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Abstract 
The term ‘hybrid’ has been widely incorporated into recent peacebuilding scholarship to describe an array of peacebuilding endeavors; including hybrid peacekeeping missions, hybrid criminal tribunals, hybrid governance, and the hybrid peace. However, while widely deployed, hybridity itself is under-theorized and variably applied by scholars. Major concerns arise, therefore, concerning the concept’s usefulness for peacebuilding theory, policy and practice. Most problematically, while some scholars use hybridity descriptively to illustrate the mixing of international and local institutions, practices, rituals, and concepts, many today deploy hybridity prescriptively, implying that international actors can plan and administer hybridity to foster predictable social experiences in complex post-conflict states. This latter literature, therefore, assumes predictable relationships between the administration of hybrid institutions – of law, of governance, or of economics, for example – and the provision of peace promoting local experiences of those institutions; experiences of justice, authority, empowerment, etc.
This article argues that these assumptions are flawed and illustrates how a disaggregated theory of hybridity can avoid such errors. This theory distinguishes between four levels of hybridity – institutional, practical, ritual, and conceptual – characterized by their variable amenability to purposeful administration. The article illustrates how prescriptive approaches that assume direct and predictable relationships between institutions and experiences fail to recognize that concepts underpin local understandings and experiences of the world and, therefore, play a mediating role between institutions and experiences. Using examples from Sierra Leone, the article shows that while concepts are always hybrid, conceptual hybridity is inherently resistant to planned administration. As a result, internationally planned and administered hybrid institutions will not result in predictable experiences and may even result in negative or conflict promoting experiences. The paper illustrates the dangers of assuming any predictable relationships between the four levels of hybridity, and, therefore, between the administration of institutional hybrids and the predictable provision of positive local experiences. 
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Introduction 
As a field that promotes strong links between scholarship and practice Conflict Resolution (CR) has an interest in proposing, designing, and even administering processes to assist in real-world conflict situations. To play this role, CR scholars and practitioners must accurately understand the world with which they engage. It is for this reason that conflict analysis and empirical studies of historical and contemporary conflict have been such a central linchpin of the discipline. Recently however, CR scholars, and those in the related fields of Peacebuilding (PB) and Transitional Justice (TJ), have been struggling with a major intellectual and practical problem. These disciplines, the inheritors of a particular Western intellectual tradition, today primarily theorize about conflict elsewhere and propose interventions to be administered in the diverse political, economic, social and cultural settings in which the vast majority of contemporary conflicts occur (Richmond 2006a: 393-394; Mac Ginty 2011: 4-5). As a result, many scholars have argued convincingly that CR, PB, and TJ theories and practices often do not describe accurately or respond well to such conflicts (Richmond 2006a; Shaw and Waldorf 2010; Author 2011b; 2012a). It is partially in response to such critiques that substantial attention has been paid to questions of local ownership of CR, PB, and TJ processes (Lederach 1995; Richmond 2009, 2012; Donais 2012), and, in addition, to the concept of hybridity (MacGinty 2010b: 594). 
Hybridity, it seems, holds the promise of relevance for academics and policy makers often disconnected from the places and populations embroiled in contemporary conflict. It implies the mutual creation of the political, social, and cultural world and the melding of the ‘international’ with the ‘local.’ As such, it allows Western scholars and practitioners equal claim to understand and interpret a hybrid reality (see Richmond 2006b: 298). In implying joint creation and ownership, hybridity extends to all the right, perhaps even the responsibility, to intervene in conflict or to assist in peacebuilding. It is within this context that the hybrid label as it has been prominently used in the CR, PB, and TJ literature, has allowed both recognition of the geographic distances and cultural distinctions between those who plan and those who experience conflict or post-conflict interventions and a defense of continued theorizing, planning and administration ‘for them’ ‘over there.’ Mirroring Richmond’s claim regarding ‘local ownership,’ hybridity within much CR, PB, and TJ literature has today become ‘little more than rhetoric, used to legitimize externality’ (2012: 372; see also Peterson 2012: 17; Donais 2012: 6). In short, in much recent scholarship hybridity has become one more thing to be planned and administered; it has taken on a prescriptive as opposed to a descriptive quality.  

In this paper I argue that the current prominence of prescriptive hybridity reveals a failure among most practitioners and many scholars to understand the qualities of and relationships between multiple levels of hybridity which are variably amenable to international planning and administration in contemporary societies. Prescriptive hybridity assumes that administering hybrid institutions will foster predictable peace promoting experiences among local people. But often unacknowledged is the mediating role that local concepts, beliefs and ideas about the world play between the administered institutions and the local experiences of those institutions. Disaggregated hybridity theory, therefore, distinguishes between institutional, practical, ritual and conceptual hybridity and demands that attention be paid to the mediating role concepts play in the interpretation and experience of all administered institutions. This new theory of hybridity recognizes that the institutional and practical levels of hybridity are relatively open to international influence and amenable to purposeful planning and administration, or what Mac Ginty terms the ‘compliance powers’ and ‘incentivizing powers’ of the international actors (2011: 78-84). However, it also recognizes that the ritual and conceptual levels act, even if unconsciously, as sites of local resistance to such intervention. 

Before proceeding, a short caveat on my use of the terms ‘international’ and ‘local.’ While I do not want to promote or encourage a false dichotomy between the ‘West’ and the ‘Rest,’ and I recognize that national elites and institutions of government do play a role in CR, PB, and TJ processes, this article focuses on the interactions between the ‘international’ and the ‘local.’ This is so because; first, the funding, planning and administration of currently dominant practices of CR, PB, and TJ are overwhelmingly dominated by international and Western actors; second, because the term ‘local’ is far more useful than the term ‘national’ when discussing experiences of international interventions as the effects of most such processes must be evaluated at an individual or communal level rather than at the national level; and, third, because the term ‘local’ allows for variability within the national setting instead of aggregating all experiences into one homogeneous ‘national’ experience. As a result, in this paper I use the terms international and local and hope the reader can excuse what is clearly a simplification.

In what follows I first describe the recent deployment of hybridity both descriptively and prescriptively in the literature and then outline disaggregated hybridity theory itself, defining each of the levels and explaining why they are each variably amenable to international planning. I then provide examples of the four levels of hybridity from the case of Sierra Leone. These examples highlight the complicated relationships that exist between the levels of hybridity more amenable to planning and administration (institutional or practical) and those which evolve over longer periods of time and which resist international planning (ritual or conceptual). These cases also illustrate the value of disaggregated hybridity theory as a descriptive tool for understanding the causal relationships – or lack thereof – between international practices and local experiences. In the conclusion I summarize the argument and reiterate the central point; no matter how amenable institutions may be to international planning and administration, concepts inherently resist purposeful planning and can derail interventions on an institutional level because of the mediating role they play between institutions and local experiences.
The Hybridity Paradigm

As noted above, there has been an increasing interest in the concept of hybridity within a broad array of literature pertinent to CR, PB, and TJ (Peterson 2012: 10). The label has been used, for example, to describe hybrid identities (Anthias 2001; Bolatagici 2004; Beck 2004), hybrid economies (Yang, 2000; Altman, 2009), and hybrid political systems (Clements et al. 2007, Brown & Gusmao 2009). Further, literature dealing directly with post-conflict processes has included studies of hybrid criminal tribunals (Katzenstein 2003; Dougherty 2004), hybrid peacekeeping missions (St-Pierre 2007; Othieno & Samasuwo 2007), and the more general concept of the hybrid peace, often posited as an alternative to the currently dominant liberal peace paradigm (Richmond 2009, 2012; Mac Ginty 2010a, 2011, 2012). For the purposes of this paper, I divide these uses of ‘hybridity’ into two kinds; the descriptive and the prescriptive. 
The former attempt to analyze and understand the mixing and melding of institutions, practices, rituals, and concepts generated through the interaction of coexisting, competing or complementary structures and norms. Anthias’s description of the complexities and limits of hybrid identity fits this mold well (2001), as do descriptions of hybrid economies (Altman 2009 Yang 2000) which conceive of hybridity as the ‘articulation’ of ‘economic logics and practices’ (Yang 2000: 477). These descriptive works do not propose methods to create or administer hybridity, but attempt only to describe what hybridity is, how it comes about, and what it means. As such, these descriptive uses of hybridity are akin to ideas proposed by scholars outside the CR field, such as Bhabha’s idea of mimicry (1984), Hannerz’s syncretism (1987), the Comaroffs’ chimeras (2001), or Beck and Sznaider’s cosmopolitanism (2006). These scholars attempted to provide concepts and theoretical lenses for scholars to understand and analyze the mixed and melded cultural forms that seem ever more common in a globalized world, but they did not propose designing, planning or administering such forms.
The second use of hybridity, however, is increasingly common within literature pertinent to CR, PB and TJ. This is prescriptive literature which argues that international agents can design hybridity into projects in an instrumentalist fashion – what Peterson has labeled ‘hybrid programming’ (2012: 10) – to foster peace promoting experiences among local people. Johnson and Hutchison, for example, argue that ‘hybridity in political systems can contribute to greater political trust and consequently greater legitimacy,’ and that international actors should look to ‘[e]xisting social networks, linkages and service providers’ which may be ‘utilized to increase cooperation and increase legitimacy’ (2012: 48-49). Kumar and Haye propose that local actors be utilized to ensure the ‘full order of success’ for the international agenda (2012: 17), and that the international actors can ‘equip’ local actors to play a constructive role in statebuilding processes (2012: 18), while Wardak and Hamidzada propose increased use of the Loya Jirgas in Afghanistan for a host of instrumental benefits including peace and reconciliation, governance, security, and conflict resolution (2012: 85). In the case of East Timor, Brown and Gusmao claim that ‘many people’s experience of “democracy” has become indentified with conflict and “top down” imposition of values’ (2009: 65) and argue that institutions of state must incorporate ‘local governance practices, rooted in place and culture, and enjoying widespread social legitimacy’ (2009: 62) in order to facilitate more positive experiences of peacebuilding. Similarly, Clements et al. argue, that ‘until customary norms, values and institutions are taken seriously, and incorporated directly into state building dynamics’ the goals of creating ‘capable, effective and legitimate’ states ‘will remain elusive’ (2007: 48). 

Studies of hybrid tribunals too describe a process whereby the shortcomings of purely international tribunals can be overcome by combining international and local actors and international and national laws (Katzenstein 2003: 246). In the case of Cambodia for example, Horsington argues that the hybrid tribunal will ‘provide a meaningful process of accountability’ that can ‘reflect the peculiar social, cultural and historical culture of the country’ (2004: 478) and ensure that the future legal system be seen as ‘stable, trustworthy, competent, credible, and reliable’ (2004: 481). Reviewing a number of cases, Dickinson argues that combining international and local justices ‘may have enhanced the perceived legitimacy’ of hybrid tribunals (2003: 306), and that these processes may facilitate greater ‘penetration and development of the norms of international humanitarian law’ (2003: 307).  Raub, in turn, argues that non-hybrid courts are ‘seen by the affected population as lacking both legitimacy and accountability’ (2009: 1021)
All of these examples illustrate the common trend within this prescriptive literature, the assumption that combining individuals or processes from the local with those of the international will foster more positive and peace promoting experiences of CR, PB, or TJ institutions. Each responds to the various recent studies that describe the institutional/experiential disconnect that exists between international interventions and local experiences (Richmond & Franks 2008; Author 2010, 2012b, 2013; Donais 2012; Mac Ginty 2012; Mac Ginty & Sanghera 2012: 5-6), but they erroneously assume a direct and predictable relationship between the administration of a hybrid institution and experiences of those institutions among local people. They ignore or fail to recognize the mediating role played by concepts and beliefs about the world between institutions and practices that can be influenced by the power of international actors, and the experiences local people have of those institutions and practices. The desire to sustain the relevance of academic theory and international practice to contemporary conflict seems to drive theorists of hybridity towards prescriptive, as opposed to purely description, approaches.
The influential work of Oliver Richmond, for example, exhibits this tendency well. In earlier papers Richmond conceived of the liberal peace itself as hybrid, or as a composite of previously hegemonic conceptions of peace (Richmond 2006a, 2006b), before later defining the hybrid peace as “the original liberal project but in a hybridized form,’ or as a liberal/local hybrid (Richmond and Franks 2008). In more recent literature he sees hybridity  as rooted in strategies of resistance and survival among local communities (2010, 2012), and engages with Foucault’s conception of agonism (2000) and de Certeau’s everyday (1984) to move away from the simple descriptive notion of hybridity as two things combined, instead proposing theory about the ‘practices’ of hybridity (see also Visoka 2012). However, this recent work adopts a more prescriptive notion of hybridity as it works towards a ‘post-liberal’ or an ‘emancipator’ peace. While this prescriptive hybridity would supposedly serve local actors, Richmond provides little explanation of how to establish such a peace without again making hybridity something to be planned and administered ‘by us’ and ‘for them.’ 

 Roger Mac Ginty, on the other hand, has provided a more structured investigation of how hybridity is produced. He notes, for example, that there are ‘degrees of hybridity,’ wherein it is recognized that ‘some actors, networks, and structures are more fixed than others,’ and that the hybridization process is inherently fluid and one in which ‘different interests and values coalesce, cooperate, conflict, re-coalesce and re-cooperate’ (Mac Ginty 2010a: 407). As such, he shows that ‘local actors may be capable of considerable autonomous agency’ and can resist external impositions in some contexts, but that ‘the power to resist will vary according to context and in some contexts exogenous actors, networks and structures will dominate, leaving little room for local agency’ (Mac Ginty 2010a: 402). Mac Ginty, therefore, provides a descriptive account of and additional theoretical detail about the processes of hybridization (2011: Chapter three) while largely avoiding the prescriptive approach, although he has a tendency to see hybridity as a goal and a potential solution (Peterson 2012: 16-17). His recent work, therefore, agrees with Visoka and Richmond that hybridity is largely produced through active resistance by local people (Mac Ginty 2011), but largely avoids the temptations of a prescriptive approach. 
These insights serve as context for my own contribution, which accepts Mac Ginty’s point about the variable and contextually determined agency of international and local actors, as well as his contention that local actors can resist and subvert international intervention. However, I focus not on local agency, but on the inherent and unconscious resistance that local concepts place in the path of international planning and administration. In short, I argue that there are some areas of social life in any context that are inherently resistant to purposeful planning – the ritual and the conceptual – but which do not demand willful action on the part of local actors to serve as points of resistance. Instead, because concepts of the world underpin experiences, local experiences of institutional hybridity will always be mediated by concepts in the local setting which are, by their nature, outside the scope of easy manipulation or management. As a result, the ingrained conceptions that underpin local experiences of CR, PB, and TJ institutions will be, even without local actor’s knowledge or conscious agency, sources of unpredictability. 
Disaggregated Hybridity Theory

I propose that there are four levels of hybridity – institutional, practical, ritual, and conceptual – each of which is open to different degrees of purposeful design and administration and to different intensities and modes of local resistance (illustrated in Figure 1). My intention here is to clearly describe the distinctions between the various hybridities that are possible along this spectrum between institutional (structural) hybridity that is amenable to the interventions of international power and resources, and conceptual (ideational) hybridity which is the site of inherent, even if unintentional, resistance. 

Figure 1: The Four Levels of Hybridity
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Institutional hybridity is that which is most open to international agency and amenable to planning and administration. This is because institutions are the sites where political influence, technical knowledge, and access to economic and human capital are paramount. This kind of hybridity is best described as the mixing or combination of different institutional forms from two or more different sites. They are internationally designed and planned, but attempt to incorporate local individuals and processes. In post-conflict or transitional states institutional hybrids are purposefully created, combine international and local actors, and purport, thereby to foster positive experiences among local people. The hybrid nature of such institutions is thought, therefore, to have predictable peace-promoting effects. Clear examples can be seen in the creation of the Special Court for Sierra Leone (SCSL) as one of the first hybrid criminal tribunals (Dougherty 2004), and the incorporation of ‘good governance’ programs and technocratic bureaucracies within the post-conflict Sierra Leonean government (Jackson 2005). 

Practical hybridity can also be greatly influenced by international actors. This is because such actors have the power to incentivize some practices and dis-incentivize others (Mac Ginty 2011: 80). The endless pressures to standardize and the increasing demand for evaluation of peacebuilding processes are key examples of how international actors have influence over practice.  However, in their everyday choice of how to perform peacebuilding functions, local individuals also choose for themselves if and how they follow internationally prescribed modes of practice, subvert it, or even invent their own practice within the structures set by international planners. In this way practical hybridity evidences ‘the new power of imagination’ in complex modern society (Appadurai 1996: 54), and is best seen as ‘a way of using imposed systems’ that ‘creates a certain play in that order’ (de Certeau 1984: 18). As such, practical hybridity is open to both international and local agency and is generated through ‘organic, everyday citizen action’ influenced both by incentives from above and norms from below (Mac Ginty 2011: 87). 

The third level, ritual hybridity is the mixing of symbol and ceremony to form new ritual forms or appropriation and deployment of existing ritual for new purposes. Rituals differ from practices in their prescribed and formalized nature. While practices are everyday actions resulting from the choices agents make within structures, rituals are rooted within highly contextual and deeply felt symbolic meaning (Turner 1967). Further, as symbols often have conceptual referents that can be understood only by those with an internalized grasp of their ‘fluid, “fuzzy” abstraction’ (Bourdieu 1977: 112) ritual hybridity is one step further removed from predictable design and administration, particularly by international actors. A few CR and PB scholars do argue that international actors can plan the design new peace promoting rituals (Schirch 2005: 169), but the deeply contextual nature of salient rituals – closely connected to local beliefs and concepts – greatly decreases the agency of international actors at this level and increases the potential for ritual to serve as a site of local resistance. As a result, while all rituals are hybrid in some way, the purposeful planning of such hybrids by international actors is likely to be very difficult and their outcomes unpredictable. 

And finally, conceptual hybridity is located on the far end of the structural/ideational spectrum. It is the mixing and melding of ideas and beliefs about the world in the minds of individuals. Such hybridity occurs everywhere and at almost all times, and, as such, all concepts are in some way hybrid, having evolved over generations and through long interaction with ideas from other places and among other peoples. But, importantly, such hybridity is insulated from purposeful influence and administration. Even local actors are unable to plan conceptual hybridity, as it happens without conscious attention or effort, similar to Beck and Sznaider’s idea of cosmopolitanism as ‘globalization from within,’ or something happening to us without our conscious attention or effort (2006: 9). Such concepts are perceived as the “self-evident and natural order which goes without saying” (Bourdieu 1977: 166); those ideas that have been internalized, naturalized, and taken as given. As a result, international actors have little ability to predictably influence this level of hybridity. 

But the key issue here, in our exploration of the institutional/experiential divide in peacebuilding, is that concepts are foundational to experiences of all institutions, practices, and rituals. The concepts we each carry in our heads, often unconscious and unacknowledged, act as a lens through which the world is experienced. If administered institutions, practices and rituals are not consistent with already accepted and internalized concepts the experience of those institutions, practices and rituals will be unpredictable. This is similar to Alexander’s idea of ‘fusion’ and ‘de-fusion’ in that a disconnection between institutions and concepts will result in unpredictable social experience (2004); as I have noted elsewhere, the local effect of the administered process will be con-fused (Author; forthcoming in 2014a). In other words, as concepts underpin experiences of institutions, the conceptual level is potentially a powerful site of local resistance to international intervention. But this resistance may resemble Tsing’s notion of Friction (2005) more than it does the often described agentic struggle against intervention noted by scholars such as Richmond (2010) or Mac Ginty (2011). Instead, such resistance may appear more as an awkward and unpredictable interaction between international interventions and local people (see also Author et al. 2013). 
Disaggregated hybridity theory, therefore, forces us to recognize that international efforts to administer hybrid institutions, such as hybrid courts or hybrid governance, are unlikely to produce predictable local experiences, but may have unpredictable and potentially even conflict promoting effects. In addition, by recognizing different levels of hybridity, disaggregated hybridity theory provides a more nuanced lens through which to understand the various qualities of and relationships between hybridities on the ground while also increasing our understanding of the strengths and limitations of hybridity as a prescriptive tool. Disaggregated hybridity theory can, therefore, highlight the weaknesses but develop the strengths of the recent use of hybridity in CR, PB, and TJ scholarship and practice. We turn now to a look at some real world examples.
Hybridity in Sierra Leone
Over the past few years I have spent 18 months in Sierra Leone. In 2007 I spent two months in Freetown during the first independently administered presidential election since the end of the war, in 2008/2009 I spent 10 months studying the local experiences of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) in the northern town of Makeni, and in 2012 I spent six months evaluating the local experiences of a 40,000 hectare bio-energy project among 12 villages in the rural north of the country. During these projects I used an ethnographic approach to peacebuilding evaluation (Author forthcoming in 2014b), which involves interviewing representative samples of the supposed ‘beneficiaries’ of peacebuilding interventions to evaluate local experiences of international interventions. As most of the beneficiaries of the TRC and the FDI project are largely marginalized non-elites my research has therefore involved interviewing primarily non-elite local people concerning their understandings, perceptions, and experiences of these projects.

In the case of the TRC I interviewed 50 non-elites (30 attendees of the TRC’s public hearings in Makeni identified through snowball sampling and 20 non-attendees sampled randomly) and 12 local elites (identified through snowball sampling). In the case of the FDI project I interviewed 55 non-elites in 12 villages within the land-lease area of the project (10 villages selected through geographical cluster sampling procedures and 2 chosen for their particular characteristics and location vís-a-vís the project) and 5 elites involved in the project. Throughout both projects I used semi-structured interviews to investigate what local people understood about these interventions, how they have interacted with the international actors involved, how local people themselves define the social goods these interventions are theorized to provide (reconciliation, healing, justice, empowerment, opportunity), and to determine if, in their own opinion, they had been provided with those experiences.
During these projects it has become clear that most residents, and almost all of the non-elite locals, do not experience externally designed and internationally administered projects as the administrators of those projects predict. Consistent with other literature on the TRC (Kelsall 2005; Shaw 2005, 2010), for example, I found that the public hearings of this process in Makeni failed to contribute to local experiences of justice (Author 2011a), psychological healing (Author 2010), or reconciliation (Author 2012b). Similar findings are emerging regarding the large bio-energy project, which seems not to be providing experiences of empowerment or opportunity, instead resulting in disempowerment and a great amount of local disruption (Author 2013b, 2013c, 2013d). These imported institutions, both of which incorporated local actors to try to ‘lend legitimacy’ to their ‘hybrid’ processes, have had quite unpredictable negative effects. 

Interestingly, however, Sierra Leone has, over a long history, incorporated many foreign concepts and practices. The paramount chieftaincy so revered as ‘traditional’ authority today, for example, was a re-ordering of existing authorities by the British colonial administrators just a century ago, while the ‘ancient’ secret societies that dominate life in rural areas throughout Sierra Leone today – the Poro for men and the Bundu or Sande for Women – were incorporated into the area by incoming Mande interlopers in the sixteenth century (Rodney 1967). Even today, with its creolized language and syncretic religious tradition, Sierra Leone is a living example of hybridity in action. Indeed, Richards argued that the conflict in Sierra Leone itself must be located within ‘the hybrid Atlantic world of international commerce,’ and recognized as fostered by ‘the media flows and cultural hybridizations that make up globalized modernity’ (1996: xvii). He argued that the wartime violence exhibited a hybridity resulting from the various cultural, social, and political exchanges driven by connections to global processes of production, marketing, and consumption. The complex and multiple nature of this wartime hybridity, however, is not captured in simple terms such as ‘hybrid conflict,’ nor are the forms of hybridity evident in the postwar period captured adequately by the ‘hybrid peace’ label. To understand the complexity of wartime and postwar hybridies we must instead examine in far more detail the qualities of and relationships between the multiple levels of hybridity. 
In what follows, therefore, I will provide necessarily brief examples of institutional, practical, ritual and conceptual hybridies evident both during and after the conflict. I will focus on hybridities related to the prevalent use of child soldiers during the war and hybridities related to the failed efforts to promote reconciliation after the war. I will use these two cases both to highlight the distinctive qualities of, and to analyze the complex relationships between, the four levels of hybridity. Further, the two cases will be used to illustrate the importance of consistency between the four levels of hybridity and to show that when rituals, practices and institutions are inconsistent with local concepts, experiences will be unpredictable. This section will, therefore, show clearly how local conceptions underpin experiences of rituals, practices and institutions and why the administration of hybrid institutions by international actors fail to foster predictable local experiences of CR, PB, and TJ processes.
Hybridity and Child Soldiers in Wartime Sierra Leone

The first step here is to understand the concept of ‘childhood’ in Sierra Leone. While childhood has, for the past century, been a defined period of education and innocence in most of Western Europe and its settler colonies (Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the US, etc.), individuals of a young age in Sierra Leone are conceived and treated very differently (Shepler 2004). As they are not yet initiated into the secret societies that define adult life in much of West Africa, children are seen as still connected to “the world of spirits, which generates loyalties in conflict with the world of the living” and even very young children are therefore thought to have connections and access to ‘concealed power’ (Ferme 2001: 198) and “unruly energies” (Jackson 2004: 156). As such they are seen as ‘not quite human’ (Hoffman 2003: 299). In Sierra Leone, quite differently from the West, childhood is not a time of innocence but of potential danger and children themselves are not harmless bundles of joy. Instead children are ambiguous, ‘liminal beings … between the world of animality and madness’ (Ferme 2001: 198). 
This concept of childhood is, of course, a hybrid concept; constructed over decades and generations and in discourse with conceptions of the self and social responsibilities, the power of the ancestors, devils and witches, and the role of secret societies and powerful magic, each of which have evolved and changed over many centuries and generations of engagement with competing and complementary concepts that have traversed West Africa. However, as much as this concept of childhood is a hybrid concept constructed over generations, it is not consciously recognized as socially constructed. Quite to the contrary, this understanding of childhood – and children – is taken as natural and normal (as is that in any other culture). As such, it is internalized and underpins local use and experience of related hyrbidities at other levels; including hybrid rituals.
During the Sierra Leonean conflict many of the armed groups, including the Revolutionary United Front (RUF) and Civil Defense Forces (CDF), incorporated child soldiers into their ranks. They accomplished this partially by appropriating the initiation rites that traditionally form the border between childhood and adulthood in Sierra Leone. As noted above, children are thought to ‘possess a power they cannot reliably control,’ and this status pertains until they have been ‘inducted into the secret societies from which they learn the ideals of social behaviour’ (Hoffman 2003: 301). It is for this reason that children are ritually inducted into the secret societies of Poro (for boys) and Bundu or Sande (for girls). This ritual indoctrination puts an end to their liminal state and their dangerous connection to unseen power. However, during the war these initiation rituals were appropriated and redeployed by the armed groups. The rituals of secret society initiation were used to incorporate children into fighting forces. Jackson, in agreement with Richards (1996: xix), argues that such initiation rituals met children’s ‘desire for initiatory rebirth as men of power (purified of the taint of childhood)’ (2004: 159). 
As such, we can see how the accepted local concepts of childhood and the transition to adult status underpinned the ritual practices of military indoctrination and allowed the incorporation of these rites as hybrid rituals within fighting forces which also included modern processes of recruitment and military training; as well as initiatory acts of violence. Further, while the appropriation of these rituals was clearly a strategic move on the part of the fighting forces, this does not diminish the salience of the ritual to those both conducting and experiencing the ritual. Those children and adults who share and have internalized the local conceptions of childhood, adulthood, and the appropriate transition from one to the other through initiation believe in the power and the necessity of these rituals. As a result, the hybrid ritual of child soldier initiation – the appropriation and redeployment of the secret society initiation rituals – was consistent with, and reliant upon, the Sierra Leonean conception of childhood.
We can also see clear examples of practical hybridity during the war. While many focus on child soldiers as a category of victim during contemporary conflict it is no longer possible to claim that all children are forced to participate (Brett and Specht 2004). In fact, many children took the strategic decision to volunteer for training and participation as soldiers (Archibald & Richards 2002; Murphy 2003). In such cases children decided for themselves to join an armed group – albeit within the context of poverty, war, and violence – and the resulting practices were hybrid forms and styles of participation in the war. Hoffman notes, for example, the common adoption of names such as Rambo and Terminator by children during the war, the stereotypical image of the child soldier ‘dressed like an African-American gangsta,’ and connects this to ‘the reality of contemporary global connectedness’ (2003: 302). To these young soldiers, ‘the Rambo-type iconography of action movies provide[d] one model of revolutionary stylistics’ (Murphy 2003: 66) which they appropriated and utilized for their own purposes. 
However, the common use of military or superhero imagery is not only an appropriation of Western roles, as this is also consistent with local practices. ‘The practice by warriors of adopting battle names is widespread and has a long history’ in Sierra Leone (Ferme 2001: 209), and child soldier’s appropriation of warrior titles and their ideas of Western fashions feed ‘from both global and local cultural resources’ (Murphy 2003: 77). Young people, deeply in need of initiation and transition to adulthood, or those recently initiated into adulthood, made their own decisions, chose their own names, and provided for themselves during a period of disruption and confusion. The results were hybrid practices, which, like the hybrid rituals used as initiation rites, were consistent with the underpinning conceptions of childhood and allowed young people to take ownership of their activity during the war.
We can see, therefore, that these three levels of hybridity – conceptual, ritual, and practical – are quite distinct. A hybrid idea or concept is an understanding of or a paradigm or belief about the world, formed over decades and generations of discourse and exchange within and between peoples. Hybrid rituals are alterations, reformulations, redeployments or new combinations of existing rituals, conforming to prescribed traditions and symbolic codes, and potentially used for new or redefined purposes. Hybrid practices, on the other hand, are decisions of style and action that combine international and local idioms; responses to opportunities and challenges emergent in the moment. At the same time, we can see that these three levels of hybridity are closely related to each other. Concepts – always already hybrid – underpin ritual and practical hybridity. Most importantly, hybrid rituals cannot connect with those who participate in or observe them if they are not reflective of local cultural norms (Alexander 2004), and hybrid practices will always reflect existing modes of action within a society. Further, this consistency between the levels of hybridity explains why wartime military institutions were so adept at using child soldiers during the war; the people operating those institutions shared with those children the foundational concepts that underpin the hybrid rituals and practices.

Both the RUF and the CDF were hybrid institutions. The RUF was initially inspired, funded, and supported by international actors (Muammar Gaddafi and Charles Taylor), and only marginally controlled initially by Sierra Leonean commanders. Similarly, the CDF – most famously the Kamajors – were traditionally ‘specialized hunters empowered to use both firearms and occult “medicines,”’ for ‘the protection of villages’ (Hoffman 2007: 642) but were transformed during the war into an arm of the state’s military apparatus (Ferme & Hoffman 2004: 76; Bolton 2012). However, the practices and rituals of both of these institutions were controlled by Sierra Leoneans. They were not planned and designed by committees of experts in New York or Brussels, nor administered by cadres of expatriates with little knowledge of the local context. Decisions within these organizations were made by people with an intimate knowledge of the local context and, as a result, the hybrid institutions they led, the practices they incentivized among their recruits, and the rituals they appropriated and deployed were clearly consistent with local conceptions, ideas and beliefs about the world.

In short, the senior commanders of the armed groups which most commonly used child soldiers were themselves Sierra Leoneans. They understood the liminality of childhood and the power of the initiatory secret society rituals not only in an academic sense, but in an intuitive sense. They had themselves once been Sierra Leonean children and had progressed through initiatory rites to secret society membership and adult status. Their shared internalization of the concepts that govern Seirra Leonean social norms – already themselves hybrids – gave them an intimate understanding of the desire among young people to feel empowered or to leave childhood behind. Hence, whatever the international concerns regarding the use of child soldiers, we must recognize that the rituals and practices of these armed institutions connected with the needs of these young people and provided them, at least initially and on some level, with something they deeply wanted. As such, this case illustrates the importance of consistency between the levels of hybridity, and particularly the mediating role played by concepts between institutions and local experiences. 
Hybridity and Reconciliation in Postwar Sierra Leone

In comparison, the case of the TRC provides an example of international actors attempting to design and manufacture hybridity in the post-conflict context. While much attention is paid to the hybrid nature of the SCSL, it is rarely noted that the TRC too was a hybrid institution. Just as the SCSL included both international and national judges and combined international humanitarian law and Sierra Leonean law (Dougherty 2004), so the TRC combined three international and four national commissioners (TRC 2004: 52) and incorporated both internationally conceived and local processes of reconciliation (Kelsall 2005). Further, the contemporary Truth Commission (TC) model itself is a hybrid of conflict resolution and transitional justice processes that preceded it, including past commissions of inquiry, processes of intergroup dialogue, and institutions of both retribution and restorative justice. Indeed, the prime example of the model, the South African TRC, has been described by Desmond Tutu as a “third way” (1999: 30), located between amnesty and punishment. 

In turn, this hybrid institution was structured so as to incentivize hybrid practices among local populations. As described by Shaw, for example, the commission put great effort into convincing local people that they must talk the truth, or blow mind, to the TRC’s statement taking teams and at the public hearings so that the peace would hold (2005: 2; 2007: 196-197). In an effort to promote attendance at each public hearing the people of Sierra Leone were told that the Disarmament, Demobilization, and Rehabilitation (DDR) program had helped the ex-combatants, and now the TRC would come and help the victims (Author 2013a). All that was necessary, they were told, was for each person to forgive and forget. Further, on the days of the hearings themselves those testifying before the commission were instructed by commissioners on how to testify; they were ‘coached’ on the proper way to remember (Shaw 2007: 200-202), and even informed of what emotions they should feel in relation to their past experiences (Kelsall 2005: 375-376). There was a great effort, in short, to ensure that local people practiced truth-telling in an appropriately cathartic, reconciliatory manner; a manner which echoed the practices of reconciliation and justice which have since become the internationally accepted norm.
Hence we see that the TRC as a hybrid institution took as one of its primary roles the task of convincing and incentivizing Sierra Leoneans to perform particular practices of reconciliation. But, much like the leaders of the RUF and the CDF, they also appropriated and redeployed rituals that were already salient to local communities, attempting to combine four days of public hearings imported, in essence, from the TRC in South Africa, with ‘traditional’ community reconciliation rituals already known and understood in Sierra Leone. At the end of each week of testimonies a ‘carefully staged reconciliation ceremony’ was appended to the proceedings (Kelsall 2005: 363). This ceremony incorporated by Christian and Muslim prayers, and allowed perpetrators who had testified before the commission to ‘beg’ forgiveness from the local paramount chief. After such forgiveness was offered and the perpetrators were ceremonially accepted back into the community a cleansing ritual was carried out by the ritual leaders of the community (Kelsall 2005: 379-380). This incorporation of a ritual event mirrors directly the incorporation of initiation rituals into the recruitment strategy of the RUF and CDF forces, and, as it was led by the paramount chief and incorporated symbolism deeply connected with local conceptions of community, authority, and responsibility, was, in Kelsalls’ analysis, the only element of the TRC’s process to have any significant reconciliatory effect (2005). 
Again in this example we can see the clear difference between hybrid institutions designed and administered by international actors for clear instrumental goals, hybrid practices that emerge from individual decisions in response to incentives and influence within the structure of an institution, and hybrid rituals which are, as described above, alterations, reformulations, redeployments or new combinations of existing rituals, conforming to prescribed traditions and symbolic codes, and used for new or redefined purposes. Further, this example illustrates the clear dichotomy between hybrid practices and rituals consistent with accepted local conceptions, and those that are inconsistent. As the TRC’s public process incorporated both international processes of reconciliation (truth-telling) based on ‘a Western culture of memory deriving from North American and European historical processes’ (Shaw 2005: 1), and a local process consistent with existing conceptions of healing and forgiveness (ritual forgiveness), we can make a direct comparison between the local experiences of each. 
This comparison shows clearly that the hybrid ritual consistent with local concepts was successful in fostering positive local experience, while that consistent with international conceptions but inconsistent with local conceptions was not. Kelsall has described the emotive and powerful nature of the local experiences of the ritual forgiveness and the cleansing ceremony during the hearings (2005). Further, and in agreement with my own findings (Author 2010; 2012b) and those of Shaw (2005, 2007), he has also described the complete disconnection between the theorized positive effects of the imported truth-telling process and the local experiences of that process, after which, as he reported, ‘it seemed incredible that any meaningful reconciliation could take place’ (2005: 378). As Shaw points out, the imported process of truth-telling was inconsistent with ‘local arts of forgetting’ (2007: 207) that are central to the creation of a ‘kol at’ (2007: 184), or a calmed and peaceful heart. As such, the ritual of truth-telling, disconnected from local conceptions of reconciliation and healing, produced unpredictable local experiences. On the other hand, the rituals consistent with local conceptions of healing and reconciliation and the creation of ‘kol at’ resulted in positive experiences. 

The reasons behind these findings really are quite simple but they are often ignored in CR, PB and TJ theory and are largely excluded from discussions of hybridity. While the hybrid elements of child soldier recruitment and use during the war were constructed in tune with and in many ways on top of the local conception of childhood (from the bottom-up), the attempt to administer a hybrid peacebuilding institution and its various hybrid elements, was constructed largely by international actors and based on international conceptions of reconciliation (from the top-down). The assumption prominent in the prescriptive hybridity literature is that the top-down approach can generate predictable and peace promoting local experiences of international interventions by integrating local actors and rituals, but these cases illustrate that this is not enough. Unless the institutions administered, practices incentivized, and rituals incorporated are consistent with underpinning, and in fact foundational, conceptions in the local setting, local experiences will be unpredictable and potentially even conflict promoting (Author 2014a).
Conclusion and Suggestions
This article has introduced a disaggregated hybridity theory that acknowledges hybridity at four levels – institutional, practical, ritual, and conceptual – each of which are amenable to varying degrees of international planning and administration. It responds to the disconnect identified in recent studies between the expected and the actual local experiences of many forms of CR, PB, and TJ interventions and, therefore, highlights the clear problems with the prescriptive approach to hybridity that has become prominent in the literature. The examples of hybridity described above, those related to the use of child soldiers during the war and attempts at reconciliation after the war, illustrate the clear differences between these four levels of hybridity, as well as the relationships between them. Each level was shown to have quite distinct qualities from, but to be nonetheless intricately related to, the others. Most importantly, it was shown that institutional, practical and ritual hybridity must be consistent with concepts already existing and internalized – and themselves always already hybrid – by local individuals and communities. 

As illustrated above, the prescriptive approach to hybridity claims that hybrid institutions – criminal tribunals, governance structures, TRCs – will help to foster or promote not only institutional but experiential effects. Scholars taking this approach, to say nothing of those who plan and administer such interventions, directly argue that such hybrid institutions will foster greater experiences of justice, of legitimacy, of authority, of reconciliation, etc.. But disaggregated hybridity theory makes us aware that international actors, having not internalized and often being completely unaware of concepts implicit in local beliefs and ideas about the world and appropriate interaction with it, cannot assume that their mixing of international and local processes, inclusion of particular local individuals, or incorporation of apparently salient rituals and symbols will foster predictable and peace promoting experiences among local people. 

While it is true that all institutions, practices, rituals and even concepts are hybrid, and have been formed and reformed in interaction with external and international influences, it is not true that each is equally amenable to international planning and administration. Hybrid institutions can be planned and administered. But no assumptions should be made about the experiences that will result among local populations. This is because, as I have argued, existing concepts –beliefs and ideas internalized among local populations – play an intermediary role between institutions and experiences. As international planners and administrators do not generally share the concepts prominent in local communities but carry with them their own ‘ideologies, rules, rituals, assumptions, definitions, paradigms, and standard operating procedures’ (Autesserre 2010: 11), their assumptions about how institutions planned and administered from the top down will be experienced are highly unlikely to be accurate. 

As described with regard to the use of child soldiers during the war, it is not true that hybrid institutions can never result in meaningful experiences among local individuals, but it is likely true that only individuals who have themselves internalized the concepts that govern the ‘fluid, “fuzzy” abstraction’ of local ritual and practice are equipped to create such hybrids (Bourdieu 1977: 112). In contrast to the use of child soldiers (bottom-up hybridity), which international actors did not plan or administer, the case of the TRC illustrates clearly the failure of internationally administered hybridity (top-down hybridity) in that the vast majority of the ritual and practice of that institution was not experienced positively by local non-elites (Author 2010, forthcoming in 2014a), while the element experienced positively was that rooted in local tradition. It could be argued that the inclusion of a ritual performed by the local chief was a successful administration of hybridity by the international actors, but this would simply miss the point. This ritual process constituted perhaps 10% of the TRC’s time in each headquarter town – certainly much less of its budget – and did not imbue the other 90% of the process with any added legitimacy. While those who attended these forgiveness and healing ceremonies may have experienced them positively, this did not mean that the TRC in general was experienced positively or as more legitimate as a result of this inclusion. 

Hence, while more work is clearly left to be done in theorizing about the nature of hybridity and making the concept useful for CR, PB, and TJ policy and practice, it should be clear that disaggregated hybridity theory provides more conceptual clarity and allows scholars to more accurately describe both wartime and postwar hybridities. Broad labels like ‘hybrid conflict’ and ‘hybrid peace’ do not provide enough clarity about what exactly is being hybridized, why, how, and to what effect. Further, as hybridity as a broad concept seems to give license to intervention – give credence to prescriptive approaches and legitimizes top-down technocratic solutions – disaggregated hybridity theory forces us to recognize the limits of international influence in complex transitional states. International actors can incorporate both international and local actors into an institution such as the SCSL or the TRC, but this does not mean that such institutions will be experienced as more legitimate. Experiences of such institutions are mediated by local concepts – which are not amenable to purposeful planning and administration – and are therefore unpredictable.
In conclusion, it is clear that CR, PB, and TJ institutions are sites where international actors can plan and administer hybridity through the force of their resources, and hybrid practices are sites where particular practices can be, if not enforced, at least incentivized. It is even possible for international actors to create hybrid rituals by incorporating locally salient symbolism and ceremony, as described by Schirch (2005). But each of these hybrid forms will be perceived, understood, and experienced through the lens shaped by ideas, beliefs, worldviews, and concepts internalized by local audiences. Concepts are of course always themselves hybrids, but they develop and evolve, become salient and internalized, not over months or even years, but over decades and generations. As such, concepts of justice or reconciliation, of legitimacy and authority, of dignity or empowerment, of security or even peace itself, are not amenable to international planning and administration on the timescales dealt with in CR, PB, and TJ scholarship, policy and practice. As such, the conceptual arena is and will always be the primary site of resistance to international intervention, the cornerstone of ritual and practical forms of resistance, and the reason why institutional interventions in any setting may foster unpredictable and even conflict-promoting local experiences.
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