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ABSTRACT. This study explores the concept of just peacebuilding in post-war contexts, 
examining the mechanisms and conditions necessary to establish sustainable peace 
grounded in justice and reconciliation. Moving beyond a narrow focus on the 
cessation of armed conflict, the discussion emphasizes the reconstruction of social 
relations, the promotion of human security, and the creation of legitimate 
institutions capable of addressing grievances fairly. The research highlights that 
peace is not a neutral process; rather, it requires active engagement from both state 
and non-state actors, including civil society, grassroots movements, and international 
organizations. These actors play complementary roles in promoting dialogue, fostering 
reconciliation, and strengthening the social fabric fractured by war. The analysis 
underscores the centrality of negotiation and peace agreements grounded in 
mutual commitment, with justice and fairness as guiding principles. Without genuine 
political will and inclusive participation, agreements risk becoming fragile truces 
vulnerable to collapse. Equally important, the study stresses that reconciliation entails 
a delicate balance between justice and compromise, as lasting stability often requires 
concessions that transcend unresolved historical grievances.  

Ultimately, the paper argues that sustainable peace cannot be reduced to 
temporary settlements or imposed arrangements. Instead, it must be rooted in 
ethical principles, shared responsibility, and institutional frameworks that guarantee 
accountability, fairness, and respect for human dignity. Peacebuilding, therefore, 
emerges as a dynamic and long-term process that integrates justice, reconciliation, 
and human development to achieve genuine stability after war. 
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1. Concepts and Dimensions of Peace: 

The concept of peace is among the most complex and multifaceted in 
political and legal theory, with interpretations varying across actors and contexts. 
This diversity of understanding complicates efforts to formulate a comprehensive 
and universally accepted definition of just peace. However, within the framework 
of post-war justice (jus post bellum), the concept must be treated as a normative 
standard for evaluating justice in the aftermath of war. 

Some scholars, such as Michael Walzer, argue that ending a war legitimately is 
the first step toward ensuring peace and achieving victory in conflict. Accordingly, the 
way wars are concluded and the conditions of peace agreements are fundamental 
in determining their justice. In this regard, Walzer contends that the type of peace 
that post-war justice should aim to establish must be one that is generally better 
than the conditions that existed before a just war was initiated. This may include 
establishing new institutions that promote good governance and mechanisms for 
achieving peace, particularly in societies that have suffered prolonged violence and the 
collapse of essential governance structures. 

From this perspective, just peace is understood as a normative concept 
intrinsically linked to the presence of social and political institutions grounded in 
principles of justice, such as fairness, equality, respect, tolerance, opportunity, and 
the protection of human rights.1 Therefore, the success of post-war justice is 
measured by its capacity to foster an environment conducive to sustainable and just 
peace —where peace is not merely the absence of war but rather a system that 
embodies the values of justice, tolerance, and stability. 

The peace referred to here is not solely about establishing stability and 
justice at the level of the state and political institutions; rather, it also has an 
important humanitarian and social dimension. In this regard, Andrew Rigby states: 
“A necessary condition for people to begin to forgive at either the inter-personal or 
the inter-communal level is the experience of a break with the past in the form of 
an identifiable end to the wrongs perpetrated. Expressions of regret and 
commitments towards the future by former enemies, at the interpersonal and inter-
communal levels, offer the promise of future peace and security which, over time, 
will allow for the formation of new memories and new relationships.”2 

 
1 See Labonte, Melissa, Ethics, authority, and war: Non-state actors and the just war tradition, 

Heinze, Eric A. and Brent J. Steele (eds.), Palgrave Macmillan, New York, United States, 2009, p. 208 
2 Andrew Rigby, Just War Theory: A Reappraisal, Evans, Mark (ed.), Edinburgh University Press, 

United Kingdom, 2020, p. 186 
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In other words, achieving peace and security is a prerequisite for enabling 
individuals and communities to move beyond past conflicts and begin the process 
of reconciliation. It is impossible to talk about forgiveness or the rebuilding of 
relationships without a genuine break with the past, embodied in a clear end to the 
violations and injustices that once occurred. Only when individuals and 
communities feel that the cycle of violence has truly ceased will it be possible to 
envision a future free from the fear of recurrence. 

This is the peace we must strive to achieve in the post-war era, both socially 
and humanely. It involves working as much as possible to overcome the painful 
experiences these people have endured while attempting to repair human relations 
within society. These steps pave the way for rebuilding trust between individuals 
and communities torn apart by conflict. 

In this sense, peace becomes an interactive and ongoing process that 
requires continuous efforts to ensure that the painful past is not repeated, while 
paving the way for new relationships based on cooperation and mutual understanding. 
It is an endeavor —which may be exhausting—to instill the conviction that the past 
will not return. By acknowledging past mistakes and committing to a new path, an 
environment is created that allows new memories and relationships to emerge, 
transcending old conflicts. Thus, peace is not merely the absence of violence but a 
dynamic process that fosters trust and opens the door to more stable and just societies. 

When discussing the definition of peace, Johan Galtung presents two 
complementary concepts of peace and explains how each differs in focus and 
methodology: 

First, Peace is the absence or reduction of violence in all its forms: This 
definition focuses on peace as the opposite of violence, meaning it is achieved when 
violence ceases or significantly decreases. According to this definition, working for 
peace entails striving to reduce violence through peaceful means. 

Second, Peace is the transformation of conflicts through nonviolent and 
creative methods: This definition sees peace not merely as the absence of violence 
but as the creation of a space where conflicts can be managed constructively. 
Instead of simply ending or suppressing conflicts, this definition seeks to transform 
them into opportunities for dialogue and understanding through nonviolent and 
creative means. In short, it is the study of the conditions, requirements, and methods 
that lead to peace.3 

The first concept focuses primarily on violence, regarding peace simply as 
the absence of violence. In contrast, the second concept centers on conflict itself 

 
3 See Galtung, Johan, Peace by Peaceful Means: Peace and Conflict, Development and Civilization, 

Sage Publications, 1996, p. 9 
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and on strategies aimed at transforming it into a condition of peace and stability, 
conceptualizing peace as a mechanism for the nonviolent resolution of conflict. This 
concept of peace goes beyond merely reducing violence; it aims to reshape conflicts 
into constructive opportunities, thereby creating new conditions that ultimately 
lead to a state of peace superior to that which existed before the war—and this is 
precisely what Walzer sought to emphasize. 

From these two concepts, we can conclude that peace involves, on the one 
hand, efforts to end violence, fighting, and retaliation, and, on the other hand, 
mechanisms and initiatives that seek to turn violence into stability. This may include 
creating conditions that enable individuals and communities to address disputes 
constructively and creatively. From this perspective, peace studies aim to understand 
the factors influencing these processes by examining mechanisms of conflict 
management, for example. 

In analyzing these two concepts presented by Johan Galtung, we find that 
negative peace refers to the absence of direct violence—preventing bloodshed and 
ending armed conflicts—but does not necessarily guarantee justice. In contrast, 
positive peace is defined as the broader absence of violence in all its forms, 
alongside efforts to eliminate its root causes. Thus, it may include addressing 
structural violence, such as poverty and discrimination, as well as cultural violence, 
which justifies or normalizes injustice within society. From this perspective, positive 
peace requires deeper processes, including reconciliation, social justice, and 
psychological and social healing, making it more closely linked to establishing justice 
and sustainable stability. 

Galtung expanded this framework by introducing a threefold classification: 
peacekeeping, peacemaking, and peacebuilding. Peacemaking focuses on negotiation 
processes to reach agreements between conflicting parties, while peacekeeping 
emphasizes preventing the recurrence of violence by monitoring the implementation 
of those agreements. Peacebuilding, however, is the most comprehensive dimension, 
as it seeks to address the root causes of conflicts and strengthen the social and 
economic structures that support fair and lasting peace. Consequently, peacebuilding 
addresses the economic, social, and psychological dimensions of post-conflict societies, 
seeking to establish a durable foundation for peace grounded in cooperation, 
justice, equality, and respect for human rights. At the same time, it works on 
addressing the causes of conflict to ensure, as much as possible, that it does not 
recur in the future. 

In recent years, the concept of ‘conflict transformation’ has gained prominence, 
underscoring that the cessation of violence does not necessarily entail the definitive 
resolution of conflict, but instead calls for its redirection toward more just and 
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inclusive political and social arrangements, rather than the imposition of superficial 
settlements that risk marginalizing one party. For example, John Paul Lederach 
argues that conflict transformation is about reshaping unjust social relationships 
and addressing the underlying causes of the conflict. This aligns with traditions in 
peace studies, which consider violence—whether direct, structural, or cultural—as 
the real obstacle to achieving peace, rather than conflict itself.4 

The discussion of the concept of peace demonstrates that peace is not 
merely the absence of war but a multidimensional and transformative process 
aimed at eliminating direct, structural, and cultural violence, as well as other forms 
of violence. Just and sustainable peace is not secured simply by halting hostilities; 
it requires ongoing efforts to build the social, economic, and political structures that 
foster justice and reconciliation. Furthermore, distinguishing between peacekeeping, 
peacemaking, and peacebuilding underscores that true peace is not imposed by 
force but constructed through comprehensive processes that address the root 
causes of conflicts and cultivate peaceful coexistence. With modern developments, 
conflict transformation has emerged as an essential step to ensure the justice and 
sustainability of peace agreements, situating peace within a dynamic framework 
that demands constant adaptation to the complexities of contemporary conflicts. 

Focusing on this concept of peace is both significant and effective because 
it emphasizes comprehensive reform, enhances interaction between conflicting 
parties, and ensures broader participation in peace processes. It is a holistic 
approach that regards justice not as a secondary component of agreements but as 
a fundamental pillar for long-term peace. 

 
 

2. Conditions for Achieving Just Peace After War : 

The peace required after a war, which may be described as ‘just,’ must be 
grounded in fundamental conditions and principles. Unconditional peace merely 
buries violence temporarily or sets it aside for a while, only for it to resurface later 
because its root causes remain unaddressed. Therefore, such peace must be 
conditional and firmly grounded in a set of core principles that facilitate a just and 
sustainable transition to the post-war phase. Here, we will mention and discuss 
some of these conditions that such just peace must fulfill. 

When discussing the conditions for peace and the just termination of war 
in general, Melissa Labonte outlines a set of requirements as follows: 

 
4 See Gawerc, Michelle I., “Peace-building: Theoretical and Concrete Perspectives,” Peace & Change, 

Volume 31, Issue 4, pp. 435-478, 2006, pp. 438,439 
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- The removal of unjust gains resulting from aggression, such as restoring rights 
that were violated during the conflict. 

- Adopting a mindset that prioritizes recovery as a central issue, which may 
include regret, humility, reconciliation, and possibly atonement for past 
mistakes and violations. 

- Recognizing that a party’s victory in war does not make it superior; rather, 
victors must act with humility after the conflict, acknowledging that even 
just wars are tragic events. 

- Restoring and ensuring justice for affected populations, whether through 
financial reparations, rehabilitation, or war crimes trials. 

- Publicly announcing settlement conditions by a legitimate local authority 
while adhering to human rights principles. 

- Avoiding conditions that might encourage spoilers of peace to withdraw 
from the peace process, and ensuring that peace terms do not unfairly 
disadvantage any party. 

- Making a clear distinction between political and military leaders, soldiers, 
and civilians to prevent unjust sanctions on civilian populations. 

- Including provisions that protect the most vulnerable groups, such as 
women, children, older people, persons with disabilities, and minorities. 

- Ensuring a sincere intention from all parties to establish a just peace.5 
 

These conditions emphasize the importance of achieving a just and 
sustainable peace that not only ends violence but also addresses injustices, ensures 
accountability, and upholds human rights in the aftermath of conflict. They highlight 
the importance of rigorously examining the conditions of peace to ensure they are 
just, effective in ending the conflict, and capable of preventing its recurrence. 

Thus, achieving just peace after war is one of the greatest challenges faced 
by societies and conflicting states. Ending hostilities alone cannot be considered 
sufficient to declare peace achieved. Rather, any peace agreement must be grounded 
in principles that prevent the re-emergence of conflict, protect the fundamental 
rights of all parties, and promote long-term stability. From this perspective, Orend 
has proposed a set of conditions to ensure the achievement of just peace. He 
emphasized the need to limit the severity of sanctions imposed on the defeated 
party, ensure that the victor waged war for just reasons, and safeguard civilians from 
unjustified punitive measures. These principles form the foundational framework 
upon which any post-war peace settlement aiming for justice and sustainability 
should be constructed. 

 
5 See Labonte, Melissa, Ethics, authority, and war: Non-state actors and the just war tradition, p. 211 
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Orend argues that the conditions of proportionality and publicity are 
essential to limiting the severity of peace terms that the victorious party might 
impose. He warns that states must avoid imposing harsh conditions driven by revenge, 
cautioning that turning a peace agreement into an instrument of retaliation could 
destabilize the situation and reignite conflict. The principle of proportionality here 
means that the terms of peace should be commensurate with the scale of the 
damage inflicted during the war. The conditions should not be excessively harsh to 
the extent that they cause severe harm to the defeated state. As for the principle of 
publicity, it means that peace terms must be clear and transparent to all concerned 
parties, ensuring they are not imposed secretly or unjustly. 

In addition to these conditions, Orend argues that achieving justice in rights 
is an essential condition for post-war peace. This condition is directly linked to the 
very purpose of the just war, as a peace agreement must ensure the protection of 
the rights that initially justified the war. From this perspective, Orend maintains that 
just peace can only be achieved if the victorious party itself was just. If the victor is 
the aggressor, then achieving its goals—such as territorial annexation or resource 
seizure—cannot be considered part of a just peace. 

Moreover, Orend highlights the principle of distinction, extending the 
differentiation between combatants and non-combatants during conflict. According 
to this principle, a peace agreement must guarantee a form of ‘reasonable immunity’ 
for innocent civilians, meaning that financial penalties imposed on the defeated 
state should not place an undue burden on its civilian population. This is based on 
the idea that civilians, being uninvolved in war decisions, should not be punished 
for them. While it is unrealistic to assume that people would remain entirely 
unaffected by the consequences of post-war peace, Orend emphasizes that this 
principle prevents the imposition of excessively harsh reparations, such as those 
imposed on Germany after World War I —measures that proved catastrophic for 
global stability. 

The primary goal of this principle is to ensure that civilians do not bear an 
unjust burden as a result of the war, particularly when they were not responsible 
for initiating it. Instead, reparations and peace settlements should be fair, avoiding 
excessive penalties that disproportionately harm non-combatants.6 

Based on this, we can conclude that Orend’s conditions for a just peace 
clarify that any agreement to end a war and establish peace must not become a tool 
for revenge or domination. Instead, it should reflect the principles of justice and 
fairness, balancing accountability for the aggressor, the protection of fundamental 

 
6 See Frowe, Helen, The Ethics of War and Peace: An Introduction, 2nd ed., Routledge: Taylor & 

Francis Group, New York, 2016, pp. 241,242 



REEM ALKHATTAB 
 
 

 
300 

rights, and ensuring that civilians are not unfairly burdened with the consequences. 
Failure to adhere to these principles risks producing a fragile peace—one that 
merely postpones conflict  rather than achieving lasting stability. Therefore, 
understanding and applying these principles is essential for any efforts aimed at 
building a just and comprehensive post-war peace. 

In addition to these conditions, Andrew Rigby outlines another set that 
must be met for a just peace, which the just war theory should aspire to achieve at 
the end of a conflict. He states:  “The necessary conditions for a sustainable just 
peace include: 

- The preparedness of survivors to forgive the past, in the sense of reframing 
their personal and collective narratives in a manner that allows them to 
acknowledge the humanity of former enemies and allows for the possibility 
of future co-existence. 

- The perception of key publics and opinion-leaders that the peace remains 
‘just enough’ to merit their continued commitment over time. 

- The development amongst key sectors of all communities of a degree of 
trust necessary for them to anticipate a shared future.”7 
 
In other words, building a just and lasting peace does not rely solely on 

ending armed conflict but requires several fundamental conditions to ensure its 
sustainability. Among these conditions: 

First, survivors must be willing to reconsider their perceptions of the 
opposing party in ways that acknowledge the opposing party's humanity and 
recognize their existence and rights, thereby allowing for the possibility of future 
coexistence. Without this transformation and recognition of the other, feelings of 
hatred and revenge will remain an obstacle to genuine peace. 

Second, peace must provide sufficient justice to sustain long-term commitment. 
The durability of peace depends to a great extent on whether the public and opinion 
leaders perceive the settlement as ‘just enough’ to justify continued adherence. A 
lack of justice—or even a widespread perception of unfairness—may lead certain 
parties to reject the settlement, thereby threatening its stability. 

Third, peace efforts should aim to foster a certain level of mutual trust. This 
requires cultivating trust among diverse societal groups, enabling them to envision 
a shared future grounded in cooperation and peaceful coexistence. True peace is 
not achieved merely through the signing of agreements but by creating social, 
economic, and political environments that reinforce a sense of mutual security. 

 
7 Andrew Rigby, Just War Theory: A Reappraisal, p. 198 



JUST PEACEBUILDING AFTER WAR: MECHANISMS AND CONDITIONS FOR SUSTAINABLE PEACE 
 
 

 
301 

Moreover, another essential condition is the establishment of legitimate and 
equitable mechanisms for resolving conflicts and administering justice. Enduring peace 
can only be maintained if people trust that their grievances will be addressed through 
lawful and peaceful means, supported by credible and accountable institutions. This is 
because “our experience in the past decade has demonstrated clearly that the 
consolidation of peace in the immediate post-conflict period, as well as the 
maintenance of peace in the long term, cannot be achieved unless the population 
is confident that redress for grievances can be obtained through legitimate structures 
for the peaceful settlement of disputes and the fair administration of justice.”8 

In conclusion, just peace after war must be constructed on conditions that, 
as much as possible, ensure the reconstruction of social relations, the attainment 
of a minimum level of justice, and the strengthening of communities’ confidence in 
a shared future. Neglecting these conditions renders any peace achieved vulnerable 
to relapse. This underscores the necessity of adopting a comprehensive approach 
that integrates justice and reconciliation. Moreover, consolidating peace in the post-
conflict period and ensuring its long-term sustainability requires public trust in 
legitimate and fair mechanisms for conflict resolution and justice administration. 
Without reliable legal and institutional structures that allow grievances to be 
addressed peacefully and justly, peace remains fragile, as the absence of justice may 
lead to renewed tensions. Therefore, promoting fairness and accountability through 
robust and effective institutions is a fundamental prerequisite for achieving 
enduring and stable peace. 

 
 
3. Mechanisms for Establishing a Just Peace After War : 

Peacebuilding is a complex and multidimensional process aimed at addressing 
the root causes of conflict, managing its consequences, and strengthening the 
structures that support a just and sustainable peace. It seeks to establish a post-war 
society on new foundations that ensure stability and prevent a recurrence of 
violence. Post-conflict societies often require comprehensive efforts to address the 
damage caused by war across political, economic, social, and psychological dimensions. 
This makes peacebuilding a long-term process that demands continuous commitment 
from multiple actors. 

On this basis, peacebuilding can be understood as a series of measures 
aimed at transforming conflict from a state of violence into one of peaceful interaction 

 
8 United Nations, The Rule of Law and Transitional Justice in Conflict and Post-Conflict Societies: 

Report of the Secretary-General (S/2004/616), United Nations, 2004, p. 3  
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between individuals and groups. As stated in Jus Post Bellum, Peacebuilding, and 
Non-state Actors: Lessons from Afghanistan by Melissa Labonte: 

Peacebuilding is defined as actions taken on the far side of conflict to 
reassemble the foundations of peace and provide the tools for building on those 
foundations, something that is more than just the absence of war. Relatedly, 
peacebuilding is best understood as comprising ‘actions undertaken by international 
or national actors to consolidate or institutionalize peace.’ The concept was first 
articulated in international policy circles in 1992 by then United Nations Secretary-
General, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, in his An Agenda for Peace. Over time, its definition 
and scope were further elaborated, including in Boutros-Ghali’s 1995 An Agenda 
for Development and his 1996 Agenda for Democratization, the 2000 Report of the 
Panel on United Nations Peace Operations (the Brahimi Report), and former 
Secretary-General Kofi Annan’s 2000 Millennium Report. More recent scholarship 
argues compellingly that failed peacebuilding poses one of the worst risk factors 
for new wars. Between one-quarter and one-third of peace agreements ending 
civil wars collapse within five years. In addition, ‘backlash violence’ after a failed 
peace agreement is often worse than that before the accord. 9 

Based on this, peacebuilding is a vital process that establishes the 
foundations for stability in societies affected by violent conflict. Its scope extends 
beyond merely ending armed hostilities to include laying the groundwork for 
preventing the recurrence of violence and securing lasting peace. Consequently, 
peacebuilding is understood as a set of measures undertaken by both international 
and local actors to promote and institutionalize peace. 

This concept gained prominence in international political circles through a 
series of UN reports. As research on the subject deepened, the risks associated with 
failed peacebuilding efforts became evident as a major factor in the recurrence of 
conflicts. Studies indicate that between a quarter and a third of peace agreements 
ending civil wars collapse within five years, and the violence following such failures 
is often more severe than the violence that preceded them. This underscores the 
need for more comprehensive strategies that address the root causes of conflicts. 

In this context, peacebuilding efforts are more than just a response to conflicts; 
they require a long-term vision that fosters a sustainable environment marked by 
security and stability. In other words, successful peacebuilding demands an integrated 
approach that not only halts violence but also establishes the foundations for rebuilding 
conflict-affected societies and preventing the recurrence of hostilities. 

By examining historical developments and contemporary practices, it 
becomes clear that the success of peacebuilding depends on the commitment of 

 
9 Labonte, Melissa, Ethics, authority, and war: Non-state actors and the just war tradition, p. 215 
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both local and international actors to implementing sustainable policies that 
address the structural, cultural, and social challenges that may hinder lasting peace. 
Therefore, just peacebuilding must be grounded in a set of mechanisms, that will 
be outlined as follows: 

 

3.1. Enhancing Human Security: 
Discussions on jus post bellum often revolve around the state's role in 

achieving peace. However, this focus tends to center on ‘national security’—that is, 
protecting the state and its interests—while overlooking other crucial aspects such 
as safeguarding individuals and ensuring their fundamental rights. As an alternative, 
the concept of human security is introduced, shifting attention beyond merely 
preventing violence and wars to fostering sustainable human development, including 
improving living and economic conditions for populations. This approach emphasizes 
engaging and empowering local communities in peacebuilding rather than imposing 
top-down policies dictated solely by the state— From the state to the people only.10 

Peacebuilding can serve as an effective mechanism for achieving the core 
objectives of post-war justice by aligning with the principles of human security. 
Unlike national security, which prioritizes state protection, human security centers 
on protecting individuals, aiming to mitigate all forms of violence—whether direct 
physical violence or structural violence that perpetuates social and economic 
injustice. As such, peacebuilding is not a neutral process; rather, it is an endeavor 
grounded in principles of justice, equality, and sustainable development. 

Furthermore, peacebuilding is characterized by its flexibility, as it can be 
implemented through top-down approaches led by formal institutions and government 
bodies or bottom-up strategies driven by local communities and grassroots initiatives. 
It can also be deductive, following predefined policies, or inductive, evolving in 
response to the realities and needs of affected populations. Additionally, peacebuilding 
prioritizes specific social groups, such as women, children, and marginalized 
communities, ensuring that justice is inclusive and responsive to the needs of all 
members of society.11 

Thus, peacebuilding is deeply interconnected with the concept of human 
security, which extends beyond traditional national security to include protection 
from both direct and indirect violence. Human security is not solely about 
safeguarding states; rather, it is fundamentally about ensuring the rights and well-
being of individuals, making it a cornerstone of comprehensive and just peacebuilding. 
Accordingly, enhancing human security constitutes a fundamental pillar of peacebuilding, 

 
10 See Labonte, Melissa, Ethics, authority, and war: Non-state actors and the just war tradition, p. 214 
11 See Labonte, Melissa, Ethics, authority, and war: Non-state actors and the just war tradition, p. 217, 218 
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encompassing not only the absence of armed conflict but also the protection of 
individuals from structural, economic, and social forms of violence. This concept is 
rooted in securing both freedom from fear and freedom from want, thereby 
enabling societies to achieve stability and sustainable development. 

Strengthening human security requires a holistic approach that prioritizes 
the safety of individuals and communities while fostering an awareness of their 
essential role in preventing conflict and cultivating safe and peaceful environments. 
In this context, public awareness and community mobilization emerge as powerful 
tools to counteract threats that may lead to the recurrence of violence. This idea is 
vividly illustrated in a story published in Psychology Today in 1984, in which a teacher 
asked his students whether they believed a nuclear war would occur in their 
lifetimes. All the students raised their hands—except for one child. When asked why, 
the child replied, ‘Because my father goes out every night to prevent it.’ This story 
underscores the significance of both individual and collective efforts in preventing 
catastrophes and fostering hope. It highlights the necessity of counterbalancing 
every catastrophic scenario with a clear explanation of what is being done to 
prevent it, ensuring that fear does not dominate but rather drives positive action 
toward peace.12 

Thus, enhancing human security requires an integrated approach that 
combines political efforts, community-led initiatives, and public awareness to protect 
individuals from risks while expanding their role in peacebuilding. When individuals 
recognize their active role in conflict prevention, they become more resilient in 
addressing challenges and contributing to a future rooted in security and peace. 

 

3.2. Engaging Non-State Actors in Peacebuilding 
Peacebuilding, in the context of jus post bellum, is a vital component in 

achieving stability and enhancing human security. By adopting an approach rooted 
in justice and equality, peacebuilding can help create more sustainable societies 
capable of coexistence after conflicts. Since peacebuilding is not a neutral process, 
its success depends on integrating the groups most affected by conflict and ensuring 
their effective participation in the peace process—whether through state-led 
formal mechanisms or community-driven initiatives. As Michael Walzer notes: “A 
key dimension of peacebuilding is to work broadly in civil society, drawing power 
from the participation of local communities.”13 

 
12 See Klineberg, Otto, The Psychology of War and Peace: The Image of the Enemy, Rieber, Robert W. 

(ed.), Springer, Netherlands, 1991, p. 79 
13 Walzer, Michael, Arguing About War, Yale University Press, United States of America, 2004, p. 111 
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The transitions from conflict to peace in the modern era involve both state 
and non-state actors, each playing a dual role in these processes. On the one hand, 
they act as implementers of post-war justice principles, while on the other, they are 
often beneficiaries of these processes. That is, peace actors are not limited to 
governments alone; non-governmental entities, such as humanitarian organizations 
and local groups, also play a significant role in rebuilding societies after conflicts. It 
is therefore essential to understand the impact of non-governmental actors in 
peace processes, as they may either support or hinder stability. This is evident in 
Afghanistan, where certain militias and drug traffickers have had a destabilizing 
influence. For this reason, researchers argue that mechanisms should be developed 
to integrate non-state actors into peacebuilding efforts to ensure a just and 
sustainable peace. Consequently, developing strategies to include these actors as 
active contributors to the peace process is a fundamental element for ensuring 
lasting, equitable peace.14 

Civil society and citizens play a crucial role in peacebuilding, particularly in 
protracted conflicts, where civilians are not only victims of violence but also 
sometimes participants in it. With the transformations that followed the Cold War, 
the importance of non-governmental actors in peacebuilding processes increased, 
and the role of citizens emerged as a key factor in ending conflicts and preventing 
their recurrence. This has led Camilla Orjuela to argue that the growing attention to 
citizen and civil society engagement in peacebuilding stems from their increasing 
visibility and influence in contemporary conflicts. In addition to the central role that 
NGOs play in war-affected areas, there is a rising awareness that ‘ordinary people’ 
are not merely victims of conflicts but can also be active participants in them—that 
is, they may themselves have engaged in violence against another party. Therefore, 
their involvement in conflict resolution efforts becomes essential, particularly in 
prolonged societal conflicts involving competing ethnic, religious, or political groups. 

Emphasizing the link between civilian engagement and political representation, 
Orjuela argues that warring groups often claim to represent 'the people,' making it 
crucial to ensure that actual civilian voices are heard in peace-making processes. 
Grassroots support is therefore considered a decisive factor in either sustaining or 
ending conflicts, since civilians can influence decisions on war and peace through 
political pressure, even in non-democratic systems. Even extremist and rebel groups 
rely on local population support to maintain legitimacy, secure resources, and 
recruit members. 

 
14 See Labonte, Melissa, Ethics, authority, and war: Non-state actors and the just war tradition, p. 214 
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Peacebuilding studies indicate that popular protests and civic engagement 
can be decisive factors in either achieving peace or prolonging war. Without extensive 
grassroots efforts, formal negotiations alone may not be sufficient to establish just 
and lasting peace. Therefore, peacebuilding must be an inclusive process that 
encompasses all levels, from political elites to local communities.15 This highlights 
the importance of civil society and local actors in ensuring sustainability and 
effectiveness. Citizen participation—whether through peaceful protests, support for 
reconciliation efforts, or engagement in civil society initiatives—is a key component in 
transforming violent conflicts into lasting peace. Thus, the success of any peace 
process largely depends on local communities' ability to embrace peaceful solutions 
and promote coexistence. 

From this perspective, John Paul Lederach suggests that conflict transformation 
requires action on three interrelated levels: the top level (policymaking and decision-
making), the middle level (local communities and intermediary leaders), and the 
grassroots level (ordinary people and popular organizations). He argues that effective 
peacebuilding requires horizontal coordination among actors at each level, as well 
as vertical coordination across levels to ensure a comprehensive and efficient 
response. Accordingly, the vision for peacebuilding must expand to recognize the 
importance of multiple tracks, as relying solely on governments to achieve peace is 
insufficient—every segment of society must be involved in the process. 

This is where the concept of ‘multi-track diplomacy,’ coined by John 
McDonald, becomes relevant. It asserts that peace must result from an integrated 
system involving multiple actors, including governments, NGOs, the private sector, 
academia, activists, religious institutions, the media, and donors. McDonald and 
Louis Diamond conceptualize this approach as a 'systematic framework for peace,' 
within which communication and interaction among different tracks are strengthened 
to promote sustainable outcomes.16 

The multi-track diplomacy model presented here reflects a shift in the 
understanding of peacebuilding processes, which are no longer regarded as the sole 
responsibility of governments but as inclusive endeavors requiring contributions 
from all sectors of society. This approach facilitates the achievement of sustainable 
peace through interaction across multiple levels and the integration of efforts 
among diverse actors. Consequently, the success of peacebuilding depends on the 
ability of societies and states to adopt a comprehensive approach that integrates 
multiple tracks to ensure long-term stability, justice, and reconciliation in the post-
conflict phase. 

 
15 See Gawerc, Michelle I., “Peace-building: Theoretical and Concrete Perspectives,” p. 441 
16 See Gawerc, Michelle I., “Peace-building: Theoretical and Concrete Perspectives,” p. 443 
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Moreover, civil society at both the grassroots and mass levels constitutes a 
cornerstone of peacebuilding efforts, as this process extends beyond governments 
and international actors and requires the active participation of all segments of 
society to secure lasting and sustainable peace. This role has received increasing 
attention in the literature, where local actors, non-governmental organizations, 
academic and media institutions, businesspeople, activists, and ordinary citizens 
are seen as essential elements in any successful peace process. Recognizing the 
importance of these groups reflects the shift in the concept of peacebuilding, which 
is no longer viewed as a process confined to traditional diplomatic tracks but has 
come to be known— as we previously discussed— as ‘multi-track diplomacy,’ which 
includes all societal levels; Davies and Kaufman argue that multi-track diplomacy is 
not limited to official tracks but requires the participation of all components of 
society in this great endeavor— the peacebuilding project— to ensure the success 
and sustainability of peace agreements. 

The process of conflict transformation unfolds across multiple stages, and 
the role of civil society is evident at each stage, whether before, during, or after 
negotiations. Before the outbreak of violence, civil society can contribute by issuing 
early warnings, addressing the root causes of disputes, promoting intercommunal 
dialogue, and responding promptly to developments that may escalate into violence. 

During the conflict, despite its relatively diminished role, civil society remains 
capable of playing vital roles, such as documenting human rights violations, 
participating in relief efforts, working in the field of psychological and social support, 
organizing workshops and training seminars on conflict management and reducing 
biases, as well as using arts as a tool to create understanding and rapprochement 
between conflicting parties. Civil society can also help build bridges of cooperation 
between different parties to enhance peace capacities, prepare public opinion for 
peace negotiations, establish local peace committees and conferences, and strengthen 
public will for peacebuilding.17 

Another stage where the role of civil society is clearly evident is the negotiation 
and post-negotiation phase. The peacebuilding process does not conclude with the 
signing of a negotiated agreement; rather, it enters a critical phase requiring sustained 
efforts to ensure effective implementation, advance reconciliation, and restore the 
social fabric. In the post-negotiation phase, as well as during negotiations, civil 
society plays a central role in supporting reconstruction efforts and fostering national 
reconciliation. This may include repairing destroyed infrastructure, rehabilitating 
institutions, and enhancing economic and social activities that contribute to 
community stability. Civil society also participates in initiatives aimed at rebuilding 

 
17 See Gawerc, Michelle I., “Peace-building: Theoretical and Concrete Perspectives,” p. 445 



REEM ALKHATTAB 
 
 

 
308 

connections between different societal groups, whether through community dialogue 
projects, programs that encourage peaceful coexistence, or cultural and educational 
initiatives that instill the values of tolerance and cooperation.18 

In summary, civil society and grassroots actors play a pivotal role at all stages 
of peacebuilding: preventing conflicts, mitigating their effects, and assisting in 
achieving reconciliation and stability after conflicts end. The active participation of 
local actors not only enhances the sustainability of peace but also ensures that the 
adopted solutions emerge from within the community itself rather than being imposed 
externally. Hence, engaging diverse societal groups in peacebuilding is a crucial step 
toward achieving a just and sustainable peace. This role can be observed throughout 
all conflict phases: it can be preventive before conflict erupts, by reducing tensions and 
building communication mechanisms between different parties; it can be constructive 
during conflict, by preparing communities for negotiations and strengthening their 
acceptance of peaceful solutions; and it becomes even more vital after negotiations, by 
ensuring the implementation of agreements, maintaining communication channels 
between the parties, and reinforcing the foundations of sustainable peace by creating 
a supportive environment for continued reconciliation and cooperation. 

 

3.3. Peace Agreements and Negotiation Based on Mutual Commitment: 
Peace agreements are typically the outcome of intensive negotiations between 

conflicting parties, where it is rare for any party to secure everything it desires. 
Instead, each party attains just enough to render the continuation of war an 
unprofitable option. However, the success of these agreements depends primarily 
on negotiation grounded in mutual commitment and goodwill from all parties involved. 

Effective peace agreements are grounded in the principle of fair negotiation, 
requiring genuine reciprocity between the parties to ensure the long-term sustainability 
of peace. When a peace agreement is imposed by one party without involving the 
other party in negotiations equally, it is often fragile and unsustainable, which may 
lead to new rebellions or future unrest. Even when both parties decide mutually to 
cease fighting, any durable settlement must be rooted in honest negotiations and 
genuine commitments on both sides. 

The success of any peace agreement requires both parties to be willing to make 
significant sacrifices in exchange for tangible gains, and to commit to implementing 
the agreement as a matter of real value. Peace cannot be achieved merely through 
words written on paper; it must be sustained through shared dedication to fulfilling 
promises and obligations stipulated in the agreement. 

 
18 See Gawerc, Michelle I., “Peace-building: Theoretical and Concrete Perspectives,” pp. 445, 446 
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From a legal and ethical perspective, peace agreements resemble binding 
contracts, grounded in mutual understanding and sincerity of intentions. When 
negotiation is based on fair principles, mutual obligations and rights arise, reinforcing 
the stability of the agreement and granting it legal and moral legitimacy.19 In this 
regard, Larry May argues: “In the debates about peace treaties and settlements, as 
well as other debates concerning post-war or atrocities, reconciliation will not be 
achieved unless both parties recognize and respect each other. The key is to avoid 
what some have called rotten compromises, where one or both parties either end 
up worse off or end up in a position they would never have agreed to.”20 

This perspective shows that agreements are not merely signed papers but 
rather mutual commitments that require reciprocal trust and negotiation based on 
clear principles. Otherwise, they become merely a temporary truce that paves the 
way for new rounds of conflict. For this reason, peace agreements and negotiation 
are among the fundamental pillars of peacebuilding processes, as they provide 
conflicting parties with an opportunity to reach compromises that achieve the 
minimum interests of all, ensuring the cessation of violence and paving the way for 
sustainable stability. However, the success of these agreements depends not only 
on their legal texts but also on goodwill, mutual commitment, and the willingness 
to make the necessary concessions to achieve genuine and lasting peace. 

Additionally, from Larry May's perspective, the essence of effective negotiation 
in peace processes lies in achieving a balance between the demands of conflicting 
parties so that neither party feels absolute defeat or exploitation. Successful peace 
agreements are based on the rational understanding that war does not end merely 
with the signing of a treaty, but with the provision of reasonable, practical, and logical 
guarantees that make sustaining peace more beneficial than returning to conflict. 

In other words, peace agreements and negotiations are essential mechanisms 
for achieving post-conflict stability, as they aim to move beyond violence and lay 
new foundations for peaceful coexistence. However, their success is not determined 
merely by reaching compromises; rather, these solutions must also rest on fair and 
balanced principles to prevent future tensions and to foster a sustainable peace that 
reflects the interests of all parties. 

Accordingly, the importance of fair settlement in negotiations stems from 
its role in finding compromises based on principled foundations, ensuring that no 
party is required to relinquish something of fundamental value unless it receives fair 
compensation in return. Fair settlements should not force any party to compromise 

 
19 See May, Larry, Contingent Pacifism: Revisiting Just War Theory, Cambridge University Press, 

United Kingdom, 2015, p. 190 
20 May, Larry, Contingent Pacifism: Revisiting Just War Theory, p. 193 
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its core beliefs or the safety of its society. Instead, they must uphold a minimum 
standard of justice that guarantees the durability of peace. This is what distinguishes 
principled settlements from ‘corrupt settlements,’ which may be imposed on a party 
without offering any real benefit, thereby perpetuating a sense of injustice and 
weakening the prospects of achieving lasting peace. Additionally, mutual recognition 
between parties and mutual respect for their rights are essential conditions for ensuring 
the success of peace agreements and preventing their collapse in the future.21 

From this, it is understood that effective peace agreements are not merely 
reciprocal concessions but rather negotiation processes founded on the principles 
of justice and mutual respect, ensuring that no party is entirely at a loss or forced 
to accept unfair conditions. The success of any peace process, therefore, depends 
on its ability to balance conflicting interests without resorting to unjust settlements 
that could lead to future setbacks. Thus, negotiation grounded in ethical principles 
is the cornerstone of achieving a sustainable peace with genuine moral and political 
legitimacy. Historical experience shows that peace agreements and successful 
negotiations cannot guarantee peace unless they are accompanied by genuine political 
will, effective implementation mechanisms, and broad societal support. Therefore, 
the ultimate goal of negotiation should not be limited to ending the war but should 
focus on laying the foundations for a just and lasting peace that addresses the root 
causes of the conflict and provides all parties with a sense of security and stability. 

Reconciliation, then, is one of the fundamental pillars of the peacebuilding 
process, as it helps overcome the consequences of conflicts and foster coexistence 
among formerly warring parties. Yet, reconciliation itself presents a dilemma. On 
the one hand, it is not merely a symbolic or formal matter but often requires mutual 
concessions and the relinquishment of certain legitimate demands to achieve long-
term stability. On the other hand, reconciliation does not necessarily entail abandoning 
rights altogether, though it often involves compromising on some demands, given 
the impossibility of meeting them all simultaneously without jeopardizing sustainable 
peace. This makes it a complex process that requires a delicate balance between 
justice and peace, especially when unresolved historical grievances fuel emotions, 
which could deepen divisions. In this context, Larry May notes that this issue is as 
old as history itself and has long been a recurring theme in Greek tragedies, where 
unmet demands persist as obstacles to lasting peace and may escalate over time, 
triggering further conflicts. Even after peace is established, unresolved demands or 
grievances may continue to undermine its durability, sometimes necessitating the 
relinquishment of certain rights or claims.  

 
21 See May, Larry, Contingent Pacifism: Revisiting Just War Theory, p. 193 
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In this regard, Larry May argues that strategic concessions for reconciliation 
are among the most important means of achieving peace between conflicting 
parties. At the same time, he notes that the difficulty of reaching a just post-war 
settlement reinforces the idea of ‘conditional pacifism,’ which holds that achieving 
post-war justice requires further legal and ethical exploration and development. He 
believes that this deeper understanding of post-war justice may reveal additional 
justifications for supporting conditional pacifism as an ethical and political approach. 
This underscores that reconciliation is more than just a political settlement; it is a 
dynamic process grounded in the recognition that long-term stability may require 
certain compromises in the present to secure a more just and sustainable future. 

The significance of this approach lies in the fact that lasting peace is not 
achieved merely by ending direct violence but also by addressing unresolved issues 
that could reignite conflict. Even after peace agreements are signed, sustaining 
them remains a challenge as long as certain demands go unmet. Here, reconciliation 
based on mutual concession becomes essential, requiring each party to sacrifice 
part of its claims—not out of weakness but from an understanding of the necessity 
of building a shared future that transcends the burdens of the past. 

In addition to the mechanisms discussed, other approaches also contribute 
to peacebuilding.  

Dialogue and mutual understanding, for example, serve as crucial 
mechanisms in this process. Dialogue reduces tensions between conflicting groups 
and fosters mutual understanding. When individuals engage directly with one another, 
negative stereotypes begin to fade, and awareness of each party’s legitimate concerns 
and demands increases. This approach, which Saunders refers to as ‘understanding 
the other,’ is not limited to politicians and decision-makers but also includes ordinary 
members of society, making it an effective means for influencing public opinion and 
preparing the ground for a more stable future. 

Unlike negotiation processes that primarily target political elites and decision-
makers, dialogues grounded in mutual understanding and communication engage 
individuals from diverse social classes, enabling them to achieve broad, sustainable 
societal change. Solutions arising from grassroots dialogue tend to be more practical 
and implementable, as they reflect the actual needs of the community rather than 
mere political agreements that may fail to resonate with the public. The primary 
objective is to cultivate trust and mutual recognition between conflicting parties. 
While such dialogues may not produce immediate results, they exert a long-term 
influence on public opinion, preparing societies to embrace peaceful solutions in 
the future. As Ronald J. Fisher observes, the ideas generated in these dialogues can 
inform political decision-making, fostering more inclusive policies that incorporate 
the perspectives of all stakeholders. In this way, dialogue plays a crucial role in 
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dismantling psychological barriers to the acceptance of the other and in uncovering 
shared values between conflicting communities, thus facilitating the creation of 
solutions based on mutual interests rather than on differences and disputes. 

 
 
4. Conclusion: Towards a Just and Sustainable Peace 

For post-war peace to be sustainable, it is essential to promote a culture of 
human security and enhance human development. Moreover, peacebuilding should 
not be confined to state institution-building alone; it must actively involve local 
communities and non-governmental organizations, emphasizing the improvement 
of individuals’ lives rather than merely protecting the state from security-related 
threats. Equally important, the success of any peace agreement does not rest solely 
on ending armed conflict; it requires a negotiation process grounded in a genuine 
commitment to peace and the fulfillment of mutual promises. Agreements that lack 
such commitment are prone to collapse, threatening stability and potentially 
triggering conflict. Thus, fair negotiation and mutual commitment are foundational 
pillars of any sustainable peace process. 

Furthermore, the success of any peace agreement depends not only on the 
official negotiating parties but also on the active participation of civil society to 
ensure its sustainability and effectiveness. By supporting reconstruction, fostering 
reconciliation, and connecting communities, civil society plays a practical and enduring 
role in consolidating peace, thereby reducing the likelihood of agreement failure 
and the recurrence of conflicts. 

Ultimately, achieving peace is not merely about ending armed conflict; 
rather, it is a complex process that demands a delicate balance between justice and 
reconciliation, between political agreements and societal understanding, and between 
compensating victims and ensuring future stability. This discussion has explored 
various peacebuilding mechanisms, including the role of civil society in reconstruction, 
the promotion of human security, the necessity of negotiations grounded in fair and 
balanced principles, and the significance of reconciliation and mutual concessions 
in achieving long-term stability. 

As highlighted, lasting peace requires more than a written agreement; it 
demands genuine commitment from all parties to acknowledge and respect one 
another, act in good faith, and avoid ‘corrupt settlements,’ which may sow the seeds 
of future conflicts. We have also seen how dialogue among individuals—not only 
political leaders—can play a pivotal role in fostering understanding and building 
mutual trust. Furthermore, despite its challenges, transitional justice remains an 
essential element in ensuring that peace is not merely a temporary truce but a 
foundation for a more just and equitable future. 
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In other words, peacebuilding is an ongoing process that requires collective 
effort, political will, and public engagement. Sustainable peace cannot be achieved 
through solutions that disregard the historical suffering of victims or fail to ensure 
justice and accountability. Any peace process that neglects these elements remains 
highly vulnerable to collapse, highlighting the imperative for a comprehensive 
approach that integrates justice and reconciliation to secure lasting stability. While 
the temptation to pursue a ‘quick peace’ through temporary solutions may arise, 
the reality is that genuine peace cannot be built on fragile compromises or agreements 
imposed by force. Instead, it must be rooted in shared will, mutual recognition, and 
justice that leaves no one behind. For peace to endure, it must be regarded not 
merely as a political objective but as a human value that requires long-term 
commitment from individuals, communities, and states. 

Finally, just peacebuilding after war is a complex and ongoing process that 
goes beyond ending armed conflict. It requires the reconstruction of social relations, 
protection of human rights, inclusive participation of state and non-state actors, and 
mechanisms for reconciliation and dialogue. Sustainable peace depends not only 
on formal agreements but also on genuine commitment, ethical negotiation, and 
the active engagement of civil society. Human security and justice form the foundation 
for stability, while reconciliation and mutual concessions create the social bonds 
necessary for coexistence. 

Yet, even with all these mechanisms in place, a fundamental question 
remains: can peace ever be fully just and complete, or is it always a continuous 
negotiation between ideals and realities, constantly challenged by the legacies of 
past conflicts and the uncertainties of human behavior? This paradox underscores 
that peacebuilding is not a fixed end state, but a dynamic and ongoing process 
requiring continuous vigilance, critical reflection, and creative problem-solving. 
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