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[bookmark: _Toc74728562]1 Introduction
How do global refugee policies and norms concerning peace influence local practices in camps such as Kakuma in Kenya? Although an ever growing body of research attends to diverse issues about global policies and norms on the one hand (Ahlborn 2011; Betts and Durieux 2007; Coen 2019; Freedman 2010; Fresia 2014; Milner 2014; Orchard 2017; Schattle and McCann 2014) and conflict-induced displacement on the other hand (e.g.Krause and Segadlo 2021), gaps exist in research. As reflected in chapter xxx, the scholarly engagement with peace in the context of conflict-induced displacement is limited. Exactly this field is at the core of my research as I focus on the meanings ascribed to peace within global refugee protection and local practices in Kakuma. The former area of global policies and norms connects with research about norm diffusion and localisation; increasing debates in International Relations (IR), Development Studies as well as Peace and Conflict Studies have explored how global norms are treated in local contexts and are thus adapted, interpreted, contested and localised by local actors (Acharya 2004; Berger 2017; Bonacker et al. 2017; Chan 2014; Groß 2015; Mac Ginty 2011; Williams 2009; Zwingel 2012). Although such studies address a variety of cases, Forced Migration and Refugee Studies in general and conflict-induced displacement and refugee camps in particular have rarely been focused on (Coen 2019: 3; Krause i.E.: 94; Milner 2014). 	Comment by Nadine Segadlo [2]: Add lit
Orchard 2010, 2014	Comment by Nadine Segadlo [2]: Local practices or local humanitarian practices?	Comment by Nadine: Refer here to part where norm localisation in FMRS is reviewed (see Exposé)
My research seeks to contribute to filling this research gap. Following the research on norm diffusion and localisation in these other fields, I assume that local actors’ humanitarian programming related to peace in camps is guided by global norms set out in global refugee policies but that these actors also interpret, modify and adapt global norms locally during implementation in the camp. This also applies to refugees, and I assume that refugees living in camps are also influenced by global norms and local humanitarian practices on peace, impacting their perceptions. Yet refugees also manoeuvre the imposed humanitarian camp structures and ascribe meanings, modify and re-negotiate norms according to their own understandings. 
In order to study these processes in Forced Migration and Refugee Studies in the context of refugee camps, I draw on norm localisation first theorised by Amitav Acharya (2004) to explore the way global norms on peace are made sense of locally in refugee camps. Acharya emphasises that global norms are not passively accepted locally but that actors practice agency in the process of ‘translating’ global norms in local settings and thus make meanings. 
In this chapter, I outline the theoretical framework of my research. The first section engages with norms in IR. It places norms as central element of constructivism and reveals their main characteristics. Furthermore, it focuses on norm research within IR. It traces the development of constructivist norm research in three waves illustrating the evolution of norm diffusion and subsequently norm localisation. The second section presents the theoretical underpinnings of norm localisation in detail, hereby placing specific focus on the agency of local actors and the local context. Drawing on these debates and theoretical ideas from norm localisation, I then develop the theoretical analytical framework for my study.

[bookmark: _Toc74728563]2 Norms and IR
Norms are considered as an important factor in global politics. Especially IR scholarship, a discipline that is concerned with explaining change and stability in the international political sphere, has increasingly placed focus on the importance and the consequent study of norms as well as their guidance for the behaviour of states (Kratochwil 1989; Reus-Smit 2013). Although rationalist perspectives within IR theory have been concerned with power, material factors and self-interest in international politics in the first place, constructivist thinking has brought norms to the centre of attention, emphasising their influence on actors’ interests and identities (Barnett 2020; Checkel 1998; Reus-Smit 2013). 

[bookmark: _Toc74728564]2.1 Towards an understanding of norms: Tracing norm debates in IR
Despite their guidance and omnipresence in the international arena, norms are elusive. Since the 1980s, an expressive body of research about norms has been developed in IR. Definitions reflect varying theoretical ideas and differences in specification. Early conceptualisations define norms as standards of appropriate behaviour (e.g. Axelrod 1986; Mearsheimer 1994), hereby highlighting that norms are about behaviour, prescribing and regulating specific patterns of actors’ behaviour. This is consistent with norm definitions developed in the regimes literature, where norms are considered a crucial part thereof. According to Krasner, regimes are “sets of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actors’ expectations converge in a given area of international relations” (Krasner 1983: 2). Regimes are formed to facilitate cooperation among states and norms are considered a key element in this process. In this context, norms are understood as “standards of behavior defined in terms of rights and obligations” (Krasner 1983: 2). More recent regime studies continue to place emphasis on norms, addressing for example important norms such as visas, passports and customs within the international travel regime or highlighting how norms, institutions and decision-making procedures as central part of the global refugee regime guide states’ responses to refugee protection (Betts 2009, 2010; Betts and Milner 2019). 
Given their characteristics, norms have practical implications for (inter-)action between actors in the international arena. According to Kratochwil (1989: 10), norms guide deeds. They are thus an important element of the international system as they provide incentives to ensure cooperation. However, they are not uncontroversial and Krasner stresses that “[t]he international environment has been characterized by competing and often logically contradictory norms, not some single coherent set of rules” (Krasner 1999: 52). This notion emphasises the distinction made between norms and rules. Although both terms are sometimes used next to each other (e.g. Checkel 2005), a common differentiation is made in terms of rules assumed to be rather clear and more concrete and not subject to controversial discussions (Hasenclever et al. 1997: 9f.), whereas norms are not always unambiguous and often contested (Wiener 2007a, 2014). Furthermore, the prescriptive nature enshrined in norms is mentioned as another differentiating factor from rules. In addition, a community that shares common standards is also important for the existence of norms. Only if such a society of actors prevails, an understanding of adequate behaviour can emerge (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 891f.). Central here is also compliance with norms, an aspect actors use to show that they are part of and accept the common standards of an international society (Checkel 2001; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). Some research, especially from the more rationalist perspective, includes the notion of sanctions actors might face in cases of non-compliance with norms (Axelrod 1986; Goertz and Diehl 1992). 
The dynamics of norms that these and other earlier studies hint at are at the core of more recent research. Norms can be interpreted and reconstituted (Sandholtz 2008; Van Kersbergen and Verbeek 2007; Wiener 2004). Which norms are considered pertinent and important is subject to controversial discussions among actors in the international realm (Hurrell 2002: 143). Wiener (2007b; 2008: 37-58) has significantly influenced the idea of norm contestation by stressing the ‘dual quality’ of norms – at the same time stable and structuring as well as dynamic and contested. From her point of view, contestation results from conflicts over the meanings of norms (Wiener 2004), and is considered a productive process because through deliberations over the meanings of norms their legitimacy in global contexts is created and perpetuated (Wiener 2007b: 48; 2014: 4). Through the process of contestation, norms are ascribed different meanings, applied to various contexts and experience diverse framings by multiple actors (Krook and True 2012: 104f.; Wiener 2007a, 2014).
These dynamics of norms have also been reflected within earlier constructivist perspectives that further elaborated on the understanding of norms, emphasising their impact on actors’ interests and identities (Checkel 1998; Florini 1996: 365ff.). Especially Katzenstein (1996) has stressed that norms have either regulative or constitutive effects. Therefore, they are understood as standards “that specify the proper enactment of an already defined identity” (Katzenstein 1996: 5). This means norms prescribe specific patterns of behaviour. They demonstrate what can be done and said as a particular type of actor. Thus, they function like “rules of the road” (Raymond 1997: 214), and can be said to operate like guidelines, hereby organising existing activities. In addition, norms also state what has to be done and said to be considered as a specific type of actor (Towns 2012). 	Comment by Nadine: Elaborated in Barnett 2020: 197
Hence, a constructivist view stresses norms as shared or intersubjective understandings of adequate behaviour of actors. This shows that norms are “not merely individual idiosyncrasies” (Florini 1996: 364); and therefore differ from ideas or values that are rather hold privately and are subjective, thereby not necessarily influencing behaviour (Finnemore 1996a: 22; Risse and Sikkink 1999: 7). Whereas ideas constitute individual beliefs about appropriate behaviour, norms instead create collective expectations about actors’ behaviour that is adequate in international society in line with Florini (1996: 364) who states: “It is that sense of ‘oughtness’ that is analytically distinct”. Furthermore, in order to be able to make claims about appropriate behaviour, a norm needs acceptance in society and considered to be legitimate (Florini 1996: 364f.). Taking this constructivist thinking into consideration, Björkdahl defines norms as “intersubjective understandings that constitute actors’ interests and identities, and create expectations as well as prescribe what appropriate behaviour ought to be” (Björkdahl 2002: 21). This conceptualisation takes up the above outlined aspects and includes the elements central to understanding norms. Furthermore, it differentiates between norms and interests stressing that the former shapes the latter. 
Following these understandings of norms, Jepperson et al. (1996) argue that norms influence policies. Building on a central constructivist idea that structure and agents are mutually constituted (Checkel 1998: 326; Hurd 2008; Price and Reus-Smit 1998: 267; Reus-Smit 2013) and using the example of national security, they conceptualise that norms directly shape the security policies of states as well as state identity. Furthermore, they assert that policies reproduce and reconstitute norms (Jepperson et al. 1996). Not all IR studies on norms are as detailed on the relationship between norms and policies, however, many of them do mention policies time and again (see e.g. Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Florini 1996; Krasner 1983; Kratochwil 1989). Krook and True (2012), who build on Wiener’s (2009: 183ff.) conceptualisation, further approximate the relationship between norms and policies. Here, norms are understood as “ideas of varying degrees of abstraction and specification with respect to fundamental values, organizing principles or standardized procedures that resonate across many states and global actors, having gained support in multiple forums including official policies, laws, treaties or agreements” (Krook and True 2012: 103f.). Thus, this definition that stresses that norms are, among others, set out in policies, builds the foundation for this research.

[bookmark: _Toc74728565]2.2 Waves of constructivist norm research in IR
Norm research investigates the development process of norms in the international realm and their varying forms of institutionalisation. Hereby, the ontological and epistemological considerations of constructivism build the foundation for the study of norms within IR. The following section engages with the origins of constructivist norm research to illustrate how norm localisation was brought to the fore as a field of research examining the link between global norms and their local implementation. It evolved as a result of critical engagement with existing perspectives of norms and their diffusion within constructivist norm research. Scholars commonly divide the genesis of norm research in different phases which reflect main research tendencies over time (Finnemore and Sikkink 2001: 396f.; Rosert 2012: 600; Sarigil 2018: 14-40; von Heusinger 2017: 50-58). Thus, in the following I trace three waves of constructivist norm research, outline their main focus areas, and thus address the foundation and central elements of norm localisation research.	Comment by Ulrike Krause: das ist sehr allgemein – könntest Du an den Anfang ziehen zu 2. ziehen.	Comment by Ulrike Krause: Constructivist norm research underwent various waves which are relevant for my research on norm localization

[bookmark: _Toc74728566]2.2.1 Norms matter in IR: The first wave of constructivist norm research
Towards the beginning of constructivist engagement with norms in the late 1980s and early 1990s, the vertical perspective was not at the core of analysis as scholars rather took up and refined constructivist ontological and epistemological thinking to make it applicable to the research on norms. They specified theoretical definitions of norms (see e.g. Finnemore 1996a; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Florini 1996; Katzenstein 1996), and underlined that norms shape behaviour by guiding and constituting actors’ interests and identities (Checkel 1999: 84; Florini 1996: 364f.). Thus, the first wave of constructivist norm research was mainly concerned with demonstrating the relevance of norms in international politics, or to say it in line with Finnemore (1996b: 325): showing that norms matter. Hence, scholars of the first wave shed light on how norms and ideational factors provide causal explanations for agents’ activities (Finnemore and Sikkink 2001: 396f.). 
To demonstrate the pertinence of their theoretical reasoning, scholars of the first wave present empirical investigations, especially in fields largely influenced by realist thinking. Katzenstein (1996) stresses the importance of norms in studies of national security. The contributions in his edited volume The Culture of National Security show how norms and ideational factors influence actors’ interests and behaviour in this field emphasising the limitations of rational IR theories to make sense of the influential shifts in global politics towards the end of the Cold War. Furthermore, Finnemore (1996a) asks how to make sense of state interests. She claims that those can only be understood when examining the international structures states are part of. To illustrate her point, she studies five different international organisations and shows how states take up international norms promoted by these organisations, therewith shaping their interests and influencing their behaviour. Another early work showing the importance of norms refers to Klotz’s (1995) study in the context of the adoption of sanctions against the apartheid regime in South Africa. She focuses on the norm of racial equality, arguing that because of following this norm states take up sanctions against the South African state despite of previous close cooperation with the regime. The first wave has thus emphasised the significance of norms in shedding light on actors’ interests in the international arena.

[bookmark: _Toc74728567]2.2.2 Global norms’ domestic impact: The second wave of constructivist norm scholarship
Despite demonstrating the importance of constructivist norm research to explain international phenomena, researchers also pointed out the limitations of the approaches used by the first wave of scholarship. Checkel (1997, 1998, 1999) was one of the first to address how the first wave’s focus on the international level undermines processes of how global norms influence domestic contexts. Moreover, he stressed that global norms do not impact all agents in the same way. Whereas, for example, a norm influences one state’s behaviour, it fails to do so in another. Therefore, he emphasised the role of domestic processes and agency to be taken into consideration in norm research. 
Such debates contributed to the second wave of constructivist norm scholarship focusing on the processes of how norms become globally shared standards, are taken up domestically and become institutionalised, e.g. in the form of national legislation or through other implementing mechanisms. This perspective is widely referred to as norm diffusion which is generally understood as the “transfer or transmission of objects, processes, ideas and information from one population or region to another” (Checkel 1999: 85). Similar to Checkel, other scholars also highlighted domestic variation in reaction to norms in their work and accentuate the importance of domestic actors and political processes to explain these variations (Cortell and Davis 1996, 2000; Gurowitz 1999; Legro 1997). Referring to the domestic level during the second wave, in contrast to the local level that is emphasised during the third wave, stems from the fact that the great majority of studies of the former focuses on the nation state as unit of analysis (see e.g. Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Keck and Sikkink 1998; Risse et al. 1999). It is perceived as the place where global norms are received, which is illustrated in the following.
In addition to exploring deviations across states in taking up international norms, the second wave of norm research engaged with questions of how norms emerge and develop into global standards and how international norms then trickle down and affect the domestic level (Checkel 1999: 85; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). Hence, the second wave mainly focuses on norm socialisation, which Checkel (2005: 804) defines as a “process of inducting actors into the norms and rules of a given community”. In the context of IR, a community refers to the international society. States internalise and implement international norms domestically following a logic of appropriateness, which means that with their behaviour they adhere to the standards defined as adequate by the international community (Checkel 2005; Risse and Sikkink 1999; Xiaoyu 2012).
Norm socialisation in the domestic context following the global diffusion of norms by international actors is at the core of a group of scholars that developed different models such as the “norm life-cycle”, the “boomerang” and the “spiral model”. They aim to explain the development of norms, their diffusion across states as well as norm institutionalisation (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Keck and Sikkink 1998; Risse et al. 1999). 
As a widely cited and influential conceptualisation, the “norm life-cycle” by Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) proposes three stages of norm development, namely norm emergence, cascading and internalisation. The authors emphasise the role of ‘norm entrepreneurs’ that act as agents putting attention on specific topics or even creating a new global norm. During the first stage of a norm’s life-cycle, these norm entrepreneurs actively draw attention to new norms and advocate for their adoption. They try to persuade states and influential actors to embrace these new norms as well as to convince international organisations to institutionalise them. If sufficient support for the new norm is gained, norm emergence reaches a ‘tipping point’ and the stage of norm cascading begins. Here norm entrepreneurs together with other supporters spread the new norm and push for its wide recognition through institutionalisation and socialisation. Eventually, during the final stage of internalisation, the norm is no longer debated, but consistently recognised as it is the case with female suffrage, an example used by Finnemore and Sikkink (1998: 895). 
Another model about the way norms diffuse as “boomerangs” is conceptualised by Keck and Sikkink (1998). They stress the importance of transnational advocacy networks (TANs) as central actors in the development and diffusion of international norms. TANs comprise of a large variety of organised groups like international and local non-governmental organisations, but also include diverse bodies such as trade unions, customer organisations, churches, social movements and the media (Keck and Sikkink 1998: 9). The model claims that in cases where states refuse to comply with international human rights norms, domestic actors, like civil society organisations and activists, reach out and link up with TANs. With this boomerang effect of circumventing their state, domestic actors directly look for collaboration with international partners to pressure their states from the outside. Building on shared norms, TANs are able to impact other states or international organisations to exert influence on the non-complying state on their part. Consequently, socialisation into internationally shared human rights norms is achieved through pressuring states from two sides.
A third prominent conceptualisation of norm socialisation at the domestic level is proposed in the form of a “spiral model” by Risse and Sikkink (1999). Expanding the boomerang approach, the authors develop a norm diffusion spiral in five phases reflecting the process of internalising human rights norms. The book The Power of Human Rights: International Norms and Domestic Change in which the spiral model is unfolded aims to explain diverging practices of implementation of international human rights norms domestically by carrying out ten country case studies (Risse et al. 1999). The spiral model not only illustrates domestic implementation but also resistance to global norms in a spiral process. TANs play an important role here as well as they function as cooperation partners of both domestic actors and international organisations in exerting pressure on norm violating states.
In sum, the second wave of norm scholarship has shed some light on the diffusion and socialisation of global norms into domestic contexts. Specifically, it has introduced models that conceptualise how international norms develop and then spread across states. This perspective has highlighted the role of actors and their individual deeds in these processes. Especially, so-called norm entrepreneurs, have been identified to play an influential role in the diffusion of global norms.  

[bookmark: _Toc74728568]2.2.3 From norm diffusion to norm localisation: The third wave of constructivist norm research
Over time, scholars pointed to limitations in norm diffusion approaches (incl. Acharya 2004; Zwingel 2012), which paved the wave for the third wave of norm research that centres around norm localisation. As a first main point of critique, scholars stress the top-down perspective on norm diffusion being too simplistic. They highlight that the assumption of a straightforward one-way movement from international norms into domestic contexts, where these norms are either rejected or accepted, neglects the processes taking place domestically inside the ‘black box’ of the state (Zimmermann 2010: 2; Zwingel 2012). Scholars such as Zimmermann (2017: 25-29) describe the linear perspective on norm diffusion, which has as its endpoint the full adoption of a norm as a result of socialisation, as deficient. This is illustrated by Jetschke and Liese (2013) who undertake an in-depth examination of the “spiral model”. They call attention to the fact that the model disregards critical debates over diffused human rights norms once adopted domestically. However, scholars have increasingly emphasised that norm diffusion shows signs of “conflict, resistance, and politics” (Börzel and Risse 2009: 5), and pointed out that norms experience “constant process[es] of negotiating and re-negotiating” (Zwingel 2012: 126), an observation which is considered within the third wave of norm research (as will be illustrated in section 4). 
In addition, scholars have criticised the static conceptualisation of international norms in norm diffusion approaches. Whereas it is acknowledged that norm socialisation in domestic contexts takes place, the diffusion literature shows that the norm itself and its content stays fixed during this process (Florini 1996; Risse et al. 1999; True and Mintrom 2001). These views have been challenged by the third wave of norm research. Proponents revisit the core features of constructivism stressing that norms are socially constructed and thus dynamic (Hofferberth and Weber 2015: 76; Sandholtz 2008). According to Wiener (2004, 2007a), meanings of norms are always contested among various actors. Following this understanding, recent studies on norms address “norms as ‘processes’, as works-in-progress” (Krook and True 2012: 104), which means that norms are actually constantly appropriated, modified, its meanings are disputed and re-constituted (Wiener 2004, 2008; Wiener and Puetter 2009; Zimmermann 2010; Zwingel 2012). 
While some scholars in the second wave explore norm entrepreneurs and their role in establishing new global norms in world politics along with their subsequent diffusion, scholars in the third wave criticise the one-sided approach and neglect of agency of local actors. Norm entrepreneurs are mainly conceptualised as Western-centred and active agents, whereas norm-takers are often portrayed as non-Western-centred and passive recipients. While referring to additional literature by Acharya (2004), Adamson (2005), and Kubálková (2000), Bettiza and Dionigi (2014: 1) argue that constructivist approaches are characterised by liberal tendencies and Western centrism, which undermine agency from  non-Western actors and the huge diversity of norms existing internationally. Whereas agency of norm entrepreneurs at the international level, e.g. in international organisations and TANs, has been widely acknowledged and studied, agency of actors at the local level has been largely ignored (Acharya 2004: 242; Zwingel 2012: 116). 	Comment by Nadine: Ggf. Wortwahl “Western-centred“ (so oft in Literatur genannt) überdenken, vielleicht eher auf Global North beziehen
This links to another criticism of norm diffusion that centres around the questions about what a global norm is. Norm diffusion research widely portrays Western liberal norms as universal (Acharya 2004: 242; Bettiza and Dionigi 2014: 1; Engelkamp et al. 2014). They are regarded as ‘good’ or ‘progressive’ and are promoted by Western-centred norm-makers as the accepted normality and also examined as such, as seen for example in democracy, human rights or the rule of law (Finnemore 1996; lit). However, this perspective has Eurocentric implications as it assumes Western universalism which has been criticised by postcolonial scholars (e.g. Said, Hall). It ignores the production of global norms as a result of colonial expansion that put norms developed in the Global North as global standards (Engelkamp et al. 2014; MacKenzie and Sesay 2012). In this context, Epstein (2014: 300f.) gives the example of colonialisation as main driving force of norm diffusion spreading the modern state system with its central element of sovereignty. Furthermore, Acharya (2004: 242) speaks about a “moral cosmopolitanism” propagated in norm diffusion research. The presented dichotomy between “good” global and “bad” local norms neglects and delegitimises local value systems as well as local opposition against “good” global norms. Due to a lack of critical engagement with what global norms are and which biases they entail, their entanglements within hegemonic Western knowledge systems are hardly challenged, nor are their historical developments during processes like colonial rule and slavery sufficiently analysed (Engelkamp et al. 2014; Epstein 2017). Thus, global inequalities and power relations within norm generation and diffusion are not taken into consideration.  	Comment by Nadine: Decide later which postcolonial scholars to cite here
These points of critique are taken up by norm localisation. This perspective engages with norm diffusion’s ignorance of processes taking place beyond the national level, the static conceptualisation of international norms, the agency of local actors and takes a critical look at apparently global norms. It puts emphasis on local agency and the local context.

[bookmark: _Toc74728569]3 Localisation of international norms
Drawing on, and learning from, the long debates about norms in IR research, first and foremost constructivist scholars, developed norm localisation to better understand how norms are realised locally. This perspective is guided by the conviction that, despite of agreements about international standards on paper, in practice, norms are constantly given new meanings in local contexts (e.g. Harris-Short 2003; Wiener 2008). In this respect, local actors play a key role. They are not passive norm-takers but navigate between global normative convictions and local practices, hereby exerting agency and therewith actively advocating for their ideas, values and principles (Acharya 2004; Bettiza and Dionigi 2014). Furthermore, this perspective acknowledges that when global norms move vertically, they never encounter a vacuum, but meet existing structures in which a great variety of actors operates relying on pre-existing concepts, practices and normative principles, and thus translate these global norms in different ways (Chakrabarty 2008: xii). 	Comment by Nadine Segadlo [2]: Auch Liese 2009

[bookmark: _Toc74728570]3.1 Theoretical and conceptual foundations
Norm localisation provides a framework to think about the adaptation, re-constitution and incorporation of international norms into local contexts. While norm localisation has its roots in IR and was formulated as a response to the shortcomings of the norm diffusion perspective as outlined above, it also draws on neighbouring disciplines, such as Anthropology, Postcolonial Studies and Development Studies (see e.g. Berger 2017; Bonacker et al. 2017; von Heusinger 2017; Zimmermann 2017; Zwingel 2016). 
Amitav Acharya was the first to introduce a theoretical conceptualisation of norm localisation within IR. Known for criticising IR theory of marginalisation of non-Western thinking that fails to reflect upon colonialism and its legacy, he proposes alternatives to Eurocentrism and Western dominance in IR scholarship with specific focus on Asian perspectives (Acharya and Buzan 2007; Acharya 2011, 2014). He underlines the complex process of contestation and sense making of norms in specific localities, hereby shedding light on agency of local actors and emphasising pre-existing local beliefs and practices (Acharya 2004, 2009). Empirically, Acharya draws on a case study on institution building to foster regional security in Asia. He illustrates the process of localisation by showing how external ideas on security promotion contest with local beliefs leading to compromises and adaptations, basically an ‘Asian way of regionalism’ (Acharya 2004, 2009). In this context, he emphasises the importance of local historical and institutional contexts that have been largely neglected by previous approaches to norm research.
With his conceptualisation of norm localisation Acharya aims to step away from a rather static view of local agents that is widely applied within the norm diffusion literature. Instead he emphasises the “dynamic process of matchmaking” (Acharya 2004: 243) that takes place between global norms and local practices. He defines localisation as an “active construction (through discourse, framing, grafting, and cultural selection) of foreign ideas by local actors, which results in the former developing significant congruence with local beliefs and practices” (Acharya 2004: 245). In doing so, he stresses the adaptive processes taking place when an international norm moves into the vertical direction. He explicitly refers to discourse, framing, grafting and cultural selection as tools to link global norms with the existing local context, highlighting that his conceptualisation of localisation goes beyond reinterpretation and representation of global norms. With norm localisation he rather refers to a process that highlights the reconstruction of international norms in local contexts and stresses the agency of local actors hereby (Acharya 2004: 243f.). Acharya (2004: 241) argues that contestation between emerging global norms and existing local ideas moves beyond the binary of rejection or adoption of global norms in domestic contexts. Instead, it leads to processes of ‘congruence building’ in a specific locality. Local actors thus play an active role as they reconstruct international norms and evaluate whether they fit an existing normative framework (Acharya 2004; 2009: 5). This ‘cognitive prior’, referring to existing ideas, beliefs and practices, determines the openness towards a new norm (Acharya 2009: 21). Summarising the idea of norm localisation in Acharya’s (2009: 30) words: “Local actors operating out of a historically formed normative context often redefine and reconstruct international norms in accordance with their beliefs and needs. Their ideas matter as much, and often more, in norm diffusion and institutional change in world politics.”	Comment by Nadine Segadlo: Anderes Zitat:
“(…) promoted concepts are mostly woven into a local discourse where they are modified and adapted to local beliefs and ideas. This approach emphasizes the creation of new meanings and practices by a connection of external and local norm sets and discourses.” (Zimmermann 2010: 7).
Processes of reconstituting global norms to local contexts following Acharya’s (2004, 2009) concept of norm localisation have been illustrated in a wide range of empirical studies covering similar regional adaptation processes (Capie 2008), but also ranging from research on international women’s rights norms (Aharoni 2014), to questions of international development processes and their local adaptation (Bonacker et al. 2017; von Heusinger 2017), the localisation of the R2P in various regions and states (Barqueiro et al. 2016; Vaughn and Dunne 2014; Williams 2009), and international norms on peacebuilding and post-conflict reconstruction (Groß 2015; Zimmermann 2016).. 	Comment by Nadine: Diesen Teil ggf. ausführlicher with more examples on empirical application of norm localisation and/or more details on examples

Hier auch Prantl & Nakano als application of localisation zitieren

Zimmermann 2017 aruges: loc according to Acharya is more often used to explore regional orgas and regional norm-diffusion, use of concept in relation to domestic reactions to norms is less frequent FN 46

[bookmark: _Toc74728571]3.2 Local actors and agency
Whereas norm research and IR in general has to a large extent placed focus on TANs and states as central actors within norm diffusion processes (e.g. Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Keck and Sikkink 1998; Risse et al. 1999), Acharya (2004: 248; 2009: 15) ascribes a central role to local actors and their agency. Local actors do not passively accept or refuse global norms, but depending on specific national and cultural particularities exert agency by resisting, interpreting, reproducing or adapting global norms locally (Acharya 2004, 2009; Adamson 2005; Bettiza and Dionigi 2014; Boesenecker and Vinjamuri 2011). Hereby, prevalent ideas are not all of a sudden entirely rejected “because of some “civilizing” impact of foreign norms, but are enmeshed into a broader hybrid normative matrix. They adapt and create norms in accordance with or to give expression to their own beliefs, values, and aspirations” (Acharya 2014: 655). Zwingel (2012: 126) underlines this point by highlighting “norms are to the largest extent possible cross-culturally negotiated […] rather than imposed”. Whereas agency is commonly related to initiative, choice, creativity and freedom, it has been conceptualised as social engagement informed by the past and oriented to the present as well as to the future, an action that is capable of altering as well as sustaining existing structures (Emirbayer and Mische 1998: 962-94). Thus, norm localisation focuses on local actors as “insider proponents” (Acharya 2004: 248) of norms which can, for example, be individuals, NGOs or civil society representatives. They are embedded within local structures and as “localizers” (Acharya 2004: 244) are able to appropriate, interpret and translate international norms into local practice.
Agency of local actors as key dimension of norm localisation has also been brought to the fore by norm translation approaches that highlight how local actors construct meaning by translating international norms locally. Merry (2006a, 2006b) investigates the localisation of women’s human rights norms and their translation into local practices. Drawing on four country case studies (China, India, Peru, and the USA), in which she each examines NGOs working on implementing women’s human rights, she explores how these NGOs interpret and adopt global ideas and strategies into their work and local practices. Hereby, she finds that local NGOs take on the core ideas set out in global frameworks, but deploy and translate human rights norms in many different ways depending on their specific local contexts, a process she refers to as “vernacularization” (Levitt and Merry 2009; Merry 2006a). The term has its origins in linguistics and denotes the adjustment process global ideas go through when moving to local places (Merry 2006b: 39). Merry points out that translators play a crucial role in the process of vernacularisation. They are local activists who work, e.g. for a NGO, and function as intermediaries translating between various levels, such as between global and local (Shawki 2011). The core element of these translation practices is agency of local actors who, through continuous negotiation, reinterpretation and meaning making in local contexts, enable the comprehensible application of human rights norms locally (Merry 2006a; Zwingel 2012, 2016). In this context, Zwingel (2016: 23) specifically stresses that global norms experience increasing legitimacy when going through an active interpretation processes locally, instead of presenting them as non-negotiable international standards. 	Comment by Nadine: Summarising quote:
“As women’s human rights ideas connect with a locality, they take on some of the ideological and social attributes of the place, but also retain some of their original formulation.” (Levitt & Merry 2009: 446)	Comment by Nadine: Check in book (from Zimmermann et al. 2017: 695)
Studies note that agency within norm localisation processes is not limited to specific actors or actions. It rather sheds light on the fact that many different local actors function as ‘localisers’ translating international norms into local practices. Some indicate the central role played by civil society organisations and local NGOs (Berger 2017; Boesenecker and Vinjamuri 2011) as well as transnational associations of non-state actors to guide norm translation processes (Brake and Katzenstein 2013), whereas Østebø (2015) argues that the ‘grassroots’, that are often only conceptualised at the receiving end of norms, need to be considered as translators. By using illustrations from two districts in Ethiopia, she shows that the populations of these areas develop their own, partly contradictory and overlapping translations of global gender equality norms. Also Levitt and Merry (2009: 450) place focus on this group of people who are often classified as the ‘receivers’ of international norms. However, they conceptualise that local people taking part in trainings or workshops on human rights transfer what they have learned to the people around them after returning home. In the course of these activities a norm’s meaning undergoes several stages of reframing, interpretation and different understandings.
Another research perspective that centres around actors’ agency during the localisation of international norms is appropriation. It is connected to resistance and the modification of meanings of norms in different contexts. Appropriation originates from Postcolonial and Cultural Studies which has largely investigated the transfer of ideas from the Global North to the Global South (West to non-West). So-called ‘outside’ or ‘Western’ ideas are taken up, redefined and appropriated locally. Hereby the local concept stays fixed, however, a norm gets embedded in a particular setting and is connected to new meanings and interpretations (Zimmermann 2010: 8), or in other words is transformed. 	Comment by Nadine: Gelöscht (weil etwas unklar):
and is often linked to Eisenstadt’s notion of ‘multiple modernities’ (source, see Großklaus 1254). With this concept he highlights hybrid outcomes of modernisation processes.
Conceptualisations of appropriation are closely linked to the postcolonial scholar Homi Bhabha who introduced the concept of “cultural hybridity” (Bhabha 1994). He focuses on the relationship between colonial subjects and colonisers in colonial India as well as the agency of those under colonial rule. He argues that these contexts provide room for appropriation, the reinterpretation and creative usage of norms, that gives way to hybrid outcomes between the ‘original’, introduced by the colonisers, and a pure copy taken up by the colonised. From this perspective, appropriation can be conceived as a form of resistance against colonial rule. This practice of resistance and the application of agency associated therewith has found its way into empirical work on norms. In a study on the implementation of CEDAW in Nigeria the author conceptualises appropriation as the “intentional reinterpretation of ideas across cultural, spatial and temporal contexts aimed at definitional power” (Großklaus 2015: 1263). This view on appropriation highlights the aspect of power. It is seen as way to (re-)win definitional power (Großklaus 2015), and to resist international rule and uneven power relations (Lorentzen 2017; Zimmermann et al. 2017: 696).	Comment by Nadine: Evtl. Add here Mac Ginty 2010: hybridity in peacebuilding (also Richmond) (see Zimmermann 2017: 42, 49)?

[bookmark: _Toc74728572]3.3 Local context: What is local?/What does local mean?
In his conceptualisation of norm localisation, Acharya (2004) draws specific attention to the local context. With its pre-existing normative order it characterises a particular space towards which international norms are made congruent. But what does ‘local’ actually refer to and how is it conceptualised, also in contrast to ‘global’? In everyday speech, ‘local’ is often used as an adjective to describe different items referring to or defined by a placement in space, e.g. local market, local court, local drink, local event, local NGO, etc. In IR, the term ‘local’ is widely referred to as a scale placed in an order of different levels reflecting a gradual downgrading from international (or global), to regional, national and local, where the ‘local’ normally refers to the lowest level or the smallest research unit (lit). In some conceptualisations local and global are portrayed as opposite (lit). Whereas local rather symbolises tradition and a lack of mobility, progress and cosmopolitanism, an understanding of global comprises of development, free movement and connectedness, cosmopolitan attitudes and urbanity. Thus, the meanings ascribed to these terms go far beyond notions of space and geography and reflect diverging power levels (Merry 2006b: 39f.). Notions of transnationalism, instead, emphasise the interrelations between global and local. Geographer Massey (2005: 10) stresses that space refers to interconnections, a plurality that is always under construction. Consequently, there is no qualitative difference between global and local as in terms of dichotomies like “abstract-concrete, powerful-victimized” (Zwingel 2012: 121). Zwingel (2012: 121) rather points out that interaction constructs socio-geographical spaces where different levels interconnect in a reciprocal manner instead of a hierarchical one.	Comment by Nadine Segadlo [2]: Ggf. relevant über norm loc hinaus: Mac Ginty (2015): Where is the local

Local turn	Comment by Nadine: Add something for power, ggf. Massey, Sarigil?	Comment by Nadine: Check Book
Furthermore, observations of globalisation reveal that despite its dominant and homogenising effects contestation with ‘the local’ takes place. As ‘the local’ is rather seen as a social dimension that enables real experiences, daily life, face-to-face interaction, it cannot simply be wiped away by processes of globalisation. Also the local site can exert power which is, for example, illustrated by Massey (2005: 102) who conceptualises the “trickle-up” next to the trickle-down perspective. It reflects that the people inhabiting a locality influence it and are hereby at the same time able to shape the global. 	Comment by Nadine: Check Hannerz 1996 in Zwingel 2012: 121f. 
It follows, global norms are established at the top level of governance. Thus, they have a wide range, but are not encompassing. They rather operate within global institutions. Consequently, the focus of this study is on how these norms are made sense of at lower levels, specifically the local level. Taking the reflections above into consideration, neither global norms set out by the global refugee regime, nor implementing agencies in the camp, nor refugees living in this context are separate from each other or fixed in meaning. Instead, they are all connected and constituted by the meanings ascribed to their specific locality. Moreover, also those actors seen at the receiving end of international norms in a local context are able to challenge existing structures through own practices. Thus, the local context can be conceptualised as the site of everyday interaction and agency where international norms experience meaning-making, are sometimes re-negotiated or contested (Sarigil 2018: 49).	Comment by Ulrike Krause: nice – schöne umschreibung für global

das bietet Dir eine tolle grundlage für die UNHCR handbücher

[bookmark: _Toc74728573]3.4 Gaps in existing research (theoretical contribution)
Norm localisation has so far exclusively focused on adapting, contesting and translating global norms to local contexts. Hereby, it largely ignored an in-depth engagement with global norms, what they say and which meanings they entail. Following what happens locally, how global norms are re-negotiated or contested requires an understanding of the global norm itself. Therefore, I argue that in order to understand norm localisation processes and meaning-making of global norms locally, one first has to analyse the meanings global norms entail. Thus, I complement existing debates on norm localisation by claiming that before I investigate processes of localisation I need to concentrate on the meanings developed globally. With this approach I aim to link global with local understandings. Consequently, the following section develops a theoretical framework that seeks to connect norm localisation research with a previous engagement with global norms and the meanings they entail at the global level.

[bookmark: _Toc74728574]4 Developing a theoretical framework
Norm localisation centres around and makes visible local processes of interpretation, translation, modification and appropriation taking place after norm development and the vertical movement of norms from global to local levels. It hereby questions the idea of universally applicable liberal norms that are automatically diffused and passively met in local contexts. Instead, it views global norms and local beliefs and practices as dynamic that are subject to contestation and are continually reconstituted through everyday practices of local actors (Krook and True 2012; Wiener 2004, 2007a). 
Thus, following the above outlined theoretical considerations I understand norm localisation as the reconstitution of global norms through local actors adapting them to the specific local context they are operating in. Central to norm localisation are, first, the dynamic of norms which stresses that norms and their content do experience change, modification and renegotiating when entering local contexts. Thus, norms are not static, but their meaning is contested (Wiener 2004, 2007b). Second, norm localisation brings the agency of local actors to the fore. Contrary to previous conceptualisations, local actors are not passive recipients of global norms, but bring in their ideas, values and understandings to actively interpret global norms locally. By carrying out agency they shape a norm’s content and modify it to the extent to fit the specific local context. Importantly, local actors are diverse and also include non-state actors and grassroots representatives (e.g. Boesenecker and Vinjamuri 2011; Østebø 2015). Third, norm localisation highlights the importance of local context. It refers to pre-existing practices, behaviours and structures found at the local level. From a localisation perspective local actors shape global norms in accordance with these already present structures (Acharya 2004: 241). In this process, they contest, appropriate and translate global norms into the specific local context (to make them applicable and usable by the targeted receivers).	Comment by Ulrike Krause: is it necessarily the “reconstr” oder auch allgemeiner “umgang mit”?	Comment by Nadine Segadlo [2]: engagement with global norms through local actors…
Drawing on these theoretical debates around norm localisation first introduced by Acharya (2004, 2009), I will study global refugee policies and norms for humanitarian refugee protection focusing particularly on those related to peace and their local implementation in a refugee camp. Hereby, I will complement existing debates on norm localisation by first exploring the meanings surrounding global norms set out in global refugee policies, before I then focus on how these global norms are locally contested, interpreted and adapted in a camp by local actors.

[bookmark: _Toc74728575]4.1 Norms and policies within the global refugee regime
[bookmark: _Hlk70405524]The global refugee regime was established to facilitate cooperation among states on refugee protection. To ensure collective action the regime includes norms, an institution and a decision-making body (Betts 2010: 17; Milner 2021). Key norms of the regime are comprised within the 1951 Convention relating to the Status of Refugees which entails the definition of a refugee as well as refugees’ rights. UNHCR serves as the core institution of the regime and has two main functions: ensuring refugee protection and finding durable solutions. It was created by the international community of states and given the mandate to monitor the implementation of the Convention. Moreover, it is the central agency giving support to refugees in camps. The Executive Committee of the High Commissioner’s Programme (ExCom), a forum of states, is the main decision-making body of the global refugee regime where the central governance tasks are carried out (Loescher et al. 2012). Thus, the global refugee regime functions as an arena where actors pool resources, interests, values and knowledge to achieve common benefits (Dingwerth and Pattberg 2009). As key actors of the global refugee regime, UNHCR, states and other international, regional and non-governmental organisations guide policy development processes for refugee protection within ExCom (Fresia 2014). 	Comment by Nadine Segadlo [2]: See Loescher et al. 2008: 123
Hereby, norms as shared understandings of adequate behaviour among a group of actors influence policy processes. However, given their dynamic conceptualisation, they are constantly subject to contestation. They entail different meanings, are applicable to various contexts and experience framing by multiple actors (Krook and True 2012: 104f.; Wiener 2014). To illustrate the relationship between norms and policies, I work with the following definition of norms by Krook and True (2012) which builds on Wiener’s (2009: 183ff.) conceptualisation. Here, (global) norms are understood as “ideas of varying degrees of abstraction and specification with respect to fundamental values, organizing principles or standardized procedures that resonate across many states and global actors, having gained support in multiple forums including official policies, laws, treaties or agreements” (Krook and True 2012: 103f.). 
This perspective stresses that norms reveal varying levels of institutionalisation. That is the degree to which norms are taken up in laws and treaties through processes of enshrinement and ratification. As legal norms, they are then widely understood to have a highly binding character because of their precise definition and legalisation. In contrast, norms that are reflected in policies, resolutions or declarations through adoption are usually less formal and less binding, but still share a consensus and thus provide guidance for actors at the global level and beyond. A clear distinction between different types of norms is not always obvious and norms may develop from informality to enshrinement in law over time (Betts and Orchard 2014). However, I focus on so-called “policy norms” (Milner 2021: 12) that are, as conceptualised by Park and Vetterlein (2010: 4), “shared expectations for all relevant actors within a community about what constitute appropriate behaviour, which is encapsulated in […] policy.” In their work, Park and Vetterlein deal with the international organisations IMF and World Bank and argue that norms “emerge, stabilize, and decline” within these organisations (Park and Vetterlein 2010: 13). Building up on this observation, Betts and Orchard (2014) in their study on the implementation of international norms claim that such an approach is equally applicable to procedures within other international and domestic organisations. But how are norms and policies precisely related? And what are ‘policies’?	Comment by Nadine: Check book Owning Development (cambridge.org)
[bookmark: _Hlk73086482]Following the constructivist school of thought, as outlined above, norms are shared understandings of acceptable behaviour (see e.g. Björkdahl 2002; Florini 1996). In this function, norms define preferences of actors. As they constrain and guide behaviour of states and other actors, they feed into policy discussions in the international arena and provide a roadmap for action. I understand ‘policy’ in line with Deardorff Miller (2014: 496) who states, building on Thakur and Weiss (2009: 19), that policies reflect a statement of actions developed by an actor or a group of actors to respond to a specific problem. In order to come up with a joint strategy to address a particular problem, norms influence policy processes and vice versa, policies may also influence norms (Deardorff Miller 2014; Jepperson et al. 1996). As shared understandings, norms are taken up by the actors involved in policy development processes, are discussed and negotiated internally which can lead to the generation of new norms or the adaptation of previously shared ones. Eventually, norms are then reflected within the agreed-upon policies at the international level. Given the institutional set-up of the global refugee regime, it follows, that global norms are established at the top level of governance by the regime’s key actors. In other words, studying policies provides insights into shared understandings of actors and thus reveals norms outlined therein.

[bookmark: _Toc74728576]4.2 Global policies on peace and local practices
Thus, in the context of this study, I focus on (global) norms surrounding peace as shared understandings of adequate behaviour among actors that are set out in global refugee policies. These are „formal statement[s] of, and proposed course[s] of action in response to, a problem relating to protection, solution or assistance for refugees or other populations of concerns to the global refugee regime” (Milner 2014: 4). They take different formats and following Krause and Schmidt (2019: 26) I focus on official UNHCR policy documents (i.e. handbooks, guidelines and strategies), ExCom notes and conclusions.	Comment by Nadine: Ggf. später anpassen
As global refugee policies guide humanitarian programming and practice, the first step of my research process is to examine how peace is reflected in global refugee policies. Consequently, I will first identify, analyse and interpret meanings ascribed to peace outlined in global refugee policies, anchored in the language of policy documents, a process in the following referred to as meaning-making at the global level. Whereas norm localisation according to Acharya (2004, 2009) and Zwingel (2012) places a stark focus on meaning making of global norms by local actors, I stress that when exploring global policies and local practices meaning making is not limited to the local context but already starts ‘globally’ with global norms at the global level. Hence, for this study linking global norms and local practices on peace in a refugee camp, I first focus on the question: Which meanings do policies develop about peace (in refugee camps)? This implies studying what global refugee policies say about peace, how they frame peace and if so, what normative ideas about peace they reveal. It serves as a prerequisite to adequately examine the process of norm localisation. Only when the meanings about peace in global refugee policies and the norms developed therein are known, can I study how it is made sense of locally. Therefore, the focus of this research is not on exploring the development of global norms within global refugee policies and the tracing back of their evolution, as for example carried out by Fresia (2014) in her analysis of the policy development process leading to ExCom Conclusion 107 on “Children at Risk”. Instead, it concentrates on the policy documents as completed products, the different ways they frame and carry certain meanings about peace. 	Comment by Nadine: Wort? Meanings, understandings?
After determining and analysing the meanings connected to peace in global refugee policies, the focus lies on exploring how these meanings undergo a process of localisation, hence, how local actors make sense of them in a refugee camp. Drawing on theoretical ideas surrounding norm localisation (Acharya 2004, 2009), it is assumed that a variety of actors develops joint understandings of global norms and puts them into practice on the ground. In the field of refugee protection, global norms are often taken up and implemented through humanitarian policies and programming in host countries of refugees and there partly in the particular context of camps. These measures draw on and are guided by norms, ideas and assumptions conveyed in global refugee policies. However, it is assumed that global norms are not ‘automatically’ implemented but that their meaning is contested and shaped by local understandings and interpretation (Krause i.E.: 94f.). 	Comment by Nadine: Ich tue mich hier noch richtig schwer: Entwickeln local actors auch Normen?
The refugee camp is understood as the particular local context where global norms are put in practice. With its specific structures (see chapter xxx), it is characterised by pre-existing practices, operational procedures, ideas, and power relations. In line with assumptions from norm localisation, it follows that global norms on peace are taken up, translated and congruence is built with the particular local setting (Acharya 2004: 241). Furthermore, within this local context a great number of different local actors operate that are perceived as the agents adopting global norms to the camp context. 
Consequently, the second part of the research process focuses on how local actors adopt and translate meanings surrounding peace in global refugee policies into practice locally. Scholars of norm localisation stress local actors’ agency highlighting their ability to adopt, appropriate and translate global norms into local contexts (Acharya 2004, 2009; Adamson 2005; Bettiza and Dionigi 2014; Boesenecker and Vinjamuri 2011; Zwingel 2012). In the framework, I presume that local actors are understood in a broad sense including the large variety of individuals acting in a refugee camp taking over agency roles as stressed by, e.g. Acharya (2004, 2009). However, I make a distinction between two main groups. I differentiate between humanitarian actors in the camp, that are either Kenyan nationals or international actors, of whom I assume that, given the agency they exert, they actively translate, modify and appropriate global norms on peace and thus make them applicable to the refugee camp context. At the same time, their interpretation of global norms is also influenced by their own understandings of peace. These processes of meaning-making of peace in camps through humanitarian actors and programming builds the second pillar of this research. The guiding question is how do humanitarian actors implement/put global refugee policies on peace into practice in local refugee aid in camps?	Comment by Nadine: Justification for selection of these two groups?
The third step within the research process centres around the second main group I look at in the camp: refugees themselves. I assume that they are not passive recipients of global norms either, although they have often be described as passive victims, a perspective that has increasingly been challenged with more recent research highlighting refugees’ agency (see e.g. Gladden 2012; Gladden 2013; Hutchinson and Dorsett 2012; Krause and Schmidt 2018). I take up this perspective and explore refugees’ active role in norm localisation processes in line with more recent research highlighting the agency of local actors therein (see e.g. Draude 2017; Lorentzen 2017; Zimmermann et al. 2017; Zwingel 2017) and approaches that emphasise the agency of those actors often portrayed as receives of global norms (Levitt and Merry 2009: 450; Østebø 2015). Thus, I conceptualise that refugees likewise interpret global norms. This can, for example, be understood as a way to resist existing camp structures and (re-)win power (see e.g. Großklaus 2015; Lorentzen 2017). Consequently, I also focus on how refugees appropriate, negotiate and modify global norms and local practices on peace for their own use. They similarly exert agency when it comes to ascribing meanings to peace. Their perceptions and understandings therefore constitute the third pillar of the research process.
Taking the above outlined theoretical ideas and application towards the research problem at hand into consideration, the following main research questions can be formulated:
1. Which meanings do global refugee policies develop about peace (programmes) in camps?
2. How do local actors adopt, interpret, appropriate and translate meanings surrounding peace in global refugee policies into practice locally?
a. Which measures surrounding peace do humanitarian actors implement into practice in local refugee aid in camps?
b. What are their purposes and goals? Which assumptions about peace do they entail?
c. Which local interpretations of global policies do projects/programmes develop about peace in camps?
3. How do refugees appropriate, negotiate and modify global refugee policies on peace and the derived projects/programmes related to peace? 
a. To what extent are their understandings of peace influenced by humanitarian actors and programming?
b. Which meanings about peace do refugees themselves hold?

A summarising overview of the developed framework is depicted in Figure x below.
Figure x: Theoretical framework for studying global norms on peace and the process of localisation in a refugee camp
[image: Draft Analytical Framework - PowerPoint]
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