

Notes

1 For the distinction between hybrid peace and hybrid politics, see Richmond (2014).
2 This thinking, in terms of a clear epistemic break, was very much inspired by Foucault’s work on the
establishment of the post-war West-German state as a prototype of the problems of external
statebuilding. See Foucault (2008).

3 These works drew upon the ideas of James C. Scott; see, for example, Scott (1990).
4 See De Certeau (1984); and for an excellent overview of the rise of the concept in peacebuilding, see
Mitchell (2011).
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