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Introduction

Since the early 1990s, European foreign policies have undergone magfonmaations.
Thus, with the Maastricht Treaty of 1993 and the inception of the Contoogign and
Security Policy (CFSP), foreign affairs became, for the finse, fully integrated into the EU
governance system. Moreover, the Amsterdam Treaty of 1999 addddsta defence
dimension by establishing a European Security and Defence PB8$&P) and also provided
for the establishment of the office of an EU High Representatigleiding a Policy Planning
and Early Warning Unit. These institutional transformations hase hhd a significant
impact on the everyday conduct of EU foreign policies (see atfteS2007a). On a general
level, the EU has started to engage in developing geo-strafggcaaghes to the conduct of
its foreign relations - in direct analogy to the US Natiddaturity Strategies. Thus, initially,
the EU designed Common Strategies for areas in its imimeed@ghbourhood (Russia and
Ukraine, respectively, in 1999, the Mediterranean region in 2000). In 2003riess
culminated in the adoption of the global European Security Strategge Tden-strategic
documents aim to develop a comprehensive European approach to perceivedl reg
global threats (terrorism, regional conflicts, state failureganised crime, migration,
proliferation of WMD, environment threats etc.), thereby overcontimg institutional
fragmentation and implementation problems which characterised Eligriopolicies in the
past. In the process of developing its broad geo-strategic istetlestEU also engaged in
defining its global relations on the basis of concentric ‘cirdésneighbours’, thereby
assessing its perceived vulnerability from threats and con#itisnating from the outside
world (see also Diez 2004).

This development of a geo-strategic dimension underpinning the eyecptdduct of EU
foreign policies corresponds with an increasing military involvemehtthe EU in
international conflicts (for this see also Biscop and Andersson 2007Idirguion the



Petersberg Task, the EU has since the year 2000 been directly thviolvsixteen
military/policing/security advisory operations, ranging from Lmig the Gaza Strip, the
Congo, Bosnia and Herzegovina to border missions in Ukraine and Moldovevapdofile
rule-of-law missions in Iraq and the South Caucasus. By the end P65, a total staff
number of around 10,000 persons were involved in ongoing operations across three
continents. However, while the EU certainly has oriented itselards a more geo-strategic
and military approach to international conflicts, it is nevertlseleen to emphasise that it
maintains a ‘holistic’ perspective on the ‘root causes’ of tBreaid conflicts, which is
underlined by the ongoing strong emphasis on developmental assistangeo\arty
reduction, integration/association, multilateral cooperation and diploagmppwerful policy-
tools when dealing with international threats and conflicts. Thus,his Ehe world’s largest
donor of developmental assistance to conflict areas, while it costioumvest significant
energy to get a foothold in multilateral diplomatic frameworkshsas the Middle East
Quartet or in the context of the EU3 negotiations with Iran. Consdyudimé EU still
conforms to its ‘traditional’ role of being a normative/civiligdDuchéne 1972; Whitman
1998; Manners 2002) force in international affairs, which gains partss gbower and
legitimacy from being the Western ‘Venus’, in contrast to ardvan United States (US)
(Kagan 2003).

Against the background of these dual dynamics of an ongoing civitianéative role of the
EU in world politics, on the one hand, and an emerging military/gategic orientation, on
the other, this paper proposes contours of a conceptual framewole fetutly of the role of
the EU in international conflicts in the context of the global palitioerder. The central
objective of this paper is, however, not to merely map the distinctiomwebp
civilian/normative vs. military/geo-strategic rationales onto td’s involvements in
international conflicts. And neither does it aim to merely deduce an edisttf variables of
different methods of EU interventions (e.g. diplomacy, policing, tanyi involvement,
developmental assistance etc.) by generalising from a mores®rrépresentative list of
concrete case-studies. It rather aims to take the discussitep ebackwards by asking
guestions about the overall context into which EU interventions are entbéeddiee first
place. As we argue further below this requires in particulainto EU interventions with
comprehensives theories of globalisation/world society, on the one handlghmamics of

conflict system, on the other.



In order to develop this argument, our paper is divided into three seations. Section 1
focuses in particular on the linkages between EU interventions, on theodegand theories
of globalisation/world society, on the other. As will be arguedh&ir below this allows
integrating the study of EU interventions into a comprehensive theoreticavitak) therbey
overcoming the often too EU-centred, parsimonious conceptualisatiorl) oimpact on
international conflicts. Section 2 links the cycles of interventionhieyEU with the general
dynamics of social conflicts. The main point advanced in thisose® that when dealing
with EU interventions into international conflicts, these interventioeed to be more
systematically linked to the stages of conflict, thereby acledging the self-referential
operation of conflicts as social systems in their own rigtiterathan viewing the success of
EU interventions as a matter of (better) institutional desigafuiities and (greater) political
will. In the conclusion (section) 3 we will then propose some hypethes how this full
cycle of interventionsgonsisting of both the world societal context of all EU interventions
and the relationship of EU interventions with conflict stagdlews specifying theonditions
generating successful EU interventions into international cts#icd theirmpacton conflict

transformation.

Intervention in international conflicts and world society

At first glance the attempt to reflect upon interventiongtarnational conflicts against the
background of theoretical deliberations on world society may seeaptesent somewhat of
a conceptual overstretch. However, to establish such a conceptual thekfirst place points
towards what can be seen as a persistent and wide gap in mdst¢ dferature on
interventions, on the one hand, and on theories of globalisation and wordysaoci the
other. Studies on the conditions and possibilities of interventions ggrearald reference to
theories of world society at least in an explicit fashion, althaongreasingly the theme of
how to conceptualise conflicts and conflict intervention under the condaitiglobalisation is
being taken up (see Kahler and Walter 2006). Equally, most works on thrempamary
theory of world society avoid the issue of violent international adnféxceptions here
confirming the rule (see Stetter 2007b). In order to demonstrateanbbitical value-added
we expect to result from building bridges between these hrativer separate thematic fields,
we will in the following introduce some of the relevant tenetwafld society theory which

we will rely upon when developing our argument further.



Broadly following the systems-theoretical version of world dgcikeory, world society is
conceived as denoting a meaningful social ‘whole’ which is solapstduted by
communication (basically the argument here is that sociasglfiis only possible on the
basis of communication). In this sensenflict communications part and parcel of society
itself and cannot be seen as a disruptive force in society as eulte case in theories of
(world) society which rely on a notion of normative integration and ¢cohes a prerequisite
for the existence of a society. In this conteanflict systemsre a particular form of social
systems. Various social systems on quite different scaledat@ the form of a conflict
system if and when conflict communication begins to dominate commiemicaithin that
specific system. Conflicts, thus, not simply exist in paratiebther societal communication.
They also have the tendency to dominate and overarch previously unrelated cormomuimica
society. In this context, Heinz Messmer (2003) has suggestedcaspr model of social
conflicts which we utilise to distinguish between conflict epispdesie conflicts, identity
conflicts, and subordination conflicts. These different stages aractbased by different
kinds of subject incompatibilities, and by different ways in whiags¢éhincompatibilities are
articulated. As we move from conflict episodes to subordination canflicinflicts become
both more securitised and wider in their societal reach: the Qiheahe conflict is
increasingly constructed as an existential threat againsthwimieasures outside normal,
regulated political interaction, and ultimately physical violerms;ome legitimate (i.e. in
relation to which practices of ‘securitisation’ occur; seewMsd 995; Buzan et al. 1998). In
addition to this, particular incompatibilities increasingly tendb#linked to all forms of
societal interaction so that seemingly innocent daily practiaesot be performed outside the

discursive framework of the conflict.

In The European Union and Border Confli¢Biez, Albert and Stetter 2008) we used this
conceptualisation of conflicts in order to analyse how an actornated a conflict system
can assert an influence on it and thus transform the ‘inner lafgilce conflict, i.e. moving it
from higher to lower stages. While the conceptual framework lojged in this context
proved to be fruitful to analyse how the EU can influence conflstesys through the means
of integration and association, the main impetus for its furtherl@@went by drawing on
some facets of theories of world society derives from thisliof this conceptual framework
in terms of its possible generalisation to cover different fasfronflict intervention outside

the very densely institutionalised normative setting which is chemstic of the region and

! The second part of this paragraph heavily drawBiea, Albert and Stetter 2008: xxx; see also Aibkessler
and Stetter 2008.
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political contexts covered by EU-related integration and assmtiatechanisms. Thus, in the
present contribution we seek to sketch out how this conceptual frameaorke taken a
significant step further and reflect upon some of the implicatione seek to apply it to a
broader set of cases. For this purpose, it is necessary to intresimeeconceptual handles
which allow to analytically grasp the fact that, and to understanditennational conflicts

are constitutively embedded in world societal structures.

We basically pursue two analytical threads in this context. Tise derives from basic
insights on the consequences of functional differentiation and sysaemoicomy, the second
from research on global ‘scripts’. World society is primadlfferentiated into operatively
autonomous function systems. Put in very simple terms, this meandothakample, the
political system cannot directly influence, regulate, or ‘Stéex economic system but that
every political steering impulse needs to be observed by treic system on its own (in
this case: monetary) terms. While world society theory hagadaséunctional differentiation
to be a cause of conflicts, and literature on governance has intensivedgshellimits posed
by autonomous system operation on successful steering, vergatiétgion has been paid on
the consequences of the latter to the former, the exceptionbberg a body of literature
which applies complexity theories to the study of conflicts, avat strategy (see, for example
Beyerchen 1992). What is missing, in other words, is a translatitredheoretical insights
of the consequences of the autonomous operation of different function systemesearch
on the possibilities and limits of successful conflict interventiohil&®ive do not adopt the
rather pessimistic view that steering is impossible, strategylasidih’ (Betts 2000), and thus
successful conflict intervention in the end an issue more oofgasre luck, we take serious
the warnings provided by social theory in this case in order to ceaflict intervention as an
extremely demanding exercise. Thus, to study the conditions and pibssilof conflict
intervention first of all necessitates inquiring which functiosydtems and which according
‘logics’ of operation are involved in the relevant conflict settingnfrsuch a perspective, it
seems under-complex to simply assume that a given conflichgsést characterised by
political, economic, legal, religious etc. circumstances. Whaattser required is a double
task of first establishing the relevant functional logics involved in their ewns, and second
to systematically inquire at which places and through which nésiing synchronisation
tasks between these different logics can and need to be performdd.thihimay at first
seem to be a rather complicated way of approaching the analysisflict intervention, we
nonetheless are convinced that this forms a necessary comptexifiofanalysis as in the



end only a rigorous analysis of the internal operations of the fungtstenss relevant for a
conflict setting allows us to judge the structural level rahvfor the conflict at hand (and
thus, for example, to judge whether a conflict constellation is pfimset in a global

political, but in a regional economic and a local legal context etc.).

Closely linked to this first theoretical perspective is th@sdgerspective on ‘global scripts’
which we deem to be relevant for understanding conflict systehes.ba@sic starting point
here is the so-called ‘Stanford School’ version of world sodietpry (Meyer et al. 1997)
which argues convincingly that world society is characterizen fagt constituted by — the
global spread of certain, basically Western, ‘scripts’ of whateans to be a rational actor
and on how to organise rationally. While it is easy to conceive oflicis in terms of
resistance to global scripts, we seek to go one step furtheargud that the most intricate
conflicts are in fact characterized by a ‘clash of scrifisis is to say that conflicts not only
need to be understood in terms of different interests, normativenfya, and systems logics,
but also in terms of sometimes fundamentally different scriptghat constitutes ‘rationality’
and ‘rational actors’ which can be addressed as such. A prigkeféa analysing the
perspective of successful conflict intervention would then be to dirsall establish an
overview of the relevant scripts involved in a conflict settingroter to assess the amount of
basic ‘translation’ work required in order to establish a minisielred world view of the

conflict parties.

To summarise, the main argument put forward here is that both inde@adaconflicts and
external interventions must be understood against the background of comspreltbeories
of globalisation. In that context, a world society focus is partiduddpful since it allows to
link the literatures on interventions by the EU and others intonatenal conflicts in
International Relations (IR) and conflict studies, on the one hand, wittprehensive
theories of functional differentiation and global ‘scripts’, on the rothore specifically, a
world society focus directs the spotlight on the underlying glahdl conflict-related scripts
(e.g. various notions of liberal peace, good governance, but in particul@nsnaif
rationality), global interdependencies and functional differentiatog. (between economic,
legal, political spheres) and emergent structures of world statebapdylobal public, global
law, inclusion/exclusion) which turtocal conflicts into zones oglobal political concern,
thereby creating the indispensable ‘internal’ societal embeddiaf ‘@Xxternal’ intervention
(see Luhmann 1997; Stichweh 2000; Albert and Hilkermeier 2004; Albert aclwSh



2007; Stetter 2007b; see also Meyer et al. 1997; Hall 2002; Chase-Dunn 189pjetisely
on the basis of this world societal embeddedness of internationdittorthat the literature
on the EU’s role in international affairs can then also beeglat a comprehensive theory of
globalisation. Thus, studies on the civilian/normative vs. military/gexegjic role of the EU
in world politics point to the competition between different scrgstd methods of securing
peace and conflict transformation (see also Richmond 2005); polioytextianalyses on the
EU’s external relations vis-a-vis the various concentric ‘rioggeighbours’, in general, and
conflicts in these regions, in specific, then stress the variausisf of structural
interdependencies (and asymmetries) of the EU with the fe$ieoworld; moreover, the
global role of the EU as a new ‘superpower’ (McCormick 2006) pursaliegnhative forms of
power politics — which can be detected in the EU’'s emphasimdtilateralism, strong
international law and international organisations, the centrality wéldpmental assistance
and other ‘soft issues’ — underline the linkage of EU foreign poliith more general
structural developments in an emergent global order which transceeds state-centred

forms of cooperation and global governance (Albert 2005).

Intervention in conflicts and conflict stages

As already referred to above, conflicts are social systenthdir own right and can be
broadly distinguished with a view to the intensity of securittsafirocesses, on the one hand,
and their societal reach, i.e. the intensity with which they coweoussocial systems and
discourses, on the other. By doing so, we can empirically distimdpasveen four conflict
stages (conflict episodes, issue conflicts, identity conflicisolination conflicts). We, thus,
operate with broad, discursive notions of both ‘conflict’ and ‘intervention’. In otlbedsywe
conceptualise successful conflict transformation as the reductiotiemmsity and spread of
conflict communication (rather than merely the move away frommniele Both conflicts and
interventions go through a number of phases or stages, and that whiles thidely
recognised in the literature, much less has been written abouhbsevtivo cycles interact. It
seems however crucial to us that in order to understand possitlegys for successful
conflict intervention, the concepts of ‘stages of conflict’ and leyof intervention’ need to
be brought closer together. While generally interventions go thrdwegtytle of framing and
securitising the conflict situation, identifying specificaentention opportunities, designing
intervention strategies, and executing conflict interventions, thet éxaing of and the
content of interventions, of course, also crucially depends on the idantityinteraction
capacities of the intervening party, its relation with the coinflarties and other intervening



parties as well as the general normative-cognitive fraandsglobal interdependencies within
which all interventions take place (on intervention cycles see iia Lipsey 1997,
Paffenholz 2004, Miall 2004). However, merely focusing on such ‘cyaiestervention’
carries the danger of disconnecting the analysis of (EU) imtovs from a systematic
understanding of the emergence and consolidation of conflicts as seitiags in their own
right. In other words, the conflicts into which the EU and other adtesvene cannot be
simply presupposed. Seen from that perspective, interventions havetoabieeaddressed as
already being part of an overall conflict constellations which turn - requires to firmly
ground the analysis of EU interventions into a comprehensive theagndicts. Otherwise,
analysis of EU interventions risks treating these conflictgiasn objects, which could be
separated from so-called ‘external’ interventions. In contrastkeyiargument is that every
engagement with a conflict already renders this interventiomgarrial’ element of conflict

communication.

The context of the EU makes such a linkage between ‘cyclesep¥@mtion’ and ‘stages of
conflicts’ even more important, as the provisions of both the Common Raaid) Security
Policy (CFSP) as well as the European Security and Defesity FESDP) make the EU an
increasingly important actor in conflict intervention that ideddnt both from state actors
with centralised foreign and defence policies and an integratéthrgnistructure, and
intergovernmental organisations or ad-hoc alliances. In the afad®e EU, the cycles of
intervention are particularly influenced by its self-identity @ ‘normative power’. The
possibility to influence the normative setting of a conflict andriatee without military
forces or with their deployment in agreement with the conflicigmoperates on a different
timescale from military operations to ‘make peace’. The chariaation by many EU actors
of the EU as a normative power also illustrates the importainseidying the ways in which
intervention discourses ‘perturbate’ conflict discourses, as core tanudiregs may often not
be shared, resulting in policy failure and unintended consequencesthiénishowever
crucially important to analyse how the two discourses obsenie @her — whether, for
instance, conflict parties share the notion of the EU as a neemmiwer; whether the EU’s
conception of the conflict is compatible with that of the conflicttipay whether conflict
parties try to instrumentalise EU policies; etc. — and to tifaege conceptions of each other

through the cycles.



A widespread assumption in the literature on EU interventions (ateed, interventions by
other actors) into international conflicts is that there iscausal line’ linking these
intervention, on the one hand, with the subsequent impact of interventions ootspaoflithe
other. The question of whether EU interventions are successful erimatther words, the
famous question of whether the EU has become an efficient actarid politics possessing
the capabilities to exert its will (e.g. to stop a conflict fenably according to its own terms)
on others or not — is then ultimately nothing more than an issue fitiostal capabilities
and political will. However, such a linear understanding of EU inteimesitin international
conflicts (and, indeed, of interventions in general) is problematic fitwusareasons. Thus, it
is based on the somewhat simplistic assumption of a cause-effatibnship between
political interventions, on the one hand, and conflict change (or théhadof), on the other.
Moreover, it builds on the understanding that a conflict simply list¢ and that all what is
therefore needed alongside effective intervention strategiesdugh knowledge about the
concrete conflict setting at hand. This view is consequently baseaeonidespread belief
that a conflict ‘consists’ of specific conflict themes whiah,turn, nurture the antagonistic
opposition between specific conflict actors. Conflict resolution then becomesaadiag but
nevertheless technocratic exercise in addressing at thetinghtthe right interlocutors in
conflict societies, deciphering the underlying conflict themes arsigmieg possible
compromise solutions (either by force, by stealth or by diajogdewever, such an
understanding — as widespread as it is in the media, amongst-palkars and many
academic analyses — is not unproblematic. Thus, it underestithatsslf-referential status of
conflicts as communicatively-generated social systems in dvair right, which generate
conflict actors, conflict themes — and, indeed, conflict interventidnghe first place. While
the focus on actors and themes might be convenient in order to idetié/ or less useful
‘addresses’ for conflict intervention (e.g. parties on the groundY)igkenere is to disregard
the autonomous features of conflicts as distinct social sysssasa(so the previous section).
Our contention thus is that without taking this understanding of configtsocial system
serious, the analysis of EU interventions risks being drawn into atdexlaclecticism which
views conflict-resolution as a (more or less demanding) exeroieffective political (or
economic or legal) ‘steering’ and transformation of conflictbegitoy internal or external
parties and not through the theoretically more compelling perspeaftihiew conflicts as

social systems process all these ‘perturbations’ according to thansgdogics of operation.



In order to elaborate on the linkages between ‘cycles of intervention’ (whincprise a broad
range of intervention instruments, ranging from indirect formswydaict, support for civil
society actors to military intervention) and ‘stages of conflibree crucial insights from
various theories of conflicts need to be considered in greater ietader to firmly link the
analysis of EU interventions with a comprehensive conflict thealetramework. Firstly,
conflict theory points to the internal dynamics of conflicts wiibape and structure conflict
development as well as the very constitution of conflict actors anfliat issues. Thus,
conflicts are complex social structures which function accorttirtheir own specific modes
of operation. Interventions into conflicts thus have to be studied adhastackground of
these self-referential dynamics of conflicts. This requiregarticular to shift from the
technocratic ‘steering perspective’, which is based on the libAéfpolitical (or economic,
legal or moral) interventions can directly influence the developroéra conflict, to an
understanding of how the conflict translates all external (paljtioterventions into its own
systemic operations and, consequently, uses these ‘perturbationts farbsequent (de-)

stabilisation.

Secondly, a systematic understanding of conflicts as sodtdrsyg in their own right shows
that conflicts are not only a widespread but also a necessdwyefda various societal
contexts. More specifically, conflicts neither need to be adsociavith violence or
stereotypes nor do they necessarily have a negative function. Whileay, at first sight, be
less relevant for the study of international conflicts — whitttact the attention of the EU and
other interveners precisely because they are often charadtéyseiolence, human right
abuses, massive negative stereotypes between conflict péctiesthe societal function of all
conflicts should nevertheless receive greater consideration. Thiglstaiube conflated with
a normative justification of specific conflict settings or #etions of conflict parties. Yet,
while the actual processing of conflict communications in intesnatiaffairs indeed often
highlight the centrality of specific conflict themes and conhfparties, these themes and
actors are only the result and not the reason for the initi@rgance and subsequent
consolidation of these conflicts. Thus, when addressing internationaictonifile effect of
conflict communications in bringing about conflict themes and cordlators should not
divert attention from the function of conflicts in world society. Agady alluded to in the
previous section this function of conflicts might particularlyifiethe relationship between
conflicts on the one hand and functional differentiation as the primedbdifferentiation in
world society on the other. Seen from this perspective, this thenes@ddressing the way
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in which the continuation of conflict communication might result fromstadtions in the
operation and/or inter-relationship between various functional settinghe relationship
between various global ‘scripts’ and not from incompatible interestidentities of ‘actors’

which are, after all, the result and not the origin of these very corfflicts.

Thirdly, as already referred to above, conflicts are a basialsartefact which emerges and
disappears as all other social processes on the basis of carattuimas society’s basic unit
(in this case: the communication of subject-incompatibilities)ailgthis argument is not
meant to downplay the societal significance and human hardshipsassgoeith many
international conflicts and neither does it suggest that conflal easily be solved — this
would only mean to fundamentally underestimate the self-referedsinbmics of all
communications. However, it challenges the widespread ideadh8iicts are a disruptive
feature in society, which consequently foster disintegration andasepar Thus, a more
systematic mapping of conflict theories onto the study of intiemmel conflicts shows that
these conflicts are in fact dense social settings whichfiintegrate all those actors and
themes affected by conflict communication — and this not only sefatthe ‘conflict parties’
but also to allegedly ‘external’ interveners as well. A nélgepublished article, which
critically assesses the role of the International Crismu@iin gaining a hegemonic status in
global conflict management, can be used to illustrate the relewdribis observation (source
to be added). Thus, by framing successful conflict managemehné aask to (re-)establish a
common ground between conflict parties, ‘conflicts are [...] assoomtadhe disruption of
communication, thereby reflecting the assumptions held on rationalersussseeking
mechanisms which are blocked in a conflict’s differentiation butkkhine through as the
underlying objective of conflict resolution’ (Albert, Kessler anét@&tr 2008: xxx). In other
words, by rendering the identification of key conflict themes, pivoonflict actors and the
achievement of a reasoned consensus on these conflict themes hdéeveelevant’ actors
the key task of conflict resolution, such approaches implicigyag that the establishment
of a shared life-world would — under favourable circumstances —lsmndisintegrate the
conflict. In other words, they build on the imagery that confiotieties’ are disintegrated
spaces and that interventions could operate from outside the confineondict

communication by (re-) establishing integration. However, suchivenéon strategies not

2 This is not to argue that all conflicts need torbkated to functional differentiation. Howeveryven the
relevance of functional differentiation in worldcsety we expect that many conflicts are indeeddahko this
form of differentiation. Of course, other forms differentiation as well as other social structucas equally
provide an ‘anchor’ for the emergence and constitidaof conflict communications.
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only systematically underestimate that integration rathem thaintegration is the prime
‘problem’ of conflict settings but also nurture the illusion thateasoned’ consensus could
be re-inscribed from outside this conflict setting. Such a siratiignately not only points to
the underlying hegemonic drift of such processes, but more importantly herey &dborate
how such interventions are self-referentially processed by conflict coroations.

To sum up, we cannot elaborate here in greater empirical detail onthese conflict
dynamics relate to the cycles of intervention by the EU andr acib®rs in concrete
international conflicts. However, on a conceptual level we have alerted apaimstespread
trend in the analysis of EU interventions to be primarily corezemmith the specific conflict
themes and conflict actors as well as the designing ofonadde’ (from whose perspective?)
compromise-solutions. As we have argued above, the problem of sucaclpes lies in its
neglect of the general dynamics of conflicts as distinctabaystems. In contrast, our
conceptualisation is based on the understanding of conflicts as sgteins of (conflict)
communication which register intervention as external ‘pertwbstwhose impact crucially
depends on the particular stage at which conflict communicatios fdkee (i.e. as ‘issue
conflict’, ‘identity conflict’, ‘subordination conflict’ etc.) and how #hiintervention is
subsequently translated within conflict communication. By linking ¢lyelés of intervention’
with the ‘stages of conflict’, our main hypothesis then is that success and failure of
interventions into conflicts hinges on asymmetries between thenahtestages’ a conflict
goes through, on the one hand, and the ‘cycles’ of interventions Hyptnity actors such as
the EU, on the other.
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