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This article seeks to draw out the ideological nature of discourses of resilience, and traces their rise in
international statebuilding approaches. It suggests that this shift to resilience follows disillusionment with
liberal internationalist understandings that Western or international actors could resolve problems of devel-
opment, democracy and peace through the export of liberal institutions. Interventionist discourses have
increasingly stressed the importance of local capacities, vulnerabilities and agencies and, in doing so, have
facilitated the evasion of Western responsibility for the outcomes of statebuilding interventions through
problematising local practices and understandings as productive of risks and threats and as barriers to liberal
progress.
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Introduction
In the 1990s, international intervention in the cause of sustainable development, peace and
post-conflict reconstruction tended to assume that the problems lay in elite blockages to peace
and development, to be removed through the export of liberal institutional frameworks of
democracy and the market – the so-called ‘liberal peace’ approach (see Campbell, Chandler
and Sabaratnam, 2011; Newman et al., 2009; Richmond and Franks, 2009; Tadjbakhsh,
2011). In the statebuilding literature, perhaps the first influential critique of this ‘top-down’
understanding – that the export of liberal institutions was enough to guarantee a transition to
liberal forms of peace, development and democracy – was expressed in Roland Paris’s book At
War’s End (2004). Paris argued that the export of liberal institutional frameworks could not be
expected to work as a ‘quick fix’ when societies were not ready for liberalism. For Paris, the
export of liberal institutions would not contribute to the construction of ‘liberal’ outcomes of
peace and stability without further attention to society itself.

Paris argued that Western liberal internationalists had underestimated the societal blockages
at play through local agency, which prevented the effective operation of liberal institu-
tional frameworks. In advocating ‘institutionalization before liberalization’, he argued that
the introduction of liberal institutions could be highly problematic in societies held to lack
the right ideational and cultural agency. In effect, liberal freedoms were held to be prob-
lematic and counterproductive in societies where agents were understood to interact in
non- or a-liberal ways. In these cases, the promotion of liberal peace was held to involve
the initial limiting of political and economic freedoms. External interventions would
have to act to restrict and regulate the political, social and economic spheres until behav-
ioural and attitudinal changes allowed local agents to accept the necessary norms of liberal
peace.
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Rather than starting from universal liberal assumptions of the rational and autonomous
subject, international statebuilding theorists increasingly argued that the subject had to be
understood as embedded in social practices and relations which needed to be altered before
liberal institutional frameworks could operate effectively. The lessons of the Balkans, the
Middle East and Africa were increasingly interpreted as the problem of too much liberal
freedom – or too much democracy – rather than too little. The title of Paul Collier’s book,
Wars, Guns and Votes: Democracy in Dangerous Places (2010), summed up the increasing aware-
ness that statebuilding had to be done gradually and under the guidance of external inter-
veners, pursuing the new international agendas of society-focused understandings of
behavioural and ideational practices and the local norms and informal structures reproducing
them. Here, international relations theorists often posed the need to join with anthropologists
to understand the societal self-reproduction of barriers to liberal modes of being (see, for
example, Fukuyama, 1995).

Resilience as an ideological understanding of the limits of international statebuilding reflects
this problematic and provides both intellectual and policy coherence to a set of understand-
ings that sees the objects of statebuilding as producing the barriers to sustainable peace and
development. Resilience understands the problems of conflict, underdevelopment and a lack
of rights and democracy as being self-generated products of communities or societies them-
selves. For this reason, the solution is not seen to lie merely in transforming policy governance
at the level of elites or installing new formal institutional frameworks. The ideological power
of resilience is driven by the understanding that ‘we’ cannot fix ‘their’ problems but, equally,
that they cannot be expected to break out of the reproduction of these problems or ‘traps’
without external assistance. Changing or adapting behaviour and understandings needs to
come from within; resilience cannot be ‘given’ or ‘produced’ by outside actors, only facilitated
or inculcated through understanding the mechanisms through which problematic social
practices are reproduced.

External intervention is legitimised, in fact seen as necessary, but responsibility for the
outcomes of intervention is placed squarely on the shoulders of the local actors themselves. The
spheres through which resilience is inculcated are the ‘community’ and ‘civil society’ as the
emphasis shifts from state-based to societal understandings of the reproduction of vulnerabili-
ties. The World Bank’s Civil Society and Peacebuilding report can be seen as presaging this shift,
through making society central: ‘Today the main question is no longer whether civil society has
a role to play in peacebuilding, but how it can realize its potential, what are the roles of various
actors, what are critical factors and pre-conditions for their effectiveness, and how can external
actors best provide support?’ (World Bank, 2006, p. v) The UK Department for International
Development, ActionAid, Christian Aid, Plan UK, Practical Action and Tearfund report,
Characteristics of a Disaster Resilient Community: A Guidance Note (Twigg, 2009), highlights the logic
of resilience in arguing that rather than responding after the event, international disaster risk
reduction approaches need to be based on external intervention at the level of community
practices and interactions in order to develop capacities and reduce vulnerabilities.

This article will, first, set up the problematic of resilience, highlighting the focus on the societal
sphere rather than that of formal state institutions, and drawing on Foucault’s insights into
bio-political or neoliberal shifts in liberal governmentality, elucidated in his lecture courses.
The following section draws out how this shift involved a critical reassessment of classical
liberal understandings of the societal sphere and a shift from liberal understandings of ‘civil
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society’ to a non-rights-based perspective of ‘community’ practices. This problematisation of
the societal sphere was presaged by the work of neoliberal theorists, keen to ground the
reproduction of economic inequalities in the ideational differences generated by societal
relationships and practices, and was then further developed in the work of critical social
theorists. The third section illustrates how the assumption that societal practices and inter-
actions are the source of transformative ideational change informs the policymaking practices
of international statebuilding.

Resilience
Resilience is used here as a heuristic device, drawing attention to a particular governing
rationality informing statebuilding policy prescriptions which work on the relational shaping
of societal understandings and responses, with the goal of enabling communities to cope with
risks and stresses. Resilience has evolved as a concept from its early use in psychology and
engineering, where it was often understood as an attribute or capacity to adapt positively or
successfully to or ‘bounce back’ from external stress, to its increasingly popular use in ecology
and international development and security where it has a much more relational or process-
based articulation – blurring the modernist distinction between security referent and threat –
rather than understanding threats as external to the subject or to society (Duffield, 2012;
Walker and Cooper, 2011; see also Plodinec, 2009). Resilience discourses no longer articulate
threats or risks as external to the practices or behavioural choices of the subject or of society,
but understand these threats as a product of societies’ ‘internal functioning’ and, thereby, as
requiring new forms of ‘biopolitical’ governance (Duffield, 2012, p. 476).

Resilience is a normative or ideal concept and is a goal rather than a final state of being and
therefore can only be measured or calculated as a comparative or relative quality (Masten and
Powell, 2003, p. 4). Resilience is not conceived as a fixed capacity of individuals or commu-
nities but always as relational to the specific problem or crisis and the social interactions set
in play by this (DFID, 2011, p. 8). Resilience concerns societal interrelations, therefore, as a
rationality of policy intervention; the area of focus is not primarily the level of the state, in
terms of the provision of goods or of security, or the deeper level of economic and social
structures. The ‘social’ at the centre of the discourse is devoid of relations of power and
reduced to the surface appearances of the choices and behavioural practices of individuals.
The discursive understanding of the self-production of threats or of vulnerabilities and
incapacities frames these as a product of interrelationships between actors, where irrational or
inefficient outcomes are often unintentional side-effects of interaction and are hard to predict,
direct or manage (see Walker and Cooper, 2011). Resilience, in this way, constructs risky or
problematic ‘communities’, in terms of understanding the complex adaptive processes
through which social and environmental interaction constitutes diverse threats to security
and well-being at different scalar levels.

Resilience thus works in a very different register to the ‘top-down’ liberal internationalist
frameworks of 1990s international statebuilding interventions, which tended to ignore the
societal sphere (see, for example, Andersen, 2012). The construction of communities through
risk and vulnerability destabilises and delegitimises modernist constructions of fixed commu-
nities of governance and territorial sovereignty, both diversifying and redistributing governing
authority, bringing resilience ‘home’ to the local level as well as constituting threats and
vulnerabilities at a global level (Coaffee and Rogers, 2008; Coaffee and Wood, 2006). This
understanding of the societal self-production of threats and insecurities may seem compelling
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in its overcoming of modernist subject/object, inside/outside, public/private and human/
nature divides, and in its appeal to our postmodern sensibilities, but this discourse also has a
darker side of ideologically affirming the responsibility of non-Western societies for their own
threats and insecurities, whether from conflict, poverty or environmental devastation. It is
this darker side that gives the resilience problematic its traction in discourses of international
statebuilding and will be the focus here.

As Mark Duffield (2012, pp. 476–477) notes, the ‘internalizing’ discourse of resilience cannot
be grasped unless it is contextualised in terms of disillusionment with liberal internationalism.
He insightfully sees resilience as a retreat from the transformative aspirations of the Cold War
and particularly of the confident approaches of the 1990s, arguing astutely that the rise of
resilience thinking ‘signals a deepening malaise within the liberal project’ (Duffield, 2012,
p. 487). In the early post-Cold War years of intervention, liberal statebuilding approaches
envisaged states being constructed on the Western, or ‘Weberian’, model, focusing on the
export of liberal institutions standing above society, assumed to operate independently from
social forces (see Lemay-Hébert, 2009). These approaches understood the formal institutional
framework as determining the outcomes of social interaction. Liberal peace would thereby 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 (see for example, Caplan,
2004; 2005; Fukuyama, 2004; Rotberg, 2004; and for a critique, Chandler, 2006).

The failure of these experiments in exporting liberalism, ending in the ongoing protectorates
of Bosnia and Kosovo and in the debacles of Afghanistan and Iraq, led to attention shifting to
the societal sphere. Resilience approaches reverse liberal internationalist frameworks, which
understood states as purely technocratic and administrative bodies along Weberian lines.
Work on the state institutional level is increasingly seen to be purely formal and superficial
when it comes to post-conflict governance for sustainable peace and development. For this
reason, academic commentators have focused on the ‘non-linear’ or ‘hybrid’ outcomes
produced by attempts to impose formal liberal institutional frameworks on what is argued to
be non- or a-liberal societies (for example, 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 (see, for example, Mac Ginty, 2011; Paris and Sisk, 2009; Richmond and
Mitchell, 2012). Resilience approaches thereby seek to work at the societal level, focusing on
addressing the transformation of societal processes and understanding the ‘root causes’ of
problems, allegedly ignored by liberal universalist ‘top-down’ policymaking (Woodward,
2007).

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 prob-
lematic (see also Hameiri, 2010; Joseph, 2012). Policy attention to societal processes, rather
than the formal institutional frameworks of government, necessitates a different form of
interventionist practices and understandings. In focusing on the statebuilding shift to society
and societal processes, this article builds on the growing interest in the shift to governance
approaches of societal intervention (for example, Dean, 2010; Foucault, 2010, pp. 25–40;
2008; Miller and Rose, 2008; O’Malley, 2004; Owens, 2012; Rose, 1989; 1999; Walker and
Cooper, 2011). This framework of governance, and the focus on the ways in which govern-
ment can influence the societal milieu in which individuals make choices and take decisions,
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fundamentally challenges the traditional liberal assumptions on which the division of the
public and private spheres are based – the private sphere becomes problematised and ‘life’
becomes the subject of governance (see further, for example, Chandler, 2010; Dillon and Reid,
2009). In this respect, Michel Foucault’s work, on shifting liberal governing rationalities and
the birth of bio-politics, serves as a useful starting point for the analysis of resilience 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 bio-political or ‘society-centred’ approach, constituted ‘the population as a political problem’
and, within this, 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, p. 245). It is this internal, intersubjective, ‘milieu’ that is
understood to shape social and individual behavioural choices and to account ‘for action at a
distance of one body on another’ and thereby ‘appears as a field of intervention’ for govern-
ance policymaking (Foucault, 2007, pp. 20–21). In this framework, 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 (2008, p. 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.

From civil society to ‘community’
Societal- rather than state-based approaches have become increasingly dominant frameworks
for articulating the limits of international peace-building and statebuilding policy interven-
tions. Perhaps the clearest example of this shift is that of our understanding of democracy
promotion. In the late Cold War years and into the 1990s, the promotion of democracy was
understood to involve the export of liberal institutional frameworks – liberal frameworks of
law and rights, free elections, liberal constitutional bodies, etc. The discursive framing of
democracy promotion assumed that universal access to the liberal world was possible and that
the barriers existed only at the state level, at the level of elites blocking or preventing the
population from accessing liberal freedoms (see, for example, Kaldor, 2003). Liberal interna-
tionalist discourses depended on universal assumptions of the liberal subject, to be ‘freed’
from Soviet or authoritarian oppression, through the restoration of a liberal rights framework.

Today’s discourses of international statebuilding assume that the subject is ‘free’ in terms of
access to formal liberal frameworks of law and rights. The removal of authoritarian and elite
regimes of regulation (through coercive external intervention – ‘regime change’ – or post-
conflict regulation of the peace process) has been the precondition for international state-
building policy interventions. The barriers to ‘freedom’ are therefore no longer seen to lie in
the formal operations of government but internally, in the societal processes, held to prevent
post-conflict subjects from adapting to or coping with these freedoms. The statebuilding focus
on societal intervention therefore challenges traditional liberal understandings of ‘civil
society’ as an unproblematic sphere of agency; inverting or transforming the classical liberal
doctrine of civil society as a sphere in which autonomous subjects freely interacted (Foucault,
2008, p. 297). The subject of civil society – the autonomous rational individual – was the
foundational subject of both halves of the liberal equation of government, the subject of both
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rights and interests. With regard to both, the individual subject’s pursuit of self-interest was
understood to coincide with the collective good as interests converged either through the
market mechanism or through the reasoned debate of the political sphere. The autonomy of
the liberal subject established the limits of government in the rationality of laissez-faire – the
construction of a divide between the public sphere of politics and law and the private sphere
of contractual and personal freedom (Foucault, 2008, p. 270).

Resilience approaches facilitate statebuilding intervention in the societal sphere through
inversing the assumptions of laissez-faire to argue that societal intervention is the precondi-
tion for social peace and development. They problematise the spontaneous interactions of civil
society and challenge the 1990s assumptions of civil society as a positive sphere of agency
vis-à-vis the state and problematic elites held to be preventing liberal transformative projects.
In this statebuilding framing, the problems of post-conflict or post-colonial societies are
understood as problems rooted in societal contexts and community practices whose ideational
and cognitive effects become a barrier to adapting to or accepting liberal frameworks of peace.
Resilience understandings seek, instead, to transform the environmental milieu or informal
interactions in which the subject is understood to be embedded.

This critical focus upon social practices within communities 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
neoliberal development theorists, 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 development in the non-Western world. In development theory, critiques of rationalist
approaches became increasingly dominant in the 1970s when, with the failure of post-
colonial 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 that 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 states system (for example,
Gunder-Frank, 1967; Wallerstein, 1976).

Douglass North, a leading Nobel prize-winning international policy adviser, developed a
neoliberal understanding of the societal or agential production of difference as a direct
apologetic defence of the status quo, asserting that, rather than capitalism, informal social
ideational frameworks 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
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 post-colonial societies
were in line with these policy goals. There was therefore little that could be done externally
to assist post-colonial development as ‘informal constraints that are culturally derived will not
change immediately in reaction to changes in formal rules’ (North, 1990, p. 45). It was this
‘tension between altered formal rules and the persisting informal constraints’ that he alleged
produced the counterproductive outcomes of development policy assistance (North, 1990,
p. 45).

It is important to note that the neoliberal development theorists sought to rationalise or
legitimate the status quo ideologically, explaining the reproduction of difference through the

INTERNATIONAL STATEBUILDING 281

© 2013 The Author. Politics © 2013 Political Studies Association
POLITICS: 2013 VOL 33(4)



privileging of local ideational contexts and understanding social and economic relations as the
products of these social practices rather than as underlying them. In this way, difference takes
ontological precedence rather than universality, and differential complexity is understood to
be self-producing and expanding; therefore the globalising effects of markets or new tech-
nology will be to magnify or intensify differences rather than ameliorate them (as in classical
liberal theory) (see Hodgson, 2006; Walker and Cooper, 2011; and, for its application in
international statebuilding discourses, Ghani and Lockhart, 2008; North, Wallis and Weingast,
2009). Neoliberal attention to the societal production of difference paved the way for critical
sociological approaches, which similarly eschewed rationalist explanations, to explain differ-
ences 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 amenable to policy interventions designed to
change and transform the cognitive choices of societies and individuals.

Critical international relations theorising – focused on the Western export of ‘liberal peace’
and the problematic nature of ‘top-down’ frameworks that ignore local societal influences –
stresses the need for ‘bottom-up’ theorising, giving a much larger role to local agency and the
relations, 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, analysts
argue that researchers need to go deeper into the societal sphere, particularly to those actors
capable of expressing, influencing and shaping ‘grassroots’ opinion. The pioneering work of
Paul Lederach has been crucial in establishing this approach in the policy literature (see, for
example, Lederach, 1997). However, while Lederach stressed the need to engage with com-
munity leaders with well-established links and reputations, other, more critical, academics
have argued 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 (these
works draw upon the ideas of James C. Scott; see, for example, Scott, 1990). 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 (for
example, Richmond, 2011).

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 and already ideologically embedded
through its insertion into social practices (Althusser, 2008, p. 42). He argued that these social
practices were shaped by social institutions – of religion, culture, the family, communicative
media, etc. – operating in both the public and private spheres (Althusser, 2008, pp. 17–18) and
through which cognitive and ideational understandings are continually formed. Contra Marx,
therefore, individual understandings were not shaped by the real conditions of existence but,
instead, dominant ideological framings ‘represent to them there [through social practices] ...
the imaginary relation of those individuals to the real relations in which they live’ (Althusser,
2008, pp. 38–39). Imaginary or false understandings were therefore inescapable products of
the social practices of everyday life, through which subjects are always and already interpel-
lated intersubjectively (Althusser, 2008, pp. 47–50).

This shift away from rationalist approaches – which were held to ignore the societal relations
shaping cognitive understandings – and to attention to the deeper social practices of ‘everyday
life’ shaping cognitive and behavioural choices is fundamental to understanding statebuilding
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rationalities of intervention. Althusser’s work 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 focus is then upon the societal sphere as the problematic barrier preventing
better, more effective and more adaptive responses to post-conflict stresses. This ontological
framework focused upon the real lives of local actors and their ‘everyday’ community
practices as the object of external intervention.

The societal milieu and resilience
This active, interventionist approach to the societal milieu argues that external intervention
by government or external actors is necessary to challenge societal practices which are held
to produce irrational or counterproductive forms of ideational understanding. In this respect,
interventionist societal policy has become central to international statebuilding as a frame-
work in which communities and individuals are to be empowered and capacity built. A key
concern, in enabling post-conflict resilience – adaptation to peace and reconciliation in
post-conflict societies – is engagement in societal practices, which is held to overcome or
marginalise divisive or non-liberal political identities. In this framing, societal intervention is
often presented as a way of challenging criminal, ethnic, regional or nationalist conceptions
of political identity and of providing a policy framework through which these identifications
can be substituted by a variety of alternative ideational affinities, such as those of women,
youth, the unemployed or small businesses.

As Audra Mitchell and Stephanie Kappler (2009) have highlighted, this framing of commu-
nity as a sphere of policy intervention fits well with the preoccupations of radical critics of the
rationalist assumptions of modern framings of the political. Perhaps most influential in the
conflict literature have been agonistic frameworks, which suggest that conflict is inevitable
and that differences are irreconcilable through liberal democratic frameworks (Honig, 1993)
but that conflict can be accommodated and transformed through societal intervention with
the goal of multiplying political identifications. This has been expressed by, for example,
William Connolly (2002), in terms of the development of ‘agonistic respect’, or by Chantal
Mouffe (2005), through reviving the left/right distinction.

The statebuilding discourse of societal intervention is a discursive framing very different from
that of the 1980s and early 1990s, where writers and commentators tended to juxtapose ‘civil
society’ as a sphere of pristine values and civic norms vis-à-vis the sphere of formal politics and
state power, which was seen to be self-seeking and exclusionary. The ‘community’ as a sphere
of external intervention is necessarily seen to contain hidden or immanent possibilities for
change, and thereby as the field of both strategic calculation and tactical engagement (Sisk,
2008, p. 255). These problematic practices and vulnerabilities are thereby held to be capable
of transformation through policy intervention; it is held that irrational values and identities
can be challenged by education and social interaction, which encourages the post-conflict
pluralisation of political identities or better environmental management (Belloni, 2008;
Chandler, 1999; Reid, 2012).

The key point for statebuilding approaches is that the critique of rationalist approaches to
democracy and the market allows community to become problematised as a sphere of
generation of conflict and the reproduction of difference or as constructing vulnerabilities to
environmental threats and therefore subject to policy intervention. A whole set of policy
practices opens up, based upon the thesis that community resilience can be inculcated
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through engaging with and transforming societal practices and spaces within post-colonial or
post-conflict societies. Through engaging with the ‘everyday’ of local society practices, exter-
nal intervention is held to be able to build or constitute resilient, more capable, communities
as a basis upon which the problems of societal development, inclusion and security can be
resolved (see Richmond, 2011; Richmond and Mitchell, 2012; UN, 2007).

Conclusion
In international statebuilding policy approaches today, intervention to shape the associational
practices of the societal milieu is seen as crucial to both sustainable peace and development.
The ideological role that discourses of resilience play is clear in the rationalisation and
legitimisation of a broad range of external policy interventions in the societal sphere, which
at the same time offers an understanding of the limits to policy success or to societal
transformation. This is because in societal interventions the agency of the post-colonial or
post-conflict subject serves both as an ideological apologia and as a radical means of extending
interventionist practices. As Thomas Carothers and Marina Ottaway note (2000, p. 7), societal
intervention, as a key framing of policymaking, evolved with the extension of statebuilding
mandates and goals in response to the perceived failures of democratic transition in the
mid-1990s. Ironically, the failures and limits of statebuilding, conceived as a liberal set of
practices, have led to the growth of relational and resilience-based practices and understand-
ings, conceived as a critique or inversion of liberal rationalist assumptions.

Under the rubric of resilience, societal practices and the ‘everyday’ have become a focal point
of international intervention and legitimised on the basis of a relational understanding of the
embedded subject. This discourse of resilience as the societal production of problems and
solutions seems to coincide both with dominant neoliberal understandings of the problem of
rational agency and with 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, rather than social or economic transformation, focuses on
the environmental milieu as generative of ideas and understanding. This framework is
problematic in that it remains entirely within the world of superficial appearances and
ideologically erases structural constraints and power relations from the picture. For this
reason, this article has argued that resilience plays the role of apologia for the limits of
international intervention, ideologically reifying the limits to transformation as internal
products of the societies being intervened upon.
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