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Abstract 

 

Previous research shows that there is a demand of enhancing our understanding about the local 

actor as a mechanism for peacebuilding, suggesting a need for further investigation about the 

phenomena amid the growing complexity and decentralization of scenes in conflict. The 

research in this study draws together empirical data on an informal local peace committee (LPC) 

conducted in Laikipia, northern Kenya; a county which have experienced a multitude of conflict 

dynamics recently involving state and non-state actors, to know more about their role as local 

peacebuilders. The case is analyzed through the analytical framework of Peace Formation that 

have been constructed via feasible ‘post-liberal peace’ components emphasizing local agency 

in relation to their socio-political environment in order to maintain sustainable processes of 

peace on the ground. Findings shows that the informal LPC have filled a conflict management 

and governance vacuum by emerging; and resting on; traditional structures and critical social 

networks, while at the same time adjusting its services to new landscapes of conflict through 

illiberal practices, in turn providing explanatory power to the conditions set forward by the 

analytical framework. Though, findings also reveal that the informal LPC faces several 

challenges enforced coercively through security forces, political interests by the Kenyan 

Government, and even the UN-backed peace infrastructure itself. Consequently, the informal 

LPC expressed retaliation through violence and became accordingly an actor that enforced 

cycles of conflict on several fronts, instead of just working for peace. Thus, the role of the local 

actor as a mechanism for peacebuilding remains uncertain in this research, due to the 

articulation of both peace and conflict activities. In this, a new concept is briefly highlighted 

for the reader that seeks to move beyond static views of locality, termed ‘grey peacebuilding’. 
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1. INTRODUCTION & RESEARCH PROBLEM 

 

‘Getting to Denmark’ 1 as Fukuyama (2011: 14) pointed out, has proven more difficult in 

practice than in policy paper as we are approaching three decades of United Nations (UN) 

supported peacebuilding operations (UNSC, 1992). While peacebuilding has become one of 

the most complex joint practices in international affairs, there is a strong divergence 

concerning the appropriate role of international vis-à-vis local actors respectively in 

constructing peace which has characterized a contentious debate within the field (Paris, 2004; 

2010; Barnett, 2007; Goetschel and Hagmann, 2009; Mac Guinty, 2015; Richmond, 2016; 

2017; De Conig, 2018).  

Principal scholars such as, Galtung (1976), Azar (1990), Curle (1993) and Lederach (1997) 

for whom peacebuilding involves capacity within a society and direct conciliation on the 

ground in situations of conflict, have been met by advocates who conceive peacebuilding as a 

specific operational mandate, in which multilateral agencies and government donors have 

sought to institutionalize its function with liberal values (UNSC, 1992; Barnett, 2006; 2007; 

Goetschel & Hagmann, 2009; Paris, 2004; 2010).  

Despite the initial hegemony of the liberal peace model, De Coning (2018) notes that critical 

flaws were identified one decade later in terms of the unwillingness to problematize a 

particular set of norms that had emerged through their own specific epistemological 

background, which was fundamentally different from other countries customs. Given also the 

fact that liberal peace’s top-down approach was somehow insensitive for local structures, 

including its custom and norms within their political and social ‘everyday’ setting, an 

orientation back towards peace from below was evident (Richmond, 2016).  

Hence, the backdrop of liberal peace approaches to fragile states and conflict settings has led 

advocates to a more pragmatic position with regards to the means and ends of peacebuilding 

which seeks to build upon existing ‘everyday’ capacities, institutions, and practices on the 

ground (Moe & Stepputat, 2018: 293; Taylor, 2018:1). This manifests in parallel with a 

stronger recognition of learning from the ‘local’ as a bottom-up focused, resilient, hybrid, and 

complex process of contextualizing efforts for peace (Richmond, 2016; Richmond & 

Pogodda, 2017; Moe & Stepputat, 2018; De Coning, 2018). Something that has also been 

                                                           
1 Meaning that each region in the world can achieve liberal democracy in its own way. Earlier discovered by two 

scientists at the World Bank, L. Pritchett and M. Woolcock. 
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more acknowledged by the UN lately in terms of avoiding one-size-fits-all solution 

(UNSC,2016).  

This ‘local turn’ (Mac Ginty,2015: 845) as a pragmatic ‘solution’ to peace amid the ongoing 

crisis of liberal peace has led to an inevitable attention and international support of ‘peace 

infrastructures’ (Richmond, 2013; 2016), something that Lederach (1997) were first to 

problematize, with Ghana, Nepal and Kenya often described as the front figures in this regard 

(Van Tongeren, 2013: 55; Unger et al, 2013). Peace infrastructure was defined officially in 

Kenya with stakeholders from across the African continent as a “dynamic network of 

interdependent structures […] which through dialogue and consultation, contribute to conflict 

prevention and peacebuilding in a society” (Anon, 2012:2). Richmond expanded this notion 

and argued that a peace infrastructure needs to place local actors first and thus also needs to 

be strongly connected with their socio-political processes and institutions (2013: 22). Hence, 

in this regard, peace infrastructures appear to increase local legitimacy of the state and the 

international because they include informal non-state actors’ such as traditional leaders, and 

rests on structures within a society (Richmond 2013; 2016). 

Inherently, these structures, defined here as ‘informal local peace committees’ (LPC) have 

taken important space on the ground and become an increasingly popular tool in various post-

conflict and fragile state contexts where governments and security institutions are failing or 

non-existent (Van Tongeren, 2013; Unger et al, 2013; Bond & Mkutu, 2017). Yet, in 

practicality, it is exactly that absence of state governance that has left informal LPCs merely 

outside the sphere of the peace infrastructure since the formal, institutionalized structures has 

often been co-opted by elites and lacking the capacities to deal adequately with violence (Van 

Tongeren, 2013: 58). Informal LPCs as such, have gained interest among academics and 

policymakers as they are able to operate along grey areas and not specifically constrained by a 

legal policy framework (Van Tongeren, 2013; Richmond, 2016; Glessmann, 2016; Chivasa, 

2017).  

However, despite the growing attention to informal LPCs, this research argues that much of 

the academic work stays often on a normative level of descriptiveness when it comes to 

explaining the current local characteristics of the peace infrastructure, which consequently 

misses dynamics and the many complex issues that an informal LPC faces. 

While Van Tongeren (2013: 39 & 59) argues that informal LPCs can play a cornerstone role 

in a peace infrastructure but at the same time stresses that we need to know more about them, 
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a handful of academics have sought to somehow readdress this issue by placing cases into 

context of the larger peace infrastructure (Unger et al, 2013; Glessman, 2016; Richmond 

2016). However, as this thesis argues, the debate raises a problematic understanding in terms 

of what the ‘local’ is, their challenges, and what these informal actors really do as an 

emerging pragmatic peace approach, outside the liberal framework, but within the larger 

context of the peace infrastructure. For example, should we really be so certain that these 

informal structures and the peace infrastructure works synonymously together? Or, can 

particular circumstances make LPCs violent?  

Kenya comes as an interesting example with regards to the identified research gap, as a large 

amount of research has exclusively been brought forward on the success story of the ‘Wajir 

LPC’ in the 1990’s to shed light on and exemplify the current local characteristics of the 

peace infrastructure in Kenya (see for example Unger et al, 2013 and Richmond, 2016). 

Hence, a central question might be if we can predominantly rely on one case? 

If the answer is no, then this does not only illustrate the fragmented narrative created by 

academics but signifies also an even a greater diffusion in practice by high-level 

peacebuilding officials, policy advisers and international organizations in Kenya. Since the 

latest forum covering a review of the current peace infrastructure in the northern parts, 

exposed considerable divergence between the stakeholders on informal LPCs in terms of what 

exists on the ground, their function and relationship with state actors 2. 

As such, this study tries to be at the forefront in addressing these features by drawing on field 

research in a conflict-affected area in Laikipia, northern Kenya, to investigate the role of an 

informal LPC in peacebuilding.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
2 Informal discussions and observations made during a review of the Peace and Security Architecture in 

Northern Kenya. 2018. Attenders; UNDP, USAID, IGAD, NSC, NCIC, Peace Pact, Ambassadors, governors, 

county commissioners, LPC and Nyumba Kumi representatives.  
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1.1 RELEVANCE 

 

During the latest Oslo Forum, titled “The end of the Big Peace?”, The UN Secretary General 

Antonio Guterres urged a more worrisome attention to what he labeled as ‘the end of the 

small peace’, distinctively related to the proliferation of small conflicts that are becoming 

more intricate and interlinked. He pointed out that “… Power relations have become less 

clear; unpredictability and impunity is the name of the game […] in a way related to the fact 

that we have very weak multilateral governance institutions. More important than ever due to 

the complexity and decentralization of scenes is the mediation at a grassroot level” (UNSG, 

2018). 

The words marked by the Secretary General point to a situation where the UN arguably needs 

nuanced approaches to support local peacebuilding efforts in a time of institutional constrains 

and complex landscapes. While local actors by themselves pose difficulties, they are still 

designated to bring cohesion and reconciliation in the center of interventions. In this, we are 

yet to find constructive solutions to ‘the end of small peace’, in other words: how to best 

utilize their capability. The relevance may therefore be imperatively linked to a readjustment 

in our understanding of social actors to form peace inside a given conflict system, through 

their own methodologies of customs and norms embedded with legitimacy and culture 

(Richmond & Pogodda, 2017: 19). Particularly in Kenya, as they are ranked among the 

bottom countries in the world in terms of ongoing domestic conflicts (IEP, 2017: 130).  

This thesis sees a great interest in the study of local peacebuilding, hence the investigation of 

an informal LPC to know more about their advantages and disadvantages in a time where 

governance at the grassroots level seems inevitable for sustainable peace. The study should be 

welcomed by peacebuilding academics for a nuanced example within the field, but foremost 

multilateral governance institutions should take the results of this thesis with seriousness in 

the wake of the UN Secretary General’s speech, additionally as this thesis widens the 

empirical data on the interface between the international and the local. 

An orientation towards ‘outside-the-box’ policy implementation from below that can 

empower the ‘local’ in response of complex conflicts should come as no surprise and are 

crucially evident for success. However, multilateral institutions should also place caution in 

time of intervention in Kenya after having read this thesis, since the thin line between 

converting political interests in conflict areas to non-constrained peacebuilding activities 

within and outside the peace infrastructure amongst other factors, seems difficult at this stage. 
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1.2 OBJECTIVE & RESEARCH QUESTIONS   

 

The objective with this research is to gain a deeper understanding of local actors’ role in 

peacebuilding by studying the case of an informal LPC in Laikipia, Kenya.  

The study poses the following research questions. 

1. How was the peace committee created? 

2. What does the peace committee do? 

3. What relationship does the peace committee have to other actors?  

4. What are the peace committee’s challenges? 

 

1.3 ANALYTICAL & METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK 

 

An analytical framework has been constructed to reach insight to the study of local 

peacebuilding. Throughout the years, Richmond has seemingly used the concepts of 

infrapolitics and critical agency as factors for a post-liberal peace (2011; 2012; 2016; 

Richmond & Pogodda, 2017). I argue therefor that it is relevant to connect these concepts 

with his latter research that draws heavily on the local agency as an important mechanism for 

maintaining order on the ground, known as Peace Formation. By constructing an analytical 

frame where infrapolitics and critical agency represents factors for the creation of a Peace 

Formation, a deeper analysis is possible to conduct while at the same time considering 

different aspects of the same phenomena.  

In terms of methodology, the thesis is based on a qualitative approach, which seeks specific 

meaning and relevance in the construction of a society as well with its participants operating 

in this (Bryman, 2016: 375). Abduction is used for the operationalization of the analytical 

framework, as it can draw on several factors or concepts, that can facilitate an explanation of 

the phenomena (Danermark et al, 2002). Furthermore, the findings of this thesis are built upon 

sample collection from informal LPC members, officials within the peace infrastructure of the 

Kenyan Government, Kenyan academics, NGO’s, the UN, and with insider peacebuilders. 
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1.4 DISPOSITION  

 

Finally, the research is constructed as follows: Chapter 2 sets the scene for the development 

and the departure of this study by providing a literature review and placing a clearer line of 

the specific research problem. Chapter 3 outlines the theoretical basis for ‘Peace Formation’. 

Chapter 4 discusses the methodological approach that guides the empirical analysis and the 

overall implications social science have had on the outcome of the study. Chapter 5 is 

devoted to outline the empirical findings, while chapter 6 will critically examine it by 

applying theory. Chapter 7 will then offer conclusions and suggest future research in the area.  

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW  

 

2.1 DEFINITION OF LOCAL PEACE COMMITTEES 

 

Oliver and Odendaal (2008: 3) defined LPC’s specifically during the Nepal Peace Transition 

Initiative, and after comprehensive research on them in thirteen countries as “…committees or 

other structures formed at the level of a district, municipality, town or village with the aim to 

encourage and facilitate joint, inclusive peacemaking and peacebuilding processes within its 

own context”. The same definition was used eight years later by the Secure Livelihood 

Research Consortium (SLRC) during an assessment of LPC’s function in supporting the 

Comprehensive Peace Agreement in Nepal (Tandukar et al, 2016:10). 

They emerge or are commonly established in conflict-affected countries and in contexts of a 

weak state presence for conflict prevention purposes, and in the aftermath of an armed 

conflict to forge consensus between conflict groups (Odendaal & Oliver, 2008: 11). Van 

Tongeren explained LPC’s as: locally-led peacebuilding functions that have an impact on 

local communities by keeping violence down, creating conducive climate for security, solving 

community issues and compensate weakness or void in local governance structures (2013: 

39). Moreover, SLRC suggests that they can be described as a local mechanism that seeks to 

promote peace and recovery in the country through grassroots leadership, dialogue processes 

and the mediation of local conflicts (Tandukar et al, 2016:10).  

Lastly, LPC’s is also often described as hybrid institutions, meaning that they draw on their 

traditional conflict resolution mechanisms and formal dispute resolution processes at the same 
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time (Van Tongeren, 2013: 40). In Kenya, the Office of the President stated through the 

national policy on peacebuilding that LPC’s are “…hybrid institutions that bring together 

synergies between traditional and formal mechanisms for conflict resolution and 

peacebuilding” (2012: 7). Meanwhile Mkutu & Bond suggests specifically in Laikipia that 

their hybrid nature of LPCs is explained through the many spheres of operation, such as 

natural resource management, peacebuilding, and pastoral governance (2017: 9).  

 

2.2 TYPOLOGY – TWO FORMS OF LOCAL PEACE COMMITTEES 

 

The first category contains LPCs that receive their mandate from a national structure or 

process, such as in Nepal, Ghana and Kenya (Odendaal, 2008: 10). Nationally mandated 

LPCs enjoy considerable leverage compared to informal ones as they benefit from the 

collaboration with parties that have endorsed the decisions, and as they are part of a 

recognized national peace processes. In addition, they often have better access to resources 

and can establish a critical link between the local and national peacebuilding (Van Tongeren, 

2013: 40).  

Although formal LPCs have the advantage of operating with state resources, they may also 

run the danger of becoming politicized through a national mandate which limits or denies 

local dynamics (Odendaal & Oliver, 2008:14). LPCs in other words, are sensitive structures 

and may not necessarily function suitably to context through invested state power, as critical 

elements of its legitimacy are embedded by its natural coexistence and relations to traditional 

power structures (Odendaal & Oliver, 2008: 5). 

Van Tongeren argued that when a state itself may be authoritarian or fragile, vested interested 

on how to pursue peace or flame conflicts can overshadow a clear structure on sustainability, 

which inherently reflects the capacity on ground (2013:35). Hence, the solution to that has 

been the creation of informal LPCs as its informality is less indebted to political and 

governmental actors and as they are not constrained by legal frameworks, consequently they 

may operate in grey areas where state provisioned LPCs cannot (Van Tongeren, 2013: 40). 

Inherently, such LPCs strength are grounded in their local initiatives and ownership and are 

clearly closer to the ideal of utilizing indigenous knowledge for the creation of peacebuilding 

opportunities, than processes that have been designed at the national level (Odendaal & 

Oliver, 2008: 13).   
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In the Democratic Republic of Kongo and Colombia for example, previous research shows 

that informal LPC’s have worked closely with armed actors to negotiate the protection of their 

communities from violence (Gillhespy & Hayman, 2011:4; Bouvier, 2006:9). Meanwhile in 

Afghanistan, it is estimated that approximately 80 percent of the people continue to look for 

informal institutions to provide justice in terms of local disputes (Van Tongeren, 2013: 39). 

‘Peace Shuras’, rooted in the traditional council of elders, has been active to fill that 

overseeing governance gap of a weak police force and limited formal justice systems outside 

urban areas (Peavey, 2013:29-30). 

However, major challenges that has been identified by scholars regarding informal LPCs are 

its incapacity to influence a national peace process or policy because of the lack of 

communication and accountability channels between national and local levels (Van Tongeren, 

2013: 40). The paradox of grassroots peacebuilding also implies that local communities that 

are part of and live in the destruction of violence sometimes lacks the resources, and the 

emotional distance or broader perspective to manage a peacemaking process (Odendaal & 

Oliver, 2008:13). Informal LPCs are thus often established via peacebuilding professionals or 

NGO’s and therefor rely on donor support for its sustainability, and ultimately on their 

accountability to the community (Adan & Pkalya, 2006:20).  

Here we are able to identify that the focus on LPCs has contributed to the characteristics of 

formal and informal ones. A smaller outline of case studies in other countries than Kenya 

signifies also the importance of informal LPCs, and that the identified challenges concerns a 

lack of institutionalization given their vulnerability, which in turn decreases their chances of 

influencing national agendas. Yet, no focus has been put on if the peace infrastructure per se 

works in harmony with informal LPCs. A further elaboration on what academics perceive to 

be the peace infrastructure on a local level in the next sub-chapter, will perhaps enhance this 

view. 

 

2.3 LOCAL PEACE COMMITTES & THE PEACE INFRASTRUCTURE 

 

Formal LPCs are also at least conceptually part of a grander peace project, called peace 

infrastructures which is a (inter)national interdependent system via institutions aimed at 

coordinating and facilitating peace responses (Odendaal, 2010: 8; Unger et al, 2013: 2).  

In Kenya for example, the structure is shaped conceptually through an umbrella of 

interdependent networks consisting of donors, United Nations Development Programme 
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(UNDP), governmental peace ministries 3 to district/sub-county peace committees and LPCs 

(UNDP, 2017). 

The intention of peace infrastructure is to give back agency to the locals through their culture, 

history, structures and customs and hence bridging the gap between liberal and illiberal 

forces, and the international and the local per se (Verzat, 2014:1).  

Incoherency however remains on what actually constitute the mechanisms of the peace 

infrastructure on a local level as there is also statements suggesting that informal LPCs can/or 

are part of that structure (Chiavasa, 2017:4; Unger et al, 2013:3; Van Tongeren, 2013; 

Odendaal, 2013). Van Tongeren and Verzat for example, underline that informal LPCs have 

the chance to serve as an important pillar in the peace infrastructure but stresses the urgency 

to investigate more activities to know about what works under which circumstances as a 

deeper understanding of specific dynamics remains scarce (2013: 44-45; 2014:2). Meanwhile 

for Richmond, the peace infrastructure is present through varying forms, in which informal 

grassroots bottom-up processes are part of a such arrangement (2016: 157). Yet, at the same 

time he notes that there is a tension between whether the technical structures of peace 

infrastructure rest primarily on locally-led processes emerging from society or on 

internationally directed and formal structures (Richmond, 2013: 22).  

Overall, one can argue that the main problem to such diverse opinions relies on that scholars 

have tended to draw analyses on LPCs without making clear distinctions on whether they are 

formal or informal but at the same time recognizing the larger structure - infrastructure for 

peace to be synchronized conceptually with locally-led peace processes. While Van Tongeren 

and Verzat are determined that informal LPCs operates merely outside the peace 

infrastructure, a collaborative report from Berghof Foundation and UNDP suggests that 

formality is not mandatory, instead the effectiveness of LPCs, within the peace infrastructure, 

should be viewed and dependent by its response to challenges in the context of peace 

processes (Glessman, 2016:42). One can argue that such a hopeful argument has to do with 

the international community’s eagerness to support local structures for contextualized 

solutions (UNSC,2016), where then LPCs, formal or informal, becomes part of a such system. 

This raises questions on what the ‘local’ really means in terms of the domestic character of 

the peace infrastructure and the challenge of combining formal and informal elements as all 

                                                           
3 The National Cohesion and Integration Commission (NCIC) and the National Steering Committee on 

Peacebuilding and Conflict Management (NSC).  
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LPCs are hardly not homogenous and may change over time, additionally as it might be easier 

to find peace policy initiatives in official documents than on the ground (Unger et al, 2013: 3-

4). This aspect of LPCs is of interest here, as similar tendencies can be seen in Kenya 

whereby academics have focused considerable resources to explain the local characteristics of 

the peace infrastructure with one particular case, as will be shown in the next sub-chapter. 

Indications can thus already be raised here in terms of how much we actually know on the 

ground in consideration of what informal LPCs contributes to, as there seems to be a 

divergence of what constitute the mechanisms of the peace infrastructure.  

 

2.4 PREVIOUS RESEARCH IN KENYA 

 

Traditional leaders in Kenya continue to play an important role in conflict resolution with 

statistics indicating that they are both more accessible and effective at the stage of violent 

conflicts, than the police, military, and local administrations (Logan, 2008:11). This view is 

further noticeable by members of the parliament in a National Assembly meeting 2008, 

“…Without the elders there is a big disconnect between the government and the general 

population […] these elders play critical roles in peacebuilding, mediation and conflict 

management” (2209 & 2211). Moreover, a more recent survey indicates as well that 

approximately 77 percent have a greater trust in traditional conflict resolution mechanisms 

(Afrobarometer, 2016/2018), whereas in Laikipia specifically more than 90 percent of the 

domestic citizens perceive elders as well-respected and the appropriate tool for conflict 

management activities (Bond, 2014a: 994; Bond, 2014b: 3).  

Furthermore, Adan and Pkalya (2006) were probably among the first scholars that dedicated 

serious attention to traditional leaders as a collective mechanism, hence informal LPCs 

traditional ways of solving conflict in Kenya, with high-profile practitioners such as Odendaal 

& Oliver (2008; 2010; 2013) and Van Tongeren (2013) drawing references from their report 

to explain the characteristics of LPCs in Kenya. According to Adan and Pkalya, the reason for 

the growing presence of informal LPCs in the northern parts was the realization that local 

pastoral communities were better placed themselves to manage their own conflicts, as the 

inaccessibility to formal justice systems, and lack of trust in government after several 

militarized disarmament programmes in the northern rift valley failed (2006: 3).  
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This academic trend has been followed up in Laikipia as well where a recent study confirms 

that LPCs fill a security vacuum and utilize their conflict management tools as a “patchwork” 

for peace, although findings also indicate that non-state actors’ with their everyday activities 

attributes to different forms of legitimacy (Bond & Mkutu, 2017). Interestingly, Bond and 

Mkutu further notes that since the peace infrastructure in Kenya is not particularly robust, 

informal LPCs have sought to fill this conflict management vacuum, often in places where 

peace and state governance is elusive (ibid), which is something that guides this research as 

well. 

Research in Laikipia also points through a master thesis on how LPCs has been active to use 

‘peace barazas’ and peace caravans to ease conflicts (Kisilu, 2014). Meanwhile an PhD thesis 

through participatory action research and complexity/system theory as an ‘emergent 

grassroots peacebuilding design’, elaborated more specifically on how peace caravans can be 

used as a self-sustaining conflict management tool, to mitigate deadly inter-ethnic clashes in 

Laikipia and other northern counties (Ervin, 2015).  

Another person that has been well-cited except from Adan and Pkalya, especially by the GoK 

in its ‘vision 2030 development strategy for northern Kenya’ (GoK, 2012) and Odendaal 

(2010) in a UNDP discussion paper, is; Chopra (2008; 2009). This scholar brought more 

evidence into the fragmented relationship between the government and local communities in 

northern Kenya and stated that LPCs have been innovative in terms of solving conflicts 

through legitimacy and local power structures, but at the same time can contradict the state. 

Mainly because some of their features run counter to the official laws of Kenya through 

localized laws and sociopolitical structures, but also as their traditional grassroots leadership 

can be at odds with democratic decision-making (Ibid). Although there are also indications 

more recently that the GoK and LPCs can work together, as when Kioko (2017) in a study 

covered through hybridity literature how LPCs and Nyumba Kumis can serve a 

complimentary role along the formal security sector, in a former conflict zone in southwestern 

Kenya.  

Lastly, while Adan, Pkalya and Chopra have answered for much of the original work in 

Kenya, one of the most cited informal LPC cases in Kenya goes back to a women’s group in 

1990’s, also known as the ‘Wajir Peace Committee’, which scholars have used as an success 

story in contemporary time to shed light on the general characteristics of the local peace 

infrastructure (Felix & Ayodele, 2017: 31; Glessman, 2016: 19, 41; Richmond, 2016: 161; 

Van Tongeren, 2013; Unger et al; 2013: 7; Odendaal, 2010:8,10,40; 2008: 18) . Even though 



12 
 

efforts on a master level, by studying the same committee have been conducted to go beyond 

such trends (Mustasilta, 2015; Hedditch, 2015). 

The case per se, has its origins along the northeastern pathways, when a women’s group 

brought together local leaders and facilitated a clan-based mediation process after the 

migratory pressure along the borders was exacerbated by firepower and endemic tensions 

over resource rights, arising from the Somali civil war (Menkhaus, 2008: 25). A consensus 

was reached and led to the Al Fatah Declaration which later became the influencing basis for 

the governmental creation of the NSC, and the national policy on the peace infrastructure in 

general (Ibid). 

In summary, Academics have gone to considerable depth in Kenya to explain the 

characteristics of LPCs, especially with regards to the relative intertextual coherence that 

draw links to this study in terms of looking at bottom-up peace processes in the absence of 

state governance. Yet, almost all LPC literature in Kenya does not connect them to the larger 

peace infrastructure, except from the ‘Wajir Case’.  

 

2.5 SUMMARY 

 

First, we can identify that challenges for informal LPCs do not (i) include the peace 

infrastructure per se; instead, their challenges consist of its informal structure which lacks 

power and resources to decisively have an impact. Secondly, there is also a (ii) divergence, or 

broader confusion on what constitute the local mechanism of the peace infrastructure 

regardless if they are formal or informal locally-led peace processes, which also clarifies the 

third (iii) paradox in that academics have exclusively referred to the ‘Wajir Case’ to inform us 

about the local capabilities of the peace infrastructure, in Kenya, while forgetting the so many 

other locally-led stories to be told. 

Hence, if my earlier arguments are correct - then it also shows the deeper illustration of 

international scholarly approaches to exemplify a narrative about local dynamics as empirical 

evidence, that has in turn been compressed in an engagement to the broader advocacy of the 

peace infrastructure. Therefore, by using a research design that allows the effect of an 

informal LPC to be properly investigated through field work, and further analyzed with 

respect to their role in peacebuilding, hence their representation at a local level in terms of the 

larger peace infrastructure - this study tries to avert a narrative created and shed light on 
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complexities inside the peace infrastructure on a local level that might emerge in conflict 

settings. 

 

3. ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK – PEACE FORMATION  

 

The liberal peacebuilding interventionist approach has been questioned to bring about the 

essence of civil peace, specifically, the more emancipatory sort of peace that at least 

conceptually generates a closer link to the grassroots level by connecting with the everyday 

settings, needs, justice and local ownership (Richmond, 2016).  

However, UNDP personnel have long been concerned that peace operations have been too 

oriented towards security and the government to support populations in conflict-affected areas 

and have instead argued that a more contextualized type of peace should be facilitated through 

and by the state to stabilize regions. Therefore, in relation to a stronger recognition for local 

agency and knowledge, its legitimacy and capacity, an increasing support of national peace 

infrastructures has been on the agenda to connect formal with informal sectors of everyday 

customary settings (Richmond, 2016:157).  

Within this, a given peace infrastructure on a local level may present various forms and 

positionalities as Richmond distinguishes between those peace approaches that have been 

established through formal peace accords on the one hand, and informal grass-roots bottom-

up processes on the other.  

Although a given peace infrastructure refers to the national institutions that empowers 

informal structures within an inter-dependent network, it also represents on a local level; the 

societal patterns that reaches deeper than public/state institutions can do and are usually 

hidden to be seen at the broader view (Richmond, 2012:24, 195). This is called infrapolitics, 

and for Richmond, it raises awareness about the informal practices or activities, and 

capabilities of agency that represents local actors’ preservation of their social, historical, 

cultural and political realities in an everyday context (Richmond, 2012:198). It is here where 

the infrapolitical processes of local actors have led to form of resistance known as critical 

agency by the positionality of subaltern power 4 against the one-size-fits-all liberal peace 

                                                           
4 The ‘subaltern’, lately explored by Richmond, originates from critical theory and postcolonial studies where 

power and resistance in relation to the continued ways of western supreme knowledge are central factors. See E. 
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model through their own methodologies and understanding of peacebuilding. Critical agency, 

therefore enables a more contextualized type emancipatory hybrid peace that are locally 

resonant in terms of beliefs, identity and customary traditions rather than internationally or 

elitist large-scaled and compliant via discourses of materialistic and bureaucratic procedures 

(Richmond, 2012: 195). 

Furthermore, the many customary processes of infrapolitics and the subaltern power of critical 

agency may also operate independently or emerge within a society, in parallel with the state 

as informal structures, in which local frameworks of legitimacy are used to deal with conflict 

even where neo-patrimonial governance failures, and regional or predatory state obstacles 

exists and interact (Richmond, 2016:90).  

As such, a weak state presence does not mean that areas are not governed by institutions or 

that there would be a Hobbesian anarchy. In many places in the global south, customary non-

state-institutions of governance have shown considerable resilience towards using their own 

logic and rules within the (incomplete) state structure, which Boege (2009) suggests should be 

conceptualized as a hybrid political orders rather than an entirely fragile state.  

This points to the significance of mobilization of everyday social practices, with regards to 

institution building at the grassroots to form governance of rights, needs, security and identity 

even where powerful conflict dynamics remain with other actors, which in turn raises the 

concept of Peace Formation (Richmond, 2012:141; 2013: 23; 2016:90) 

Peace Formation can be defined as “the mobilization of informal… [and]… hidden processes 

of non-violent local agents of peacebuilding in customary, cultural, and social governance 

settings […] in which progressive politics of emancipation are being contested (Richmond & 

Pogodda, 2017:9-10). Hence, Peace Formation hidden from the broader view, exercise 

subaltern, critical agency through infrapolitical activities in order to reform the liberal peace 

contract through a range of local to internationally scaled networks (Richmond, 2016: 77). 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
Said (1979) in ‘Orientalism’ and G. Spivak (1988) in ‘Geographies of Post colonialism’ for elaborated 

discussions.  
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Table 1. Conceptual Interaction   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In table 1, peace formation as the emergence within a society originates from a local 

framework of discursive formations (Foucault, 1972) by allowing a regularity between the 

three above elements to be connected to one another. In this, the regularity between the three 

elements belongs to certain ‘laws’ or customs that governs the formation created, which 

constitutes the analytical framework. Hence, if infrapolitical activity is achieved but not 

Critical agency for example, the framework will collapse. Another example can be if a Peace 

Formation is enacted but falls into violent activities, then it will yet again collapse. As such, 

Infrapolitical Activities, Critical Agency and Peace Formation needs to work synonymously 

together through complex everyday-components of societal reality on the ground, in which 

grassroots institutions, such as an informal LPC, mitigates powerful conflict dynamics.  

Peace 
Formation

Infrapolitics
Critical 
Agency

I: The exercise of 

informal customary 

practices, contextualized 

for the social setting in 

which legitimacy is 

gained. 

PF: Maintaining order 

on the ground through 

non-violent peace 

activities and 

governance, hidden to 

the broader view. 

CA: Resistance of the 

neo-liberal 

peacebuilding contract. 

Providing alternative 

methods of 

peacebuilding by 

altering the hegemonic 

power structure of 

knowledge.  
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The framework will help to understand and interpret the collected material of this study and 

guide the research when observing the informal LPC on the ground. The study will also, with 

the help of the framework, be able to detect if Peace Formation is something that is constant, 

or if conflict patterns that the informal LPC experiences changes the nature of its work. By 

resting on Infrapolitical Activities which represents the informal practices of the local actors 

and Critical Agency which answers for resistance of the liberal peacebuilding contract, 

possible tendencies may be witnessed that either confirm or contradicts the chosen framework 

while seeking for explanations and ultimately Richmond’s theory of Peace Formation.  

 

4. METHODOLOGY & RESEARCH DESIGN 

 

Emerging from the previous chapter, ‘Peace Formation’ places the local in the center of 

analysis, which implies that the logical operationalization of the research objective demands 

an ‘on ground’ collection of data, hence a field study.  The aim of this chapter is to present 

frequently used methods for a such approach more in detail along with its processes.  

The reason for selecting a qualitative approach was to reach a better understanding of the 

social world and its participants operating in this. An underlying premise of such a study 

compared to a quantitative approach relies on the subjective matter (perceptions, thoughts, 

etc.) and thus have the epistemological foundation of interpretation (Bryman, 2016: 375). 

Having much of its foundation from hermeneutics views (Gadamer, 1975), and further 

discovered by Weber and Schutz, social science seeks also for specific meaning and 

relevance in the construction of a society, which in practical terms includes a level of 

observation, as to confirm issues on a surrounding or segments that the interviewees speak of 

(Bryman, 2016: 26-27, 422). 

 

4.1 ABDUCTIVE REASONING 

 

As earlier referenced, social science seeks to provide descriptive detail that emphasizes the 

importance of contextual understanding of social behavior, the stance of interpretivisms. 

Many authors argue that this kind of reasoning is better described as abductive reasoning 

rather than solely deductive or inductive due to that perspectives and meanings forms a 

worldview in a specific environment through structures and mechanisms, and thus also needs 
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to be essentially understood in that context. (Bryman, 2016: 394; Danermark et al, 2002:92) 

Danermark et al further suggests that when we apply abductive inference in social science 

and interpret a phenomenon through a framework of interpretation, the framework of 

interpretation constitutes one of several possible outcomes and interpretations. Hence, when 

we re-contextualize findings trough structures the conclusion of the research provides new 

insights as a result of a given framework, through interpretation and isolation of certain 

aspects of the object (2002: 90).  

In this research undercoded abduction is used specifically as a starting point, which implies 

(here) that a choice between several possible frames of normative theories were calculated 

carefully in relevance to the interpretation process of the first-hand data material.  

Consequently, by departing from the above-mentioned points, the first-hand data material 

was selected to be analyzed with the help of ‘Peace Formation’ to unlock factors of e.g. 

customary activities, legitimacy, power structures and conflict mitigation within phases of 

infrapolitical activities and critical agency.  

Furthermore, the selection of informal LPC in the context of Peace Formation is important 

because they can operate in grey areas and are not specifically constrained by a policy 

framework under the national peace infrastructure vis-à-vis formal LPC’s. From that point, 

with regards to ‘Peace Formation’ it does not correspond to a deductive set of factors to 

stimulate the researcher but rather provides an overall concept, or phenomena, that is 

sensitive for not starting with too many preconceptions (Richmond, 2016: 16). Which in turn, 

give explanatory power to the posed research questions. 

 

4.2 SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS 

 

The reason for choosing semi-structured interviews was much due to its flexibility, as the 

interviewee has a great deal of space of how to reply and frame the issue but at the same time 

are not totally free to elaborate on a range of topics (Bryman, 2016:468). This flexibility 

allows the interviewer to take the lead but can still be sensitive to emergent interesting 

themes and can therefore follow up on specific tracks in later interviews that would form the 

research to the better (Bryman, 2016:469).  



18 
 

Despite this, it occurred to me that both the researcher and the informant can get lost in 

translations sometimes and needs do find a strategy to understand each other better. This was 

especially the case while confronting different cultural codes and meanings within words 

than can easily be misinterpreted. I realized that a such misinterpretation was even more the 

case when discussing conflicts with people that had experiences from it, as western 

assumptions of conflict originates mostly through a construction of media and literature with 

a reference on how it should be experienced. I noted in almost all occasions that in order to 

establish a secure route for information gathering and understanding I had to share 

information myself that was collected during the research period. Reciprocity in information-

sharing was in many times a well-needed and used technique and that also implied that some 

of the interviews were more of an informal nature and open-ended than other ones, hence 

adjusting to the interviewees.  

While acknowledging the deficit with unstructured interviews, (Bryman,2016:201), the result 

of it, often proved better than be guided by specific questions. Mainly because it encouraged 

the interviewee to speak on their specialization of topics, allowed a deeper informed consent 

of the overall study and a greater flexibility to follow up certain themes. Meanwhile in cases 

where I interviewed high-level officials and organizations I often utilized the semi-structural 

technique in a more disciplined way through a more specific set of questioner guidelines. In 

that manner I could analyze, compare and separate their responses from those of the LPC’s 

assumption about reality. 

 

4.3 INTERVIEWEES  

 

In order to gather explicit information, a group concentration was considered through a non-

probability form of sampling, hence a purposive method with the goal of identifying 

participants in a strategic way so that those were relevant for the modelled research questions 

(Bryman, 2016: 408). This entailed actors from various sectors of the society but does still 

take a strong stand away from generalization and random sampling. The chosen strategy 

reflected sample members differences in terms of key characteristics and provided a variety of 

data results, in the end, it allowed to understand the phenomena as more holistic but still in a 

detailed manner. Several concentration targets (expert opinions) was chosen in order to 

generalize the characteristics of LPCs, then specific individuals and fewer groups were 

targeted for concentration regarding the informal LPC in Laikipia.  
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Eleven interviews were conducted through recordings and notetakings and six additional 

informal interviews, and several other conversations were held on different occasions. Three 

of the interviews, including one focus group consisting of nineteen people were conducted in 

Laikipia that specifically targeted the LPC members. One interview was held with UNDP 

and three with their national collaborating partners within the peace infrastructure, NCIC and 

NSC. Two interviews were conducted with SCCR and one with LPI, reflecting NGO 

responses. Meanwhile, two interviews were conducted with academic experts and two 

interviews on different occasions was done with an insider peacebuilder. 

Interview partners were defined and targeted by the following criterion sampling in table 2. 

 

Table 2. Criterion Sampling 

 

A) Local Peace Committee Members.  

 

 Inherently, as the research is about an informal LPC in a conflict-affected society and the 

characteristics that comes with, I put great a great amount of effort and resources to meet the 

members5 in their natural environment and in an everyday life scenario. In general, they 

provided me with information about the conflict history, how the committee came together, 

their peace methods, current threats in relation to their capacity and living standards. We also 

talked about their relations with other actors such as security providers, the governmental 

peace ministries and more. 

 

B)  Inter/Governmental Peacebuilding Organizations and NGO’s.  

 

When reaching UN officials within the permanent headquarters of the United Nations Office 

at Nairobi (UNON) I concentrated strategically on the peacebuilding and conflict prevention 

unit of the UNDP who supports the national peace infrastructure and its capacity. They 

provided me with information about contemporary conflict situations, community security 

issues, and other relevant documents and contacts that gave me useful insights on the national 

peace infrastructure’s functionality. Whereas other high-level institutions such as NCIC and 

                                                           
5 A more informative illustration about the meeting, observations, and processes with LPC members in Laikipia 

is found on sub-chapter 4.5.1 ethical considerations in focus group. 
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NSC which are part of the national peace infrastructure gave me more contextualized 

knowledge about the national peacebuilding processes, the characteristics of formal and 

informal LPC’s and the work they have done with them. I have also interacted with Life & 

Peace Institute (LPI) and Shalom Center for Conflict Resolution & Reconciliation (SCCRR), 

two NGO’s working with peacebuilding and conflict management that helped me to reach 

perspectives on the national peace infrastructure, LPC’s characteristics in on the ground and 

the link between. Both NGO’s works extensively with LPC’s and has many years of field 

experiences in rural settings from northern to southern parts of Kenya. This was especially 

the case with SCCRR due to its broad network consisting of substantive information they 

have gained through many peace interventions in conflict areas close to Laikipia.   

 

C) Resource Persons (e.g. Academic Experts & Insider Peacebuilders). 

 

Another important aspect of information gathering was the interaction with resource persons 

that could to a further and lesser extent provide me with critical thoughts regarding the scope 

of peace and conflict in Laikipia. One of them was a peacebuilder that operated between the 

lines of international organizations, the state, and conflict affected traditional communities, 

hence had the exposure to many levels of the society.  As I also took a strong stance against 

centralized worldviews it was important for me to elaborate with Kenyan academic 

professors about my topic, which was done at Kenyatta University and United States 

International University (USIU). They did not only help me to scope a larger picture about 

LPC’s, but I also received cross-checking data support to confirm the relevance and precision 

of contextualized information I encountered during interviews and got help with academic 

material. Explicitly when it came to a professor at USIS which have been very active with 

research in Laikipia.   

At USIU I also got the chance to present parts of my research, especially the methodological 

field approaches, fragments of the interviews, lessons learned, and the overall topic to a 

peace and conflict undergraduate class consisted of approximately sixty Kenyan students, 

which worked as an interesting and critical peer review opportunity. 
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4.4 DATA TRIANGULATION 

 

Despite the unique character of qualitive research, Bryman argues that it often lacks solid 

measurements or the coherence of relational aspect but can also be far more controversial in 

terms of legitimacy when analyzing and interpreting the research (2016: 398). Therefore, in 

terms of research to enhance validity and reliability, a triangulation consisting of interviews 

and two interview approaches6, a focus group and observations were used, which was then 

improved through cross-checking7 with two Kenyan academics.  

An alleviation of centralized views was also done carefully through complemental material 

such as primary and secondary sources, and by attending high-level forums. Adding to this, is 

also a four months internship placement at the national peace infrastructure in Nairobi. 

Overall, the above mentioned has been used to increase knowledge, reduce intrinsic biases 

and capture different perspectives of the same phenomena.  

As a frame of reference, the first-hand data were complemented; and compared with; 

previous scholars on the subject, especially those that have conducted field research in 

Laikipia recently to confirm that certain events took place or explain contemporary conflict 

dynamics. Newspapers fill also a positive function in that regard which are often more up-to-

date - both papers and electronic versions was therefore used to explain general narrative 

characteristics about the conflict environment.  

Primary sources consist of governmental reports, such as official records of parliamentary 

meetings and other governmental statements on the importance of traditional conflict 

resolution mechanisms in the Kenyan society has been used. Governmental documents also 

cover to some extent the current security situation in Laikipia but should be taken with 

caution as the assumed need for security interventions are somewhat normalized as a 

prioritization before soft tactics, such as mediation.  

Lastly, Observational procedure was also used throughout the collection of first-hand data 

which generated a focus on settings, behavioral and organizational interaction ranging from 

traditional communities to high-level officials which served as a background for information 

gathering.  

 

                                                           
6 See sub-chapter 4.1, ‘semi-structured interviews’ 
7 See sub-chapter 4.2, ‘group concentration’ 
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4.5 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS   

 

Efforts were taken in terms of ethics so that informants were not be put in vulnerable 

positions; therefore; respecting limits and privacy, stressing an unbiased language and setting 

an appropriate environment; Information about anonymity and confidentiality were also of 

importance. Other principles such impartiality, respecting the moral and legal order of the 

society, explaining about the research (including the use of it) in a transparent way was also 

conducted ahead of meetings. The Kenyan society is divided among many ethnic lines, 

tribalism is also occurring to some extent in relation to a politicization, in this, a variation of 

political views and deep stereotypes works in some cases as trigger points and segregation of 

society members. Thus, extra measures were taken to ensure that the informants were not put 

in pressure to highlight origin, ethnicity, or political motivations. Furthermore, all personal 

identifiers have been removed from transcripts, and people representing organizations, 

communities or committees will be considered to speak for a certain foundation, title, or unit 

rather than themselves. Interviews are hence coded (e.g. INTW LPC1 or INTW A5). 

Although these considerations were taken from a researcher’s standpoint, I am also aware 

from personal observations that it may be a chance that some people were telling false stories, 

pointing to a certain fabrication, or exacerbating a situation. At the same time, it is important 

to relate to the fact that I am a non-indigenous researcher in which my interpretations might 

not always capture and properly reflect the societal reality. Nonetheless, during talks with 

high-level institutions there was often a rather elitist worldview of viewing pastoralist 

communities as backwards even though they may provide lip service in policy documents 

about the need to incorporate a stronger peace infrastructure and closing the gap between 

traditional and modern societies. Whereas during meetings with NGO’s I encountered views 

of instead romanticizing the locals as a product of peace. While these views are inherently 

imbedded in the epistemological and ontological foundation of the organizations, thus 

forming a collective attitude, I still acknowledge the perspectives carefully.  

Finally, some of the literature review in this research highlight concerning results of western 

imperialism and worldviews. The research takes an ontological standpoint away from this 

through a careful scrutinization of data, as further detailed in the overall study.  
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4.5.1 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS IN FOCUS GROUP 

 

During the concentrated focus group in Laikipia with the members of the LPC a great 

emphasis was taken in to account that some of the members had experience various degrees of 

violence and conflict in past and presence. By introducing a theme for the conversation 

without pointing directly to different occasions or scenarios, rather a general phenomenon, led 

the informants to direct the sensitive subjects in manner that they felt comfortable with. This 

moderating style was also beneficial due to the explorative and abductive nature of the study 

but came in priority for an ethical standpoint in which non-sensitive subjects at the beginning 

created a comfortable and trusting atmosphere. Additionally, own considerations were also 

taken to steer away from information that went too far into sensitive or vulnerable topics that 

was not needed for the research and which could in turn put the participants in harm’s way. 

Ahead of the group discussion, all informants were briefed about the theme, informed that its 

voluntary and withdrawal is acceptable at any time and that participation in dialogue is not 

obligatory. No signs of visible physical or psychological distress were witnessed at any stage, 

but at the same time it should be acknowledged that underlying traumatic memories can 

resurface during a such discussion and may also have occurred, yet it is beyond my own 

capacity to identify such indicators (Höglund & Öberg, 2011: 159). For an alternative view of 

my influence regarding moderation techniques in focus groups, see (Bryman:124 & 506).   

A few methods were also taken to honor local culture, such as information sharing, tobacco 

exchanging, prayers, respecting customs, and that interviews were conducted in the 

participants language. This was important, on the one hand for legitimacy and trust-building, 

but more importantly, a natural setting in a group discussion also implied that the peers were 

able to socially handle the discussion in an everyday context. As group discussions relies not 

only on the questions posed for generating data, but also the group interaction itself it allows 

political and social contexts to be presented in a different way, thus the role of the group 

should not be underestimated (Höglund & Öberg, 2011:146). Exchanging tobacco may sound 

ironic for some, but in matter of fact this was probably one of the better research strategies I 

encountered. Traditional societies have a long custom and history of sharing goods between 

ethnic tribes during peace talks and meetings, whether it is pure meat, milk, or tobacco, for 

reconciliation purposes.  
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I also realized that a group discussion was the best option in this case due that the LPC 

members in the community/village had to a further extent a horizontal line of hierarchy which 

made them feel safer to highlight issues jointly other than being the only one to admit. 

In terms of legitimacy, I am aware that some of the people in the focus group questioned my 

status as a student, for example, that I was doing spy research, journalism, or gathering 

information that could be used in political propaganda. Some even asked if I was doing a 

humanitarian assessment and in turn expected aid from the interviews. These factors can 

always be problematic when conducting research outside of your own context, especially 

since social science methods may not always capture or harmonize the reality of local 

conditions in conflict affected societies (Gabriel, Goetschel, & Santchi 2017:7). I argue from 

a conceptual point of view that informed consent would have been enough to alleviate these 

problems, but from a more practical standpoint it is rather not, even though I put efforts into 

honor local culture and more. The reason may be, that e.g. conflicts, mistrust of “city people”, 

historical injustice, mainstream development channels in relation to white supremacy or top-

down concepts of economic aid can be a part of their perceptions anyways and may not 

necessarily correspond with the application of (western) social science methodology in terms 

of research sensitivity. I therefor call for an interdisciplinary approach to research methods, 

contextually applied for exploration in field work. Innovative research methodologies in the 

future, that can go beyond static views of locality and challenge embedded narratives. I 

believe that Gabriel, Goetschel & Santchi (2017) are some of the authors that have provided 

aspects on those particular issues in relation to field research.  

What also can be clarified is that English is neither my mother tongue nor was my informants 

in special cases. It should thus be noted that language barriers caused smaller problems of 

interpretation and potentially lead to misinformation. This was to a further extent noticed 

during the group discussion in Laikipia as a translator converted stories from Kswahili into 

English. The translator was a well-educated woman and had no negative gender effect on the 

group discussion which consisted only of (male) elders8. Rather on the opposite, I believe that 

the woman’s role as a translator and as an assistant moderator neutralized the discussion and 

had a positive effect on the research, extensively since she was comfortable with peace 

                                                           
8 Elders are well-respected and are referred to the highest hierarchy status achieved through customary practices 

and are as well responsible for decision making regarding a range of disputes - similar to the word leader - hence 

has nothing to do with the age-set per se in this case.  
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research and originated from Laikipia.  

 

4.6 LIMITATIONS AND DELIMITATIONS  

 

The most noted limitation of my research was security concerns, I therefore conducted and 

spent most of the research time in Nairobi because of the tense and conflict-ridden situation in 

Laikipia. Hence, due to the short amount of time spent in Laikipia the research has its limits in 

providing an overarching result, which may also reflect the analysis.  

I am aware that spending more time in Laikipia would have provided me with much more in-

depth knowledge that could have generated different samplings. This is especially the case for 

external researchers, since it can take weeks if not months to gain legitimacy, whereby the 

informants become more information-friendly. This is not necessarily the larger case here, 

since being an external researcher can also be a positive tool if it is used wisely with respect 

to the cultural order etc. mainly because they can appreciate foreign visits under right 

circumstances. Foreign visits are not a common thing to these areas, which also means that 

they will proudly speak up to get their voice heard across the globe. 

Yet it was not only Laikipia that came into consideration of security concerns as Nairobi also 

presented limitations that made an indirect effect on the study. The prolonged re-election 

period caused a scenario where citizens in general kept their breath, shuts down businesses 

and get caught up in the political drama. These dynamics obviously created tensions, which 

made it sometimes difficult to arrange meetings. 

The research design in terms of delimitations origins from my interest in peacebuilding. I 

believe that in order to contextualize peacebuilding operation, a clear sense of what is 

happening on ground must be analyzed and taken into account. Therefore, looking at local 

actors and their response to conflict is a logical choice for me. Besides that, and even though 

this research does not cover in detail a full chain of links it is imperative to understand the 

whole system in which local grassroots LPC’s springs up to the parliamentary and 

governmental institutions, even international organizations for good and bad reasons. This 

also inherently goes in line with my interest of improving a professional field by revealing 

certain findings in the quest for sustainable peace. I selected Kenya, and Laikipia especially, 

because of the new conflict dynamics that are confronting the county, and in this I found 

further interest to explore the role of informal LPC as they are truly anchored to the ground. 
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5. FINDINGS 

 

5.1 CONFLICT BRIEF - LAIKIPIA 

 

Before we enter the major findings, a background information focusing on the conflict 

dynamics that have direct and indirect impact on the informal LPC will be provided. 

Laikipia is situated along the former North Rift Valley Province and is a mixed zone of arid 

pastoralism and high potential farming and wildlife settlement schemes (Bond, 2014a:1). 

They neighbor Samburu, Baringo, Isiolo, Meru, Nyeri, Nakuru and Nyandarua counties, and 

is as such considered a ‘conflict hotspot’ as migrating pastoralists move in during dry season 

with cattle to access water and pasture (Bond, 2014b: 996). Laikipia marks also one of the 

more multi-ethnic areas but during the colonial period the area were commonly known as the 

‘White Highlands’ (Ibid, 992).  

The pre-colonial and the colonial period is imperative in order to understand contemporary 

conflict dynamics in Laikipia as the British incursion constructed rigid conceptions of ethnic 

identity tied to fixed land and territory, which in turn displaced local communities and left 

peripheries in between (Boås & Dunn, 2013: 56-57). During the pre-colonial era however, 

people’s communal identity was mainly shaped by their subsistence and ‘nature’ where 

understood as an open space in which trade partnerships, inter-marriages and alliances 

reflected traditionally porous borders in general (Ibid, 2013: 57). 

Hence, when colonialism introduced policy schemes that categorized certain ethnic groups to 

specific areas of land, in which most of the land in Laikipia became a preserved area for 

European settlers, this institutionalized the practice of ethnic ownership of local resources 

(Ibid, 2013: 58).  

In present time, the intensification of landownership schemes by white settlers in Laikipia has 

consequently led to violent reclaims of ancestral lands onto private ranches, partly through 

political support and incitement (Mutiga, 2017) which in turn has its roots from a colonial 

construction and been enforced by the neo-patrimonial state (Boås & Dunn, 2013: 58). This 

has sparked several heavy-armed combats between pastoralists and military, where the 

official death toll stretches up to approximately 30 deaths and hundreds injured, showing 

indications of repeated cycles of violence grounded in a historical betrayal and economic 

neglect (Mutiga, 2017). According to 2 informants, the British Government has also been 
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diplomatically coercive in terms of pressuring the Kenyan Government to enforce private 

property rights for British ranch owners (INTW A8; INTW PB1), especially after the killing 

of Tristan Voorspuy (Agutu, 2017). Which in turn has increased the sense of militarization, 

official statement of several “no go-zones” and a media boost portraying the county as 

anarchic were pastoralists are maiming and plundering with superior weapons (Kubania, 

2017). Ammunition and weapons that the pastoralists use for the attacks against the 

government and ranch owners has allegedly been sold from the Kenyan police forces, 

smuggling routes from nearby counties, South Sudan, Somalia and the British military camp 

in Laikipia (INTW A8; INTW PB1), whereas the ranch owners themselves have also taken 

ethnic sides in the conflict (INTW KA1; INTW PB1). 

Although the above scenario reflects most of the contemporary conflicts, Laikipia faces 

several other development challenges as well that fuels tensions. This is mainly caused by; but 

not limited to; high corruption, coercive disarmament processes, limited access of government 

services, including security personnel, weak trust for state-actors, illicit firearms, 

marginalization of rural populations, political violence and manipulation, frequent droughts, 

limited access to markets and cattle raiding (Bond, 2014a; 2014b; 2016; Mutiga, 2017).  

The period prior and leading to the establishment of the informal LPCs saw an intensification 

of armed cattle raiding and tensions over land between the ethnic pastoral tribes ‘Samburu’ 

and ‘Pokot’, in which violence spilled over to Laikipia and culminated in the ‘Kanampiu 

Massacre’ (Bond, 2014a:2). Uppsala Conflict Data Program suggests that the conflict between 

2006-2009 was due to a series of cattle raids and retaliatory attacks linked to hard drought, 

which led the two groups to restock and eventually causing approximately 80 battle-related 

deaths (UCDP). Although, unconfirmed sources claim 150 deaths, including women and 

children (Bond & Mkutu, 2017: 8), whereas Okumu (2013: 3) reports the total number of 

deaths between 2004-2009 as up to 500.  
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5.2 ORIGIN OF THE INFORMAL LPC – ADAPTING TO (IL)LIBERAL 

PEACEBUILDING 

 

Before the LPC came into establishment, all members consisting of 20 elders were part of the 

deeply intractable conflict between the Pokot and the Samburu. Fighting consisted in general 

of 200-500 warriors that used auto-rifles and guns accessed from police stations and 

smuggling routes and crafted bows, arrows, spears and iron bars (INTW LPC1). The warriors 

were trained by retired military personnel and supported financially by political leaders and 

other affiliates from urban areas, to reclaim land and cattle (INTW PB1). One of the former 

fighters which now is a peace member, said: 

After some had been killed on our side we did not dare to sleep in our villages, 

so we spent weeks in the forest while looking over our shoulders. They found 

us there, so we moved to another location but were attacked once again. We 

choose to get weapons and increase the number of warriors, because the conflict 

was not in a process of being settled, this was the only option we had to secure 

ourselves from them […] We retaliated back, properly (INTW LPC1). 

 

When a brother to a prominent leader in Nairobi was killed during the intensification, the 

word about the conflict spread to major stakeholders in the country, which consequently led a 

group of several insider peacebuilders to return to their former pastoral homes and mitigate 

the conflict, approved by Government officials and supported technically and financially by 

the USAID (INTW LPC1; INTW PB1). Since then, tensions between the two tribes has to a 

larger extent been pacified. One of the peacebuilders shared experiences on this: 

 

No one had ever thought there would be peace between the Pokot and the 

Samburu because both tribes are extremely strong forces. The reason why is 

because they value death of people that dies in war, so they become heroes. 

Nobody would try to avoid death. That is the most bizarre thing, they do not 

avoid it, they go in to it, even if it means losing your family. If they fight 

against military forces they really do not care who is dying because they have 

this instinct learned from a very young age – you shoot then I shoot, and who 

ever dies, dies, simple as that. The government said that we must avert the 

number of deaths that are taking place in Laikipia, but for us – it is prestige. 

Now, those that dies in war get celebrated, they will receive traditional 

medals. To convert that to hundred percent is a great thing (INTW PB1).  

 

Moreover, the creation of an informal LPC was motivated as a strategic choice given its 

relatively large freedom from political interference (INTW PB1), compared to formal LPCs 
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that have been confirmed as highly politicized (INTW A2; INTW A4; INTW A5; INTW A6; 

INTW A7; INTW KA1). Additionally, since traditional leaders in Laikipia, especially in the 

particular area of intervention are recognized as the appropriate tool for conflict management 

and everyday practices of governance (Bond, 2014a: 994).  

As such, creating an informal peace structure was a decisive choice but also inevitable in 

order to avoid an institutionalization of Kenyan politics (INTW PB1). Though it also meant 

that USAID had to brace through the traditional and customary methods in order to enhance 

the creation of a sustainable and resilient process during the formation of the informal LPC. 

The organization even attended one of the peace meetings and were according to the 

peacebuilder emotionally distressed by the overall experience, but it also signified a greater 

understanding of the local needs in relation to their social environment (INTW PB1). 

Consequently, this implied that there was no procurement process for the ‘holy peace cows’ 

that were used for reconciliation purposes and there was neither any written peace agreement 

enacted for documentation, instead ‘God’ was used as a mechanism to enforce the 

implementation. According to the peacebuilder, the means of using holy peace cows and God 

for the settlement of the conflict was important since contradictions of a written peace 

agreement in these areas has to a further extent exacerbated tensions in which warriors are 

portrayed as heroes if they are caught by the government and end up in jail. In contrast, those 

that contradict god will instead become an outcast, hence cannot marry, talk or dance with 

anyone nor be mentioned with a name, which is something the pastoralists takes with 

uttermost seriousness. The peacebuilder further stated that: 

The illiteracy rate in the bush is extremely high and over 60 percent [in 

Laikipia] does not even have an identity card, so how can we account for those 

money? We told USAID that they could bring the money themselves, but we 

could not agree to have any receipts and the same structure applied to the peace 

agreement. We wanted to spend the money in the traditional way and they 

[USAID] came so practically and agreed to it. These pastoralists have never 

held a pen in their entire life so how would they be able to sign a document of 

peace? They do not even know how their name looks like on paper. We share 

food and eat it (INTW PB1). 

 

Essentially, what also made the peace dialogues sustainable was the fact that the meetings 

took place in the same environment where the fighting had occurred, through a hierarchal 

setting grounded within the traditional structure (INTW LPC1; INTW PB1). Even when high-

level officials within the president office were invited for the closing meeting they were asked 

to follow the same structure, which meant that everyone sat on the grass, waited for the elders 
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to speak or preach prayers, and standing when the elders did so. Moreover, the sense of a deep 

traditional setting also implied that the local conflict actors themselves brought their loaded 

guns and other sorts of armory for the meetings (INTW LPC1; INTW PB1). On the one hand 

due to a lack of trust for the opposition, but also to fill a security vacuum during tense 

negotiations as the lack of trust for state security personnel was even greater, often resulting 

in shootouts (INTW PB1). The peacebuilder proclaimed that: 

There is an issue were people are compelled to have meetings in hotels, which 

is a demand we cannot attain to. There is no saying in the bush that we have to 

do a procurement process with the choosing of this lounge or that hotel, or if 

we should get fancy food from this or that menu. In the traditional culture that 

is completely unacceptable, especially since I do not know whether you are 

going to put me in a trap to kill or arrest me if I come to the town. Additonally, 

you do not allow me to come with my guns and grenades. If I would come to 

Nairobi with a cocked gun people would scampering for safety, but in the bush, 

there is no scampering, it is normal. You have your gun and I have my gun and 

we sit down and talk – its security (INTW PB1). 

 

As such, USAID adhered to the fact that the local conflict actors came with weapons to the 

meetings, something that is not always accepted and can be problematic in the aid/development 

sector (INTW PB1). Explicitly as the government per se can have a strong security stance on 

how illicit SALW in fragile context should be treated and understood (Tuvestad et al, 2016). 

Even though the LPC proclaimed to be their own government and police force without uniform 

and salary (INTW LPC1). Nonetheless, the formation of an informal LPC with less debt to 

politics gave clearance for a locally-resonant process, even though it could imply vigorous risks. 

Two peacebuilders shared insights from other meetings were some of their colleagues had been 

killed or threatened whereas after another meeting, there was a heavy shootout by the people 

that had just gone through conflict resolution training and peace talks (INTW A4; INTW PB1). 

Nonetheless, the implementation of a traditional go-about with respect to the participants 

customary practices, resulted in a grassroots institution that inheld preconditions to be 

sustainable (OBS4, 2018). Something that is not necessarily the general case in Kenyan 

peacebuilding practices as the national peace ministries shows a trend linked to “modern” 

conducts of expensive hotel meetings (INTW PB1; OBS4). Yet when peace efforts are built 

on existing structures and practices, steered by insiders, such as in this case, they are more 

likely to be effective (Autesserre, 2014 :64). 



31 
 

The participants in the peace process, now LPC members, explained that the conflict was in 

overall managed properly and in accordance to their culture (INTW LPC1). A larger ‘peace 

network’ was in this also created where several sub-LPCs came to existence belonging to the 

two tribes that stretches as an umbrella, approximately 750 km away (INTW LPC1; INTW 

PB1). Ervin (2016:16) noted that pastoralists in general are learned at a young age to cultivate 

large social networks which are critical for survival in the arid and semi-arid lands, valuing 

them almost as highly as their livestock, which also indicates a contextualized peacebuilding 

effort. 

In contemporary time, the Pokot and the Samburu interact closely with each other and have 

utilized their network to bond alliance against other threats, which in practice means e.g. raids 

against other ethnic communities, trade-partnerships in time of droughts, early warnings and 

collective protection of external (governmental) forces (INTW LPC1), something that will be 

more closely examined in next sub-chapter. The peacebuilder said:  

 

You could even leave your gun at the other tribe’s village and pick it up a day 

later, which shows the harmony and cohesion that was created [….] to 

succeed [in solving conflict] you have to fit yourself into their shoes, so that 

they listen to you and go in a peaceful way. I grew up in that life myself and 

personally led people to war many times, so I understand them (INTW PB1). 

 

5.3 LOCAL INITIATIVES & THE GREY SHADE OF PEACEBUILDING  

 

After driving for 3,5 hours in the bush, along muddy roads, conservancies, and wide 

landscapes, one of the higher-ranked LPC members asked us to stop the car next to a local 

community. He pointed to areas where fighting had occurred and then turned direction to a 

tree (see front picture) where he said: “We usually meet up under this tree and have 

continuous talks about what is going on in the areas. The tree never dries up or get affected by 

the dry-season, it is always green and provides us with good shade, so it has a symbolic 

meaning for us” (INTW LPC2).  

The collected data during the focus group discussion in Laikipia with the LPC member 

suggests that factions of conflict continued to some extent after the committees had been 

implemented. In this, an education project started, and a nursery school was built in 

cooperation with the LPC for unspecified resources to alleviate grievances and treat wounded 

warriors. Early warning signals came also from the ‘peace network’/sub-LPCs which 



32 
 

indicated that there was still issues of land and cattle mainly among the Samburu and the 

Pokot. Several of the LPC members argued retrospectively that there was a chance of similar 

devastation and death-toll, consequently escalating to a larger conflict, if they would not had 

mediated the situation by mapping resource and territorial belonging to the warrying fighters 

(INTW LPC1). 

Yet, the LPC members acknowledged that their attempts to settle the arising conflict had only 

a smaller impact as their leverage was relatively small compared to e.g. the economic 

empowerment of cows that was decisive for the reconciliation process themselves took part 

of. Consequently, elders from Pokot and Samburu LPCs came together and agreed to seek 

help from ‘external actors’ to manage the remaining disputes. Ground rules in relation to a 

compensation system were implemented for the communities, which had a distinct focus on 

two reasonings; The first one entailed a focus on healing and not prolonging the personal 

retaliations that existed. In practice this meant that no one of the warrying fighters should 

listen to rumors concerning political statements with regards to land and cattle, nor ask about 

landownership within the traditional structure. Neither should anyone ask or follow up on 

rumors related to killings, land, cattle and the effect of different tribal leaders influence in the 

conflict (INTW LPC1), something that Bond (2016:85) have noted as well, in terms of 

obstacles to conflict management in pastoral areas. The second reasoning sought to place the 

ethnic communities to different trading points in order to decrease hostile competitiveness in 

relation to the fast-growing commercialization of cattle rustling (INTW LPC1). 

While the above initiative has been used as a governance model by the LPC on several 

occasions, the intensification of conflict between pastoralists and military with often ranch 

owners caught in between has led the LPC to take on other forms of resolution processes as 

well.  

One such initiative has been with the help of external actors to negotiate ‘grazing deals’ with 

ranch owners and the National Land Commission where a certain framework regulated by the 

rancher dictates how many cows that are allowed onto the area and for how long (INTW 

LPC1; INTW PB1 & 2) Although the initiative has brought some positivity, especially on 

occasions where the ranchers have gone through the traditional inauguration, other ethnic 

communities have proclaimed jealousy by the fact that they are not part of the deal. As such, 

separate grassroots negotiations have taken place in which various informal LPCs from 

different ethnic communities urges for a certain quota of cows that each community will 

represent on the ranch (INTW LPC1). 
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At the same time, inconsistency in the ‘grazing deals’ which are further exacerbated by the 

lack of political will, hostility against pastoralists and the growing intensification of 

landownership9 has caused a troubling situation (Mutiga, 2017) for the LPC. According to the 

NSC, a central part of the witnessed tensions is also the nexus between informal customs/rules 

and formal laws whereby the pastoralists does not make distinction between private and 

communal land (INTW A7). The LPC members themselves proclaimed that there were few 

options left to survive than moving in with cattle onto ranches during the night to steal grass 

(INTW LPC1). They further added that:  

We do not own exact properties of land, we own it together as a community, 

here in Laikipia. So, when these settlers come to buy land from the 

Government we do not have any other places to go, we get displaced and are 

forced to move closer to other tribes. Obviously, the other tribes do not like 

that, because that is their territory. They do not want us to have our cattle 

there, the same as we do not want their cattle here (INTW LPC1). 

 

Shalom Center for Conflict Resolution and Reconciliation (SCCR) argued that these 

dynamics have inherently created hostile bonds between local-local ties but also fueled the 

local grievance and aggression against the state which in turn shows the nexus of traditional 

vis-à-vis modern perceptions about boundaries (INTW A4; INTW A5). Life and Peace 

Institute Kenya (LPI), adds that the current dynamics of conflict between heavily-armed 

pastoralists and military has to a larger extent shifted the ownership of grassroots peace 

initiatives to a terminology within the criminal scope that justifies deployment of security 

operations by the Government, leaving informal LPCs outside the business (INTW A2) 

While the Interior Cabinet Secretary has urged for a continuing security operation to flush out 

illegal grazers (Kubania, 2017), political leaders have also accused the Government of being 

heavily-handed in dealing with the pastoralists, citing to the alleged shooting of 

approximately 300 cows during one of the operations (Kakah, 2017) Something that the high 

court acknowledged as well by issuing a cease of confiscating, killing and seizing livestock 

belonging to the pastoralists community within Laikipia (Ibid). The LPC members shared 

their view on that particular event and became perhaps more involved from another standpoint 

than what was assumed by the LPI: 

 

                                                           
9 Between 40-75 percent of the total landmass in Laikipia owned by cattle ranches and wildlife conservancies 

(Reuters, 2017).  
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You know the story where the Kenyan Police force killed 300 cows? This was 

just a few weeks ago we are still waiting on compensation. We lost 14 cows 

that day through their aggression, so now they must give us 28 cows as that 

count as another kind of compensation system. If they do not return cows to 

us, it will be multiplied to 42 (INTW LPC1).  

 

Furthermore, the LPC members explained that a new war emerged on the horizon, as a result 

of shifting conflict dynamics, which had the potential to damage the Samburu and the Pokot 

alliance as both communities suffered smaller and larger losses of livestock. Consequently, a 

decision was taken to raid the ethnic communities of Kalenjin and Kikuyu outside Laikipia to 

retrieve cows in waiting for the government compensation10. The LPC explained their 

motivation as this:  

The cows mean a lot here, it is everything, our livelihood, so people without 

cows are portrayed as very poor, but really, those that have a problem when a 

community does not have cows is the community that have cows if you 

understand what I mean. That is the reason why we teamed with the ****** 

since we would otherwise go into conflict with the ****** again. But more 

clearly, we did not have that kind of hostile bonds towards them as before, 

they came and asked for help instead of coming with guns and steal the cows 

we had left. The reason being also that both of us had losses, so we were very 

poor and felt that sort of bond (INTW LPC1). 

 

While the LPC also proclaimed that the intervention by the government had intentions to 

destroy their livelihood and organization, a peacebuilder suggested that deeper political 

motives are behind recent events that have links to one of the institutions that has mandate to 

create peace, within the peace infrastructure (INTW PB1). Something that has also been 

indicated by Kenyan academics (INTW KA1; INTW KA2). 

Allegedly, factions within the government, closely affiliated with; and supported; by NCIC, 

have sought to secure seats in parliament for the subsequent election, in which one of the 

strategies to reduce large opposition votes has been to profile the Samburu and the Pokot as 

dangerous invaders in top-meetings, which in turn have justified a military intervention where 

the locals get evicted (INTW PB1). In this, the NCIC have also allegedly consulted the 

president in terms of what strategies that should be used to tackle the conflict and provided a 

list of cows tied to community ethnicity to the police (Ibid), which perhaps also shed light on 

                                                           
10 No compensation has yet been completed by the Gov (INTW LPC3). 
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why one of the programme officers at NCIC explained that they have not had any peace 

intervention in Laikipia for two years (INTW A6).  

According to a peacebuilder, the government uses a tactic whereby they channelize the 

general perception of citizens, both within and outside Laikipia to view local wars between 

communities because of drought and different beliefs, hence ignoring the political aspects of 

silent marginalization and violence from above (INTW PB1). He added: 

If there is peace, then there would be no justifiable means in which the 

government can move in and evict them back to their home counties. What 

they do no tell you is the other side, whereby the Samburu and the Pokot’s 

houses are burned down daily, people are being tied with ropes, shot, and 

killed. A Pastoralist was tied with ropes and burned alive. That is not 

highlighted. What is highlighted is when they move in with their cows to 

graze, portrayed as invaders […] we are looking forward to this August when 

******* 10 years at NCIC expires so that we may have peace (INTW PB1). 

 

Furthermore, due to the high volatility in Laikipia, the LPC members proclaimed that it was a 

necessary act to acquire illegal firearms (INTW LPC1). Something that several Kenyan 

peacebuilders explained to be an inherent act of self-protection as there is a security vacuum 

to be filled if the government are incapable of providing good governance (INTW A4; INTW 

A5; INTW A8; INTW PB2).  

 

In relation to these illegal firearms and destruction of properties on private ranches, known as 

‘invasions’, the government have had disarmament operations that has been met with 

criticism from Kenyan leaders (Daily Nation, 2017). Something the LPC explained to be 

controversially conducted as well and have created a fragmented relationship with the police 

force. Allegedly, they have witnessed several rapes of girls and forceful stealing of goods, 

which have resulted in that they consult among themselves when it comes to local conflicts or 

smaller crimes, instead of involving the police (INTW LPC1). Yet providing a powerful 

nexus as the Kenyan Constitution provides space for traditional leaders to work as quasi-

judiciaries and in this exercise customary practices under the bill of rights (Art. 159, § 3.). 

According to an officer at NCIC there is a gap in the ‘Witness Protection Act’ whereby the 

police favors certain ethnic groups and victimizes others due to political aligning (INTW A6). 

The LPC noted from experiences:  
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The police officers during the operations were smearing the number plates 

with mud so we could not find out their identity, or which unit they were 

from. Normally, they start shooting to scare away people and then steal 

whatever they need, cows, goats’ and sugar. Even we in the committee, when 

we go to the police to file a crime there is chance that we get arrested and 

placed in cell. Even greater are the chances when we tell them that some 

police officers have stolen cows or goats. Then they press charges against us, 

such as militia damage or violent conduct of police. So that created a lot fear 

… [and]…we avoid the Government. If we would see a police car at this 

moment, everyone would run (INTW LPC1). 

 

Besides the outlined challenges that assumes to have a direct or indirect impact on the LPCs 

capacity, other challenges include a non-existent consultancy in times of conflict by the 

governmental peace ministries NSC and NCIC but are rather reliant on ‘insider peacebuilders’ 

that has legitimacy in the area. USAID has neither shown presence since the formation of the 

LPC was conducted, approximately 9 years ago (INTW LPC1). According to NSC, the 

majority of peace organizations that has carried out work in Laikipia, including different 

international development initiatives has drifted away from the county due to the complexity 

of conflicts and politicians that directly benefits from them (INTW A7). 

 

6. ANALYSIS 

 

6.1 SYNCRONIZING INFRAPOLITICS & CRITICAL AGENCY 

 

Beginning with, the infrapolitical activities were a crucial part amid the set-up of the 

committee, not only due to the identified traditional attributes that encompassed the local 

peace actors’ everyday practices that brought symbolic meaning during the implementation, 

but also for its continuing function and legitimacy on the ground while the members 

conducted independent conflict resolution work.  

Yet, a central observation seems also to be that infrapolitics alone has no greater effect for a 

sound peace project other than influencing the peace negotiation setting or steer the 

characteristics of a local institution that was enacted by the deal, which in this case was done 

traditionally. As noted in the findings, there is a tendency by the institutions within the peace 

infrastructure to host peace negotiations or conferences at hotels instead of the conflict-

affected participants natural environment. In such cases, the infrapolitics of the participants, 
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which to a further extent in Kenya are influenced by nomadic herders or semi-arid pastoralists 

have had a smaller impact on the agenda of reconciliation and becomes instead co-opted by 

elites. In contrast, when an informal LPC are created, or solves conflicts, one can assume that 

the infrapolitics plays a greater weight on contextualizing peace efforts, which inevitably goes 

in hand with that informal LPCs are less indebted to elitists politics but are rather dependent 

on local customs and structures. Yet, what really is important here is not the infrapolitics per 

se, but rather the individual power that makes sure that the infrapolitics of the locals are 

enacted in relation to the grander peace operation, similar to how one voice can speak up for a 

marginalized population. 

As can be seen throughout the first sub-chapter of the findings, an insider peacebuilder played 

a decisive role in the formation of the informal LPC and in this influenced USAID to adhere 

to traditional methods of conflict resolution. Such influence, or resistance of the liberal 

peacebuilding contract is known within the analytical frame as the Critical Agency. The 

Critical Agency in this case, implied vigorous risks for USAID, as there was no procurement 

or written peace agreement, explicitly so as the local actors came with armaments to the peace 

meetings, in a conflict zone, without any formal security structures around. On the other side 

though, it was precisely those “illiberal” components that were crucial for the participants 

determination of creating peace, which for them was something natural, entwined within their 

customary practices.  

Hence, the Critical Agency indicates an important hybrid link, or bridgebuilder, between the 

grassroots and the international, by negotiating and steering the peacebuilding contract with 

local needs tied to identity and culture – representing their customary practices (infrapolitics) 

ahead of liberal methods, ultimately creating conditions more sustainable for a grassroots 

institution in Laikipia. As Such, an informal LPC was created that indeed followed up with 

independent peace activities and maintained progressive governance on the ground, which 

gives confirmatory explanation according to Richmond’s theory generates a Peace Formation.  

 

6.2 MAINTAINING ORDER AS A PEACE FORMATION 

 

We can see that the Peace Formation with its ownership, had a significant impact on a local 

conflict that according to the LPC could have led to a similar devastation and death-toll, such 

as the Kanampiu Massacre. It is thus evident, with this particular example in mind that a 
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Peace Formation can and will most likely have both the legitimacy and influence at a 

grassroots level when it has been built upon existing social structures to mediate conflicts, 

even before powerful external actors get involved. Yet, there is also a concern within this 

understanding as most of the conflicts that was mitigated, given the small capacity of the 

LPC, involved the influence of insider peacebuilders. A simple yet important observation was 

that the the LPC did not have the financial capability to invest in ‘Holy Peace Cows’ in one of 

the conflicts but had to engage external actors. Logically and practically, this explains that 

there is also a limit of what a Peace Formation can achieve in a given context without the help 

of empowerment. It also gives us an understanding that the critical agency may change from 

person to person depending on the situation and level of affairs. 

Another interesting example with regards to the above, involves the changing conflict 

landscape amid the intensification of ranch owners in Laikipia, which resulted in several 

layers of negotiations between the Land Commission, the informal LPC and the ranchers, 

with the initiative once again by the insider peacebuilder that sought to connect the national 

level to the grassroots. On a local level which is the focus here, it illustrated that a Peace 

Formation can adapt and adjust its infrapolitical activities to a certain extent in a case of crisis 

but seems only to do so when it is contextualized for the specific social setting by helping 

individuals. This adaption implied moreover that the informal LPC increased the restoration 

of trust between its own citizens, ranchers, and state authorities by the separate grassroots 

negotiations with elders from other communities. Consequently, leading to a larger grazing-

quota deal and a smaller pacification of a boiling conflict, something that state-actors hardly 

can achieve solely through their own epistemology of conflict resolution tools, due to weak 

legitimacy and access to the area in question.  

What has been noticed so far, appears to be that the informal LPC takes different 

characteristics depending on the nature of the conflict, and in this a prerequisite for positive 

results goes inherently in hand with the type of resources that are sustained and invested, 

given the relatively poor institutional capacity of the LPC. Hence, it is difficult to conclude 

the LPC’s role in peacebuilding, although the trends of the finding indicate that the LPC have 

had a more positive output of governance when there is a parallel working relationship with 

an insider peacebuilder that steers the larger framework. In such cases, there seems to be a 

potential to include informal LPCs within the formal peace infrastructure, but only so when 

coordination between multiple tracks are enforced. 
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 A Peace Formation allows us to find a logical coherence within the above statement as a 

given peace formation may utilize local to international scaled networks to alter their situation 

and in this modify the peacebuilding contract within the local-political context. At the same 

time for Richmond, a Peace Formation works often informally and hidden to the broader 

view. This is, of course, a demand the informal LPC advocate for as well and actively defends 

in order to sustain legitimacy on the ground in relation to their everyday life. It may thus be 

evident that their peacebuilding role should stay at large unnoticed for the public eye and 

therefore only be activated for specific operations regulated by insiders. Yet, given that 

informal LPCs are not recognized as a peacebuilding mechanism within the peace 

infrastructure in Kenya but are at the same time allowed under Kenyan Law to work as 

traditional quasi-judiciaries it reflects a catch-22 situation where there is no support from the 

analytical frame in the observations. Ultimately so, as the informal LPC acquired arms to 

protect their community in the wake of a weak government security provision.  

This fallacy does however not stop here as the informal LPC emerged as a conflict actor due 

to particular circumstances which will be further scrutinized in the proceeding section. 

    

6.3 APPEARANCE OF A CONFLICT ACTOR 

 

As we have witnessed in the findings, the conflict(s) in Laikipia are problematically entwined 

of political interests in relation to the complex landscape of irregular warfare between 

multiple local and national actors which are further enforced diplomatically by the British 

Government. The LPI proclaimed that the current state of affairs has shifted the ownership of 

grassroots peace initiatives to a terminology within the criminal scope that in turn justifies 

deployment of security operations by the Government, leaving informal LPCs outside the 

business. Meanwhile NSC have noted that there are few stakeholders left in Laikipia that does 

development work, including international organizations due to the complex setting. This has 

correctly so, left the informal LPC with minor space to keep its current function intact of 

being a Peace Formation despite efforts, as well due to the withdrawal of funds from the 

USAID and coordination from the insider peacebuilder. While the expansion of land-leasing 

has increased from settlers, the LPC has been forced to move in with their cattle onto private 

ranches, partly to keep their livestock healthy, but also in order to not alter the current local 

conflict dynamics, which would for them be to move closer to another ethnic community/sub-

area and hope to not get killed. At the same time have their ethnicity been portrayed in several 



40 
 

media outlets and high-level meetings as dangerous, armed, and violent invaders which 

brought another justification for military intervention as well, in which certain politicians 

have sought to gain from these operations by reducing the lives of opposition voters. In 

particular, a high-level official within the largest institution that has the mandate to bring 

peace in Kenya, NCIC, which have had impacts on the president’s operative strategies in 

Laikipia that was further enforced by the deployment of government forces that shot 

approximately 300 cows, in which the LPC was directly affected and fought back to protect 

its livelihood.  

Inherently, these dynamics brought changing power relations which in practice transformed 

the infrapolitical activities of the informal LPC to a set of actions in the category of a conflict 

actor instead of a peace actor. This cycle of violence continued partly through the LPC’s 

attack on another community to possess sustenance in the aftermath of their cattle losses but 

also during several extrajudicial disarmament operations by Government where the LPC 

became heavily victimized. Explicitly so, when they sought to file crimes to the local police 

station but were met with prosecutions, cases of rape, and destruction and stealing of property.  

Moreover, it is evident from the above observations that the lack of Critical Agency to 

connect with legitimacy on the upper layers of society brought insecurity for the informal 

LPC. Hence it illustrates once again the importance of a Critical Agency that can operate on 

several tracks and in this consult, inform and protect the hidden agency of Peace Formation 

from e.g. coercive military and police operations and political violence in general. According 

to Richmond, a Peace Formation works non-violently, but the case shows on the contrary; that 

the informal LPC were co-opted by violent means due to particular circumstances, 

consequently resulting in that there are no indicators left to explain the informal LPC as a 

Peace Formation.  

Overall, this highlights a complex issue where the theorization of a Peace Formation may stay 

hidden and informal for the broader view, which on the positive side makes it an effective tool 

for conflict mitigation at a grassroots level, not only due to its legitimacy, but also for its 

illiberal and perhaps more pragmatic lines of the local context. One the other hand though, the 

case shows how a complex and decentralized conflict makes local actors that are working for 

peace, explicitly the informal ones, vulnerable. 

 In this, the infrapolitics shows a coherent line of explanation as it is the infrapolitcal activities 

per se that represents the violent conduct, but on the other hand, also contradict a given Peace 
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Formation. Infrapolitics, may not be; as understood in this thesis; the ultimate key to sustain 

future peace work as local peace actors through their practices can and will express different 

motives depending on the context. After all, and perhaps more evident than in any other 

example while leaving external factors aside, was when the informal LPC commanded cattle 

raids against other communities while protecting its ethnic alliances.  

Thus, we need to assume that the informal LPC is also driven by interests within the 

fragmented local-political and socio-economic discourse, the same as any other actor. 

Besides, while the UN gain legitimacy by connecting with the local, the Kenyan politicians 

gain legitimacy by lobbying selective peace projects but not necessarily acquiring such 

acceptance by the locals themselves. The locals though, they gain also legitimacy, more 

specifically on a local level by their infrapolitics. In summary, we can see that despite the 

importance of legitimacy in peacebuilding and indeed their efforts on different levels - all 

these actors are also enforcing the conflict(s) in Laikipia, directly or indirectly, through 

different channels and phases. In its entirety, I call the above reasonings as ‘Grey 

Peacebuilding’. Institutions and its characteristics may be displayed on different layers of the 

society but as the focus is on an informal LPC, I will satisfy the analysis by acknowledging 

the grey lines they are operating on, which is; different channels and phases of both conflict 

and peace activities, ultimately expanding the previous defined edges.  

There are of course many more gaps in this complex web of peacebuilding structures and I 

will not explore them all. Though, on the one hand, one can argue that when a multilateral 

development institution, in this case USAID, stops with funding and no monitoring in sight it 

causes a condition that directly affects the informal LPC as their local-international scaled 

network was predominantly built by the insider peace builder. Yet, working in an 

authoritarian state is not an easy task and USAID may not have the ultimate responsibility 

either to sustain the operation and transform political interests in conflict into productive 

peacebuilding. These operations should always go by the desk of the County Commissioner 

which it did in Laikipia when the informal LPC was created, though that became also a 

lobbying factor for the Commissioner’s contemporary position in parliament, followed up by 

several other controversial peace project targeting specific ethnicities while excluding others 

in the county. Why the LPC has not received any help during the last years of conflict 

uprising may in this be practically explained by that the current Commissioner, indirectly 

backed by NCIC and in the larger context the UN, has advocated for eviction of the ethnicity 

that the informal LPC belongs to. Hence, the transition phase between being backed by 
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international donors, to empower local ownership in a highly politicized environment is a 

complex task for many of the stakeholders involved, especially in a conflict /post-conflict 

zone. As such, it also becomes one of the largest challenges for the informal LPC in the 

broader context. 

 

6.4 PEACE INFRASTRCTURE & PEACE FORMATION, WHAT’S THE DEAL? 

 

The matter remains on whom it is to strengthen the informal LPC’s position with regards to 

conflict management as it is likely that their role in peacebuilding are influenced by external 

triggers, whether it is an insider peacebuilder or political violence from state authorities.  

Richmond proposes that a more emancipatory sort of peace should be facilitated through the 

state that can generate a closer link to the grassroot level. As such the UN’s role amid the 

recognition of the local is to assist countries to sustain their own peace processes by 

strengthening the resilience of local institutions. A solution to this, he argues, is national 

peace infrastructures that can empower and connect formal with informal sectors of everyday 

customary settings (Richmond, 2016:157).  

We may as a last part of the analysis, both confirm and contradict the above reasoning of 

Richmond in relation to the effect it can have on an informal LPC. First, there is a large 

potential within the peace infrastructure conceptually speaking, which I can undoubtedly 

confirm by having participated, worked, and scrutinized the infrastructure for four months in 

several type of occasions in meetings, field visits, research and conversations. There is also a 

general pragmatic line of thoughts which are sensitive for the local context and the 

organizational capacity within the peace infrastructure does not have the same kind of 

stringent internal security rules such as e.g. the UN, which allows for concentrated 

interventions in high-risk areas. While the capacity and knowledge are there to connect with 

informal sectors, there is still a large politicization of interests, particularly linked to the 

government’s agenda in domestic affairs, as the case showed in Laikipia with the informal 

LPC. This is further strangled by a trend of hotel meetings before dirty field missions, steered 

by people that has a longer carrier in Kenyan bureaucracy than experience on the ground. A 

lack of coordination with development organizations and the Governments prioritization of 

development in urban areas signifies why several of the programme officers have spoken out 
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behind closed doors that their peace interventions are cosmetic and unsustainable in the 

northern areas. 

As such, the practical parts suggest that neither the peace infrastructure in its current form has 

the ability strengthen the informal LPC’s position, which may also symbolize that they have 

not received any consultation by the ministries during times of conflict, or any other time.  

If the alleged findings that have been brought forward have any substance in relation to the 

Peace infrastructure, in particular that it can indirectly exacerbate conflict or work against 

local non-state actors, it will from a holistic perspective strengthen the introduced concept of 

‘Grey Peacebuilding’. In this, both Richmond and UNDP’s flagship programme, backed by 

heavy donors in the far north, should place caution on the next move to connect informal with 

formal sectors of the society. 

The role of the informal LPC thus remain unclear even though it was created traditionally and 

moreover conducted peace activities contextualized for the social environment. They are as 

such strictly dependent on shifting society dynamics, including the international level and the 

politics from above.  

 

7. CONCLUSION 

 

The objective with this research was to increase an understanding of local actors’ role in 

peacebuilding, as previous research has indicated that we do not know enough about them on 

a grassroots level, in particular related to the larger peace infrastructure. This is of importance, 

given the decentralization of conflicts that Kenya has struggled with during the recent years.  

The operationalization of the research was conducted through a qualitive field study that 

sought to scrutinize an informal LPC in Laikipia; a county which have struggled with many 

powerful conflict dynamics recently, involving state and non-state actors. Following the 

outlined research questions, the study found that the informal LPC originated traditionally, 

backed by an insider peacebuilder that influenced the international liberal peacebuilding 

contract to adopt a strategy which were sensitive for the local context. Ultimately, giving the 

informal LPC preconditions for continuing legitimacy and conflict resolution work on the 

ground. Their initiatives moreover showed that they conducted several important grassroots 

interventions, among them a mediation process that prevented a larger outbreak and 
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negotiations with ranchers regarding cattle-quota amid the intensification of landownership in 

the county, resulting in some pacification of a boiling conflict.  

Yet, their output of governance was also heavily reliant upon external factors, not at least the 

peacebuilder, but also the government and the peace infrastructure which worked directly and 

indirectly against the informal LPC, consequently leading to that the social institution became 

violent and a part of the conflict instead of working for peace. Their relations with state-actors 

were challenged by coercive and unlawful disarmament operations by the military, attacks on 

their livelihood, and met by extrajudicial prosecutions and actions by the police when they 

sought for help.  

The analytical framework of Peace Formation gave explanatory structure to the research in 

terms of confirming that an informal LPC, built upon traditional methods, fills a function for 

local progressive peacebuilding and explicitly so when they draw upon networks that 

connects to the upper layers of society with legitimacy. Though, the research also brought 

clarity into the frameworks  structural errors as the analysis brings forward examples where a 

Peace Formation can be violent and be converted to a conflict actor through complex 

processes - In turn, introducing the concept of ‘grey peacebuilding’. Additionally, the case 

showed that the peace infrastructure can work against informal sectors of the society, which is 

in contrast of what it is supposed to do.  

Future research would gain by discovering more empirical data on local peacebuilding efforts 

in conflicts that are characterized by complex processes and non-defined edges. In this, some 

may perhaps find more substance into ‘grey peacebuilding’ and its relation to grey war zones. 

There is also a need for a continuing scrutiny of the peace infrastructure, what challenges they 

face on national level by the government, and to know how they can sustainably form a 

hybrid political order of informal and formal sectors. This would help donors to understand if 

they are funding war or peace in an environment where a multi-stakeholder approach is 

crucial for success.  
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9. APPENDIX 

 

9.1 INTERVIEWS  
 

Code           Actor                                                             Date                           Location  

  

LPC1         Informal LPC (group discussion)                  2017-11-24                   Laikipia  

LPC2         Chairman of informal LPC                            2017-11-24                   Laikipia 

LPC2         Chairman of informal LPC                            2018-05-02                   Laikipia 

 

A1             UNDP                                                             2017-11-16                   Nairobi  

A2             LPI                                                                  2017-11-17                    Nairobi  

A3             NCIC (Laikipia citizen)                                  2017-11-19                    Nairobi  

A4             SCCR                                                              2017-11-29                    Nairobi  

A5             SCCR                                                              2017-11-29                    Nairobi 

A6             NCIC                                                               2017-11-29                    Nairobi 

A7             NSC                                                                 2017-12-01                    Nairobi  

A8             ANON                                                             2018-03-12                    Kisumu 

  

PB1           Insider Peacebuilder                                        2018-02-07                    Nairobi 

PB2           Insider Peacebuilder                                        2018-05-02                    Nairobi 

KA1          Kenyan Academic - KU                                  2017-11-22                     Nairobi 

KA2          Kenyan Academic(s) - USIU                          2017-12-05                    Nairobi 

 

 

9.2 OBSERVATIONS 

 

 

Code           Type                                                             Date                                      Location 

OBS1           Traditional customs                                     2017-11-24                            Laikipia 

OBS2           High-level meeting/forum                           2018-03-21/22                       Nairobi                                   

OBS3           CSR from Laikipia speaks at forum            2018-05-03                            Nairobi 

OBS4           Position within the peace infrastructure     2018-01-15 – 2018-05-07       Nairobi 
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9.3 INTERVIEW GUIDE 

 

➢ What is a local peace committee and the purpose of it? 

➢ How is it set up? Who are part of it? 

➢ What types of conflicts are the most common in Laikipia? 

➢ What causes the conflicts and who are influencing it?  

➢ How active are the peace committees in community conflicts? 

➢ How are they usually resolved within the area of the committee? 

➢ How do you think they should be resolved? 

➢ Do you believe there has been any kind of shift in solving conflicts for local peace 

committees in general? If so, in what way?  

➢ What kind of enforcement mechanisms (carrot and sticks) do the committee have to 

deal with conflict? 

➢ What kind of relationship do local peace committees have with the people living in the 

county/villages? 

➢ How is information normally shared during the escalation of a conflict?  

➢ What factors do you believe are important for the committee’s legitimacy and 

authority in conflict resolution? 

             Any examples?  

➢ Are there any examples when a local peace committee lost or gained legitimacy? 

➢ Relationship/interaction with the NCIC or NSC? 

➢ Relationship/interaction with the county government? 

➢ Relationship/interaction with the police and/ or any arbitrations system?  

➢ Relationship/interaction with the Kenyan Defence Force? 

➢ Relationship/interaction with (I)NGOs? 

➢ How does communication and coordination work with them?  

➢ What form of consultation do local peace committees have from the (peace) 

governmental bodies during a conflict? 

➢ What relationship do peace committee have with traditional structures (authorities, 

elders, chiefdom councils etc.)? 

                 Beneficial or not? 

                 Who would agree with you on this perception and who would not? 

➢ Are there any other peace stakeholders that carry out the same kind of work as peace 

committees?  

➢ Are they harmonized? 

➢ How would you explain the relationship between formal laws and informal rules in 

local peace committees? 

➢ Legal framework? What mandate?  
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➢ How does politics work around peace committees? 

➢ How does funding work? 

      voluntary? 

      Membership? 

      Salary? 

➢ In what way are youth and women involved?  

➢ Does ethnicity have an impact on the committees? 

➢ Why are the peace committees necessary, or not? 
 

 

9.4 MAP  
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