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Conflict Analysis and Resolution

This chapter presents a social-psychological approach ca the analysis and
resolution of international and intercommunal conflicts. Its central focus is
on ivteractive conflice resolution (see Fisher, 1997), n lamily of models for
intervening in decp-roated, prowacted conflicts between identity groups,
which is anchored in psycholagical principles,

International conflict resolution can be placed in the contexr of a larger,
growing feld of praciice, applied ac different levels and in different domains,
and snchored in different disciplines, theoretical traditions, and helds of
practice. Despite this diversity, ccruin common cthreads run through most
of the wark in this ficld. Thus these approaches to conllict resolution gen-
erally call for a nonadversarial framework for addressing the conflice, an
anatyric point of depareare, a prohlem-solving oiientuton, direct partici-
pation of the conflicting parties in joint efforts to shape a solution, and
facilitation by a third party trained in the process of conflict reselation.
Crosslevel exchanges are very valuable for devcloping gencral principles, but
the application of these principles requires sensitivity to the unigne features
of the conrext in which they ae applied.

In <his spirit, this chapter beping with presenmation of 2 social-
psychalogical perspective on the natute of internatianal conflict and the
normative and perceprual processes thac contribute to s cscalation and
perpetuation. This analysis of international conflict has clear implicadons
for our approach to conflict resolution. The chapter then s 1o a biief
discnssion of negotiation and mediution, the wost common diplomatic ap-
proaches to conflice, which have heen subjects of extensive research in po-
liical psychology. This review provides a useful reference point for our
discussion of inreractive conflict resolution itself. To illusirate the family of
approaches subsumed under this rubric, we procecd o a2 more derailed
description of the assumptions and procedures of tateractive problem solv-
ing, as applied in parricular to the Isracli-Palestinian conflice (Kelman,
19972, 1998b). The chaprer concludes with an identification of some of
the challenges confroniing scholar-pracritioners in the field of conflict anal-
ysis and resolution.

b The Nature of international Conflict

A social-psycholopical perspective can expand on the view of international
canflict provided by the realist ar neorealist schoals of international relations
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or other, more traditional approaches focusing on structural or strategic
factors (Kelman, 1997h). Without denying the importance of abjectively
anchared national interests, the primacy of the state in the international
system, the role of power in international relations, and the effect of struc-
tural factors in determining the course of an international conflict, it en-
riches the analysis in a variety of ways: by exploring the subjective factors
that sct constraines on rationality; by opening the black box of the state as
unitary actor and analyzing processes within and between the sacieties that
underlic state action; by broadening the range of influence processes (and,
indeed, of definitions of power) that play 2 role in international politics;
and hy concciving international conflict as a dynamic process, shaped by
changing realitics, interests, and relationships between the conflicting par-
ties. '

Sncial-psychological analysis suggests four propositions about interna-
tional conflict. These propositions are particularly relevant o existential
conflicts hetween identity groups—conflicts in which the collective identi-
ties of the partics are engaged and in which the continued existence of the
group is seen to be at stake. Thus the propasitians apply most directly to
ethnic or ideological conflicts but also to more mundane interstace conflicts,
insofar as issucs of national identity and cxistence come into play—as they
often do.

The frst proposition says that inrernational conflict is a process driven
by collective needs and fears rather than entirely a producr of rational cal-
cularion of objective national interests on the part-of political decision-
makers. Human needs arc often articulated and fulfifled through important
collectivities, such as the ethnic group, the national group, and che state.
Conflict arises when a group is faced with nanfulfillment or threat to the
fulfillment of basic needs: nat only such obvious macerial needs as food,
sheleer, physical safery, and physical well-being but also, and very cencrally,
such psychological nceds as identiry, seeurity, recognition, autonomy. self-
esteem, and a sense of justice (Burton, 1990). Mareover, necds for identity
and security aud similarly powerful collective needs, and the fears and con-
cerns abour survival associated with them, contribute heavily to the esca-
lation and perpetuation of conflict once it has started. Even when the con-
(licting partics have come to the concluston that it is in their best interest
to pur an cnd to the conflice, they resist going to the negodiating table or
making the accommodations uccessary for the negortiations to maove for-
ward, for fear that they will be propelled into concessions that in the end
will leave their very existence compramised. The fears thar drive existeniial
conlflicts lie ac the heare of the relationship between the canflicting parties,
going beyond the cycle of fears resuliing frain the dynamics of the securiny
dilemma (Jervis, 1976}.

Collective fears and needs, though more pronounced in ethnic couflicts,
play 2 part in all international conflicts. They combine with objective fac-
tors—Ffor example, a state’s resources, the cthnic composition of its popu-
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lation, or its access or lack of access to the sca—in determining how dif-
ferent segments of a society perccive sarte tnterests and what ultimately
Lecomes the national interest as defined by the dominant elites. Similarly,
all conflicts—inrcrstace no less than ethnic—represent a combination of
rational and irrational factors, and in each type of conflice the mix may vary
fromn case to case. Some cthnic conflicts may be preponderantly rational,
just as some interstatc conflicts may be preponderancly irrational. Furcher-
more, in all internatiooal conflicts, the needs and fears of populations are
mobilized and often manipulated by the leadership, with varying degrees of
demvagopuery and cynicism. Even when manipulated, collective needs and
fears represent authentic reactions within the population and become the
focus of sucictal action. They may be linked ro individual nceds and fears.
For example, in highly violent ethnic conflicts, the fear of annihilation of
one’s group is often (and for good reasan) ticd to a fear of personal anni-
hilution,

The conception of conflice as a process driven by collective needs and
fears implics, first and foremose, that conflicr resolution—if it s o lead to
a stable peace that hoth sides consider just and ro a new relationship that
enhances the welfare and development of the two socicties—most address
the fundamental nceds and decpesi fears of the populations. From a nor-
mative point of view, such a solution can be viewed as the operationalization
of justice within a problem-solving approach to conflict resolution (Kelman,
1996b). Anacher implication of a human-needs arientation is that the psy-
chological necds on which it focuses—sccuriry, identity, recognition—are
not inherenily zero sum (Bureon, 1990}, although they are usually scem as
such in decp-rooted conflicts. Thus it may well be possible to shapc an
integrative solution thar satisfies both sets of needs, which may then make
it easicr to sctele Issues like territory or resources through distributive bar-
gaining. Finally, che view of conflict as a process driven by collecrive ueeds
and fears sugpests char conflice resolution musr, at some stage, provide for
certain processes that take place at the level of individuals and interactions
berween individuals, such as waking the other’s perspective or realistic em-
pathy (White, 1984), creative problem solving, insight, and leatning,

Foeusing on the needs and fears of the populations in conflict readily
brings to mind a sccond social-psychalogical proposition: that international
cmy‘l’."ct s an incersocietal process, not merely an intergovernmental or inter-
stawe phenomenou. The conflict, parriculacly in the case of protracted ethnic
struggles, becomes an inescapable part of daily life for each saciery and its
component elements, Thus analysis of conflict requires auention not only
to its strategic, military, and diplomatic dimensions buc also 1o its econamic,
psychological, culcural, and social-structural dimensions. Interactions on
these dimensions, both within and berween the conflicting societies, shape
the political cnvironment in which governments funcrion and define the
political constraints under which they operare.

An inessocietal view of conflice alerts us to the role of internal divisions
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within cach society, which often play a major pars in exaccrbaring or even
creating conflices berween societies. Such divisions impose constraints on
potitical leaders pursuing a policy of accommodation, in the form of ac-
cusations by opposition elements that they are jcopardizing natiunal exis-
tence and of anxietics and douhts wichin the general population that the
opposition elements both Joscer and exploit. The internal divisions, how-
ever, muay also provide potential levers for change in the direction of conflict
resolution, by challenging che monolichic imape of the encmy that parcies
in conflict tend to hold and enabling them to deal with each other in a
more diffcrentiated way. Internal divisions point to the presence on dic
other side of porenrial pareners for negotiation and thus provide the op-
portunity for forming prancgotiation coalitions across the conflicr lines
{Kclman, 1993). To contribute w conflict resolution, any such coalition
must of necessity remain an "uneasy coalition,” lest its members lose their
credibilicy and polirical effectiveness within their respective communiries.

Another implication of an intersocietal view of conflict is that negoti-
avions and third-party cHoris should ideally be dirccred not mercly to a
political sertlement of the conflicy, in the form of a brokered policical agrec-
ment, buc co its resolution. A political agreement may be adequate for ter-
minating relatively specific, containablc interstate disputes, bur confiicts chat
cngage the collective identities and existenzial concerns of the adversarics
require a process that is conducive to structural and atritude change, to
reconciliation, and to the cransformation of the relationship berween the
wwo socicries. Finally, an inieesacieral analysis of conflice suggests a view of
diplomacy as a complex mix of official and unofficial efforts with comple-
mentaty contributions. I'he peaceful termination or management of conflicr
requires binding agreements thar can only be achieyed ac the official level,
but many different secrors of cic two socicties have to be involved in ere-
ating 1 favorable environment for ncgotiating and implementing such agree-
ments.

Our third proposition says that fmernacional conflice is a mulrifaceted
process of murweal inflience and not only a contest in the exercise of coercive
power. Much of intcrnational politics cnrails a process of murual influence.
in which each party sceks to protect and promore its own interests by
shaping the behavior of the other. Conflict occurs when these interests clash:
when atcainment of one party's interests (and fulbllment of the needs that
underlie them} chreatens, or is perceived 1o threaten, the intezests (and
nceds) of the other. In pursuing the conflict, therefore, the partics engage
in mutuzl influence, designed to advance iheir own positians and to black
the adversary, Similarly, in conflice resolution-—~by negotiation or other
means—ue parties exercise influence to induce the adversary 10 come to
the table, ro make concessions, to accept 2n agrecment that meets their
interests and needs, and o live up to that agreemenc. Third parties also
exéreise influence in conflice situations by backing one or the other parey,
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by mediadng berween them, o by maneuvering to protect cheir own in-
terests,

Influence in international conflict ypically relies on a mixture of threars
and inducements, with the balance often on die side of force and rthe threa
of farce. Thus, the U.S.-Soviet relationship in the Cold War was predom-
inanty framed in terms of an elborate theory of deterrence—a fonn of
influence designed to keep the other side from doing what you do not want
it to do {George & Smoke, 1974; Jervis, Lebow, & Stein, 1985; Schelling,
1963; Stein, 1991). In other conflict reltionships, the emphasis may be on
compellence—a form of influence designed to make the other side do what
you wanr it to do. Such cocrcive strategies enail serious costs and risks,
and their effects may be severely limited. Far example, they are likely to be
reciprocated by the other side and chus lead w escalation of the conflics,
and they are unlikely to change behaviar to which the other is comumitted.
Thus the cffective exercise of influence in international conflict requires a
hroadening of the repertoire of influence straregies, ar least w0 the exent of
combining “carrots and sticks”—of supplementing the negative incentives
that wypically dominare international conflicr relationships with positive in-
centives {see Baldwin, 1971; Kriesberg. 1982) such as economic benckis,
international approval, or a general reduction in the level of wnsion, An
example of an approach based on the systemaric use of positive incentives
is Osgood’s (1962) graduated and recipracared inidacives in wnsion reduc-
tion (GRIT) strategy. President Anwar Sadar of Egypr, in his 1977 uip to
Jerusalem, undertook s unilateral inidiative, with the expeciation (partly
prencgotiated) of Isracli reciprocacion, buc—unlike GRIT—he started with
a large, fundamental concession in the anticipation thar negoriations would
fill in the intervening steps (Kelman, 1985).

Effective use of positive incentives requires moce dhan offering tlie other
whatever rewards, promises, or confidence-building tneasures scein most
tcadily available. It requires actions that address the fundamenial neecls and
fears of the ocher parey. Thus the key w an effective influcnce strategy based
on the exchange of positive incentives is responsiveness to the other’s con-
cerns; acuvely exploring ways that each can help meer the other’s needs and
allay the other’s fears and ways wa help cach ocher aveecante the constraints
within their respective societies against taking the actions that each wants
the other to take. The advantage of a strategy of responsiveness is that it
allows parties to exert influence on each othes through pasitive steps (ot
threaws) thac arc within their own capacity o mke. The process is greatly
facilitated by communication berween the parties in order 10 identify actions
thac are politically feasible for cach party yet likely to have an impact on
the other.

A key elenent in an influence strategy hased on responsiveness is mre-
inal reassurance, which is particulasly critical in any effort 1o resolve an
exiscential conflice. The negoriation literature suggests thar parttes are often
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driven 1o the rable by 2 inutually hurting stalemare, which makes negotia-
tions more attractive than continuing the conflict {Touval & Zartman,
1989, p. 16; Zarunan & Berman, [982). Bur parries in existential conflices
are afraid of negodiations, even when the s:arus quo has become increasingly
painful and they recognize that a negotiated agreement is in their interest.
To advance the negetiating process under such circumstances, it is at feast
as imporaant 1o reduce the parties’ fears as to increase their pain.

Mutual reassurance can take the form of acknowledgnents, symbolic
gestures, or confidence-building measures. To be maximally effecrive, such
steps need 10 address the other’s central needs and lears as ditectly as pos-
sible. When President Sadat of Egype spoke ta the [sraeli Knessee during
his dramatic visit to Jerusalem in November 1977, he clearly acknowledged
Ezypt's past hostility roward Isract and thus validated sraelis’ own experi-
ences. In so doing, he greatly enhanced the credibility of the change in
course that he was announcing. At the opening of this visit, Sadat’s symbolic
gesturc of cngaging in a round of cordial handshakes with the [sraeli officials
who had come 10 greee him broke a longstanding taboo. By sigualing the
beginning of a new rclationship, it had an electrifying effecc on the Isracli
pubhic. In deep-rooted conflicts, acksiowledgement of whar was heretofore
denied—in the form of recognition of the other’s humaniry, nationhood,
rights, grievances, and interpretation of history—is an important source of
reassurance that the other may indcetl be ready to negotiate an agreement
that addresses your fundamental enncerns. By signaling acceptance of the
other’s legitimacy, cach party reassuces the ocher thar negociations and con-
cessions no longer constitute mortal threais to ies security and national
custence, By confieming the other’s narracive, each reassures the other char
a compromisc does not represent an abandonment of its_identiry.

An influence strategy based on responsiveness to each other's needs and
fears and the resulting search for ways of reassuring and benchiting cach
other has important advantages from a tong-term poine of view, It docs not
mercly elicit specific desired behaviors fiom the other party bur also can
contribute to 2 creative redefinition of the conflice, joint discovery of mu-
tually satisfactory solutions, and transformation of the relationship henween
the parties.

The influence sirategies employed in a couflict relationship 1ake on
special significance in light of the fourth proposicion: fnrernarional conflict
it an interaetive process with an escalasory, telf-perpernating dyranstr, noc
merely a sequence of action aud reaction by stable aciots. ln intense conflicr
relationships, the naiural course of interaction betweeu the parties tends 10
reiuforce and deepen the conflice rather than reduce and resolve . The
interaction is governed by a set of norms and guided hy a set of images
thav create an escalatory, self-perpetvating dynamic. This dynamic can he
reversed through skillful d':p'lomaq', imaginative leadcrship, third-party in-
tervention, aud institutionalized mechanisms for managing and resolving
conflict. Buc in the absence of such deliberace ¢fforts, the sponaacous in-
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teraction herween the parties is more likely than nor to increase distrus,
hostilicy, and the sense of grievance.

The needs and fears of parties engaged in intense conflict impose per-
ceprual and cognitive constraints on their processing of new information,
with a resulting wendency to underesrimate the occurrence and the possi-
bility of change. The abiliry to 1ake the role of the ather is severely impaired.
Dehumanization of e enemy miakes it even more difficulr to acknowledge
andl access the perspective of the other The inaccessibilicy of the oiher's
perspective contributes significandy to some of the psychalogical barriers to
conflict resolution described by Ross and Ward (1995). The dynamics of
conflict interaction tend to entrench the parties in their own perspectives
on hiscory and justice Conflicting parties display parricularly strong ten-
dencies to find evidence dhac confirms their negarive images of each othee
and to resist evidence thar would seein to disconfirm these images {sce
chapter 9 tor a fuller discossion of the linage concepr). Thus interaction
not only fils 10 contribute 10 a tevision of the enemy image bur aciually
helps to reinforce and perpecuate t. Taceraction guided by mirror images of
a demonic enemy and a vircwous self (sce Bronfenbrenner, 1961; White,
1965) creates self-fulfilling prophecies by inducing the parties to engage in
the hostile actions they expect from one another.

Selt-fulfilling prophecies arc also generared by the conflice norms thac
typically govern the interaction berween parties engaged in an intensc con-
flic. Expressions of hostility and distrust woward che enemy are not just
spontancous manifestations of the conflict but are ngrmaively prescribed
behaviots. Political teaders' assumption that the public’s evaluation of them
depends on their adhecence to these norms influences their tactical and
suategic decisions, their approach o negotiations, their public pranounce-
ments, and, ultimarely, the way they educatc cheit own pnblics, For the
publics, in wrn, adherence to these norms is often 1aken as an indicaror of
group loyuwlry. Thus the disconrse in decp-rooted conflicts is marked by
murtual delegicimization and dehumanization, Interaction governed by this
set of norms—ar chie micro and macro levels—contributes to escalation and
perpetation of the conflict. Parties that systemarically rreat each other with
hostiliey and distrusr are likely o become increasingly hostile and untrust-
\Vorlhy.

The dynamics ol conflict interaction create a high probability that op-
porcunitics for conflict resolution will be missed. Parties whose inceraction
is shaped by the norms and images rooted in the history of the conflict are
sysiematically constrained in their capacity to respond to the ocenrrence
and possibilicy of change. They find it difficult 1o communicare the changes
thac have occurred on their own side or to notice the changes on the ocher
side, and to explore die pussibilities for change that would serve bath sidles’
interests, Conflicr resolution efforss, therefore, regnire promotion of a dif-
ferent kind of interaction, capable of reversing the escalatory and self-
perperuating dynamics of conflict: an inceraction that is conducive 10 shar-
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ing perspectives, differentiating the encmy image, and develaping a language
of mutual reassurance and a new discourse based on the narms of respon-
sivencss and reciprocity.

M WNormative and Perceptual Processes
Promoting Conflict

Sacial-psychological analysis can he parcicularly helpful in explaining why
and how, once a conflict has started, normative and perceptual processcs
are ser into motion that promeote its escalation and perpetuation and create
or intensify harriers to conflict resolution. By the same twken, social-
psychological analysis, in helping to identify and understand these barriers,
can also suggest ways of overcoming them.

Normative Processes

A variety of interaction pracesses at the mass and elite levels within con-
ficting societies thar influence the evolving course of the conflict are gov-
erned by a set of powerhul social norms that encourage actions and attirudes
conducive 1o the generation, escalation, and perpetuation of conflict and
that inhibit the pereeption and occusrence of change in the direction of
tension reduction and conflice resolution {(Kelman, 1997b, pp. 212-222).
QOne such process is the formation of collective moods, With periodic
shifts in collective mood, public opinion can acr as hoth a resource and a
constraine for political lcaders in the foreign policy process. In principle, it
can provide support for either aggressive or conciliatory policics, but under
the prevailing norms in an intense, protracted conflict, lcaders are mare
likely to expect—and te mobilize—public support for the former than for
the larter. Apart from transitory moods, certain pervasive states of can-
sciousness underlie public opinien in a society engulfed in a deep-rooted
conflict, reflecting the existential concerns and the central national narratives
widely shared within the populacion. In many cases—such as Serbia,
Narchern Ireland, and rhe Middle Easc—historical traumas serve as the
points of reference for current cvents. Though these memaries may be ma-
nipulated by demagogic leaders, they—and the associated sense of injustice,
abandonment, and vulnerability-—are part of the people's consciousncss and
available for manipulation. The effeet of such collective moods is to hring
to the fore powerful social norms that support escalarory actions and inhibic
moves toward compromise and accommodarion. When hindamental con-
cerns about survival and identity are capped, national leaders, with full
expecration of public support, are far more ready to risk war than w take
risks for peace—in line wich the prapasition derived from prospect theory
that people are more reluctant to ke risks to achieve gains than to avoid
losses (see Levy, 1992). Any change in the established view of the epemy
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and of the imperatives of national defense comes 1o be seen as a chreat 1o
the nation’s very existence.

Public support is an essencial resource for political leaders engaged in
a conflict retacionship, both in assuring the public's readiness w accept che
costs that their policics may email and in enhancing che credibiliey of their
threats and promises to the other side. The primary meaas of gaining public
swpport is the mobilization of group layaltier. Arousal of natienalise and pa-
triotic sentiments, particularly in a context of national securicy and suevival,
is a powerful wol in mobilizing public support. It may evoke automatic
endorsement of the policies the leadership defines as necessary and a will-
ingness 10 make sacrifices that cannot be cnrirely understood in terms of
rational caleulations of costs and benchis. The naiion gencrates such pow-
erful identifications and loyaltics because it brings wgether two central psy-
chological dispositions: the necds for self-protection and self-transcendence
(Kelman 1969, 1997¢).

Group loyalties can porenrially be mobilized in suppoert of concilintory
policies, Palitical lenders may promote painful compromises and concesstons
ta the adversary on the grounds thar the security, well-being, integricy, and
survival of the narian require such actions. Indecd, leaders wich impeceable
nationalist credentials—such as Chardes de Gaulle, Yirzhak Rabin, or F WL
de Kleck-—are often meost effective in leading their populations toward
peaceful resolution of conflicts, once they have decided chat this approach
best scrves the national interest. In general, however, group loyalties arc
more readily available to mobilize supporrt for apgressive pelicics than for
conciliacory ones, Proposals for aggressive actions can more casily rely on
the vocabulary of nationalism, which characteristically marks off the ingroup
from the outgroup to the derrimenc af the latrer. An appead to defend the
nation against an inuninent attack, in particular, is more compelling than
an appeal to seize a promising apportunity—as prospect theory might pre-
dict {Farnham, 1992; Levy, [992). Such an appeal also elicirs almost unan-
imous respanse amang members of the populacion, whereas an appeal to
take advantage of an opportunity for prace holds no auraction tw that
segment of the population that equates peace with surrender.

Processes of group loyalty create bairiers to change in a conflict rela-
tiunship. Group loyalty requires adherence to the group’s norms—which,
in an inwnse conflict, call for @ militant, unyielding, and suspicious atrirude
towvard the enamy, Militancy and intransigence thus become the measurces
of loyalty. Hence, parricularly in sitvations of perccived national crisis, the
milivants excrcise disproportionate power and often a veto over official ac-
tions and policies. They impose scvere constraints on the ability of Jeaders
to explore pesceful options. Dissent from the daminant conflict norms be-
comcs defined as an ace of disloyalty and is suppressed, thus further un-
deemining the explaradon nf peaceful aleernatives.

Decision-making processes in a conflict sitcvation tend 1o inhibit the
scarch for alternatives and the explocation of new possibilities, particularly
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when decision-makers are operaring in an aunosphere of crisis. These ten-
dencies are by no means inevitable, and chere are histarical instances—such
as the Cuban missile crisis—of creative decision-making in dangerous crisis
situations (Allisan, 1971; Lebow, 1981). Conflict norms do, however, im-
pose serious burdens on the decision-making process.

A major source of reluctance to explore new options are the domestic
constraints under which decision-makecs labor. In an intense conflict situ-
ation, adherence to the conflict norms tends to be seen as the safest course
of action. Cautious decision-makers assume that they arc less vulnerable
domestically if chey stay with the conflict’s status quo, adhere to a discourse
of hastility and distrust vis-a-vis the other side. or threaten escalatory actions
than if they take steps toward accornmodartion and compromise. The scarch
for alternativés in response to changing realitics is also inhibited by insti-
wiionalized rigidities in the decision-inaking apparatus. Decision-makers
and their bureaucracies operate wichin a framewark of assumptions abour
avatlable choices, cffective strategies, and constituency expectations, shaped
by the prevailing conflict norms, which may make them unaware of the
occurrence and possibility of change. Furthermore, they often rely on es-
tablished procedures and technologies, which asc more likely to be geared
toward pursuing the conflicc—by milicary and other means—than toward
resolving it.

The microprocesses of acrion and interacrion in crisis decision-making
furcher inhibic che exploraticn of new oprions. At che level of individual
decision-makers. the stress they experience in situatians of crisis-—when
consequential decisions have to be made under severe time pressurcs—limits
the number of alternatives they consider and impels them to sectle quickly
on the dominant response, which, in intense canflicts, is likely to be ag-
gressive and escalatory (Holsci, 1972; Lebow, 1987). At the level of decision-
making groups, crisis decisinn-mnking ofteu leads o “groupthink™ {Janis,
1982}, a concurrence-seeking tendency that is designed to mainrain the
cohesiveness of the group. Decision-making under these cirenmstances is
much more likely to produce policics and actions thar perpertuate and es-
calate the confiice than innovative ideas for conflict resolution.

The norms goveening negoriation and bargaining processeses berween par-
ties invalved in longstanding canflice strongly encourage z¢ero-sum chinking,
which equates the enemy's loss with one’s own gain. Negotiatian—cven
distrihutive bargaining in its narrowest form-—is passible only when both
pariies dehne che situation, ar leasc at some level, as a win-win, mixed-
motive game in which they have both comperitive and coaperative goals.
While pursuing its own interests, each party must actively seck out ways
the adversary can also win and appear 10 be winning. But this is precisely
the kind of eflort thar is discouraged by the conlfice nonns.

At the micro level, vegotiators in an intense conflice tend to evaluawe
their perfarmance by the forcefulness wich which they present their own
case aud by their eflectiveness in resisting compromise. To listen to whar
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the other side needs and o help the other side aehieve its goals would
violate the conflict norms and wight subjeci the negotiators to criticisin
from their own constituencies and particularly from their hard-line domestic
opposition. At the macro level, the partics-—even when chey recognize their
commeon interest in ncgoriating certain specific issues—tend o pursue an
overall outcome that sirengthens cheir own straregic position and weakens
the adversary's, Such a strategy reduces the other’s incentive for concluding
an agreement and ability to mobilize public support for wharever agreenient
is negotiated. Zero-sum thinking ar both levels undermines the negoriating
process, causing delays, sccbacks, and rcpcn(cd failures.

Finally, conflice creaies certain serucineral and psychological commionents,
which then take on a life of their own (see Pruitt & Gahagan, 1974; Rubin,
Pruire, & Kim, 1994). Most obviously, in a conflict of long standing, various
individuals, groups, and organizations—military, political, industrial, schol-
arly—develop 3 vested interest in maintaining the conflict as a source of
proftt, power, status, or raison d'gtre. Others, though not benchiding from
the conflict as such, may have a strong interest in forestlling a compromise
solution because it would not address their particulae grievances or fulfill
their particular aspirarions. Vested interests do not necessarily manifest
themselves in deliberate atrempes to undermine efforts at conflict resolurion.
They may take indirect and subtle forms, such as interpreting ambiguous
realities and choesing berween uncertain policy alternatives in ways that
favor continuation of the conflicr.

Vested interests and similar structural coinenitments 1o the conflict are
bolstered by psychological commitments. People involved in a langstanding
and deep-rooted conflict tend 10 develop a worldview that is buile argund
the conflict and would be threarened by an end to the conflict. Resistance
to change is likely to be more pronounced the more claborace the copgnitive
structure or ideology in which the view of the conflict is embedded, since
changing this view would have wider ramifications. In an inrense conflice,
the image of the enemy is oficn a particulacly importane part of people’s
woildview, with implications for their nacional identity, view of their awn
society, and interpretation of history. This is one reason why images of the
enemy, o which we turn nexe, are highly reststant to change and contribuce
to the escalatory and self-perperuating dynamic of conflict.

Perceptual Processes

Perceprual and cognitive processes—the ways we interpret and organize
conflict-related information—play a major role in the escaladon and per-
pewation of conflice and creare barriers tn redefining and resolving che
conflict despite changing realities and interests. Two perceprual processes
that characterize murual images of parties in conflict can acconnt for this
cffect: the formation nf mirror images and the resistance of images to con-
tradictory information (Kelman, 1997b, pp. 222-231; sce alsn chapter 9).
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Social psychologists writing abont U.S.-Sovicr relations (Bronfenbren-
ner, 1961; White, 1965) hrst noted the phenomenon of minor image for-
mation as a characteristic of many conflict relacionships. Both parties tend
to develop parallel images of self and other, except with the value reversed,
"U'he core content of mirror images is captured by the good-bad dimension:
each side sees jrself as virtuous and peaceful, arming only for defensive
reasons and prepared to compromise. The enemy, by contrast, is sern us
evil and hostile, arming for aggressive reasons and responsive only to the
Janguage of force,

A typical corollaty of the good-bad images in protracied conflicts is the
view that the other’s aggressiveness is inherent in its nature (ics ideology,
religion, national character, or political system), whercas any signs of ag-
gressiveness on onc’s own pari are entirely reactive and defensive. In the
language of attribution theory (see hereafter), the enemy's aggression is ex-
plained in dispositional terms and onc's own aggression in situational terms.
John Foster Dulles’s “inherent bad faith” model of the Sovier Union (Hol-
sti, 1962), with its counterparr in Sovier views of the west, illustrates this
feature of mirror images. Another comtmon corollary of the pood-bad im-
age——one that derives from the virtuous self-image—is the assumption on
each side that the enemy knows very well that swe are not threatening them.
Qur own basic decency and peacefulness, and the provocation to which we
have been subjected, are so obvious to us chat they must also be obvious
to the other side (sce the discussion of naive realism in Ross & Ward, 1995).
Apare from such gencric features of mirror images, which arise from the
dynamics of intergroup conflict across the board, mirror images in any given
case iay reflect the dynamics of the specific conflict. Thus ethnic confliers
may he characterized by mutal denial of the other's natioual idenrity, ac-
companied by clforts to delegitimize che other's national movemene and
claim o nationhood (see Kelman 1978, 1987); mutual fear of national and
personal annihilation; a mutual sense of victimization by the other side; or
a murual view of the other as a source of onc’s own hutniliation and vul-
nerabiliey.

The mirror image concepy implies that cerrain symmetries in the par-
ties' reactions arise from the very nawure of conflict interaction and that
they play an imporant role in escalating the conflice. Therc is no assump-
tion ihac aff images of sclf and enemy are mirror imapes; that images on
the two sides are equally inaccurare; or thar there is empirical symmetry in
the ewo sides’ historical expericnces and current situation or moral equiva-
lence in their positiuns. The dynamics uf the conflict relationship, however,
produce a degree of parallelism in some of the images developed by hoth
parricipants in thar relatiunship, arising out of the motivational and cog-
nitive contexts in which they operate. Motivationally, each side is concerned
with "looking good” when blame for the counflicr evens is being appor-
tioned; policcal teaders, therefore, feel a strong need to persuade themselves,
their own people, the rest of the world, and Furure historians thai the blame
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rests with che enetny, Cognidively, each side views the conlliec from its own
perspective and—painfully aware of its own needs, fears, historical traumas,
grievances, suspicions, and political constraints—is convinced that i is act-
ing defensively and with the best intentions and that this is so sclf-evident
thac it must be equally clear to the encmy.

Mirror iinages produce 2 spiraling cffect {exemplified by the classical
pattern of an arms race) because cach side interprets any hostile 2cdon by
the other as an indication of aggressive intent against which it must defend
itself, yet its own reactions—whose defensive nawse, it assumes, should be
obvious to the enctny—are taken by the other as signs of aggressive intent.
The effect of mirror images is aceentuated insofar as the cuemy's ideology
or national character is perecived to be inherently aggressive and expan-
sionist, In addition to their esealatory cifcer, mirror images tend to make
conflicts more intractable beeause the sharp contrast between the innocent
self and the apgressive other makes tc difhicult to break out of a zero-sum
conception of the conflict. However, the concept of mirror images may be
a uscful tool in conflict resolution. In problem-solving workshops, for cx-
ample, the parties’ discovery that their own actions are perceived differently
by the other side than by themselves may open them up o the possibilicy
that the reverse may be truc. Thus they may gain access to each other's
perspective, insight into the escalatory cffeets of such rwo-dircctional dif-
ferences in perception, and awareness of the need for mutual reassurance in
order to set a deescalatory process in motion. -

The second feature of conflict images, their high degree of resistance to
coniradicrary information, inhibits the perception of change and the cxpec-
tation of furure change. A great deal of social-psychological theorizing and
research has addressed cthe general phcnomenon of the persisience of atti-
tudes and beliefs in the face of new informarion that, from an outside point
of view, challenges their validity buc is somehow neutralized or ignored.
Research has focused on several cypes of mechanisins that account for re-
sistance 1o contradicrory information: selectivity, consiswency, attribution,
and the self-fulfilling prophecy. The eonceps of selective exposure, selective
perception, and seleetive recall all point o the fact thar our actitudes help
determine the kind of information that is available to us. We are morc likely
to scek out and be exposed to inforwatinn that confirms our existing acti-
tudes and to perceive and remember new information i ways thar fic into
our preexisting cognitive framework. The various models of cognitive con-
sistency—such as Heider’s (1938) theory of cognirive balance and Festin-
ger's (1957} theoty of cognitive dissonance——suggest that, in the interest of
maintaining consistency, people tend to sereen our information that is in-
congruent with their existing belicfs and auirudes. Though inconsisrenc
information may also instigate attitude change, it is more likely to be cesisted
when che existing atiitudes are scrongly held and have wide ranuifications—
as is the case with enemy images. Atrribution mechanisms (Jones & Nisbertr,
1971) promore confirmation of the original enemy image, because hosrile
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actions by the enemy end o be aunrbuied dispositionally, thus providing
further evidence of the enemy’s inherently aggressive, implacable characrer,
while conciliatory actions are cxplained away as reactions to sicuational
forees, thus requinng no revision of the original image {for research
support of this proposition, sce Heradscveit, 1981; Rosenberg & Wolfsteld,
1977, Rouhana, 1997). Finally, interactions berween conflicting parties tend
1o create self-fulfifling prophecies by causing our adversaries to behave in
line with our expectations—ro take ou the roles in which we have casr them
(Weinstein & Deutschberger, 1963)—chus conlirming, our ariginal ad-
tudes

The mechanisins that account for resistance 1o disconfirming infor-
mation are particularly powerful in a couflict relationship, for several rea-
sons, First, images of the enemy and conflict-related self-images are central
aspects of the narional consensus, and resistance o disconfirming infor-
mation s cherefore reinforced by strong normative pressures. Second, in a
conflict relationship, the opportunities and capacity for 1aking the perspec-
tive ol the other side are limited, which reduces the impact of potenially
new information about the varicties, changes, and signs of Aexibility in the
other side’s views. Third, the resistance of enemy images to discoufrnation
is magnilied by sirong beliefs about the unchangeability of the encmy, re-
inforced by the view chat it is dangerous ar even wreasonous to propase that
the enemy has changed or will change.

Despite all the reasons why conflict images are particularly resistant o
contradictory informacian, they are not immutable, Social-psychological ev-
idence suggests that they can change, and historical evidence shows thar
they dn change. The challenge for scholars and practitioncrs of intcrnational
conflict resolution is to devisc the means to overcome their resistance to
change. Interactive conflict resolution is specifically designed 10 address
these kinds of resistances, along with the other social-psychological processes
that conrribuce to the escalation and perpetuation of conflict. Before rurning
to interactive conflict resolution, however, we present a bricf review ol ne-
gotiation and mediation—rthe more traditional approaches to dealing with
international conllict—and some of the soctal-psycholagical literatare thae
addresses chem.

A WNegotiation

The mast common approach to addressing international canflice within che
domain of diplomacy is that of negotiation, an imeractive process that ap-
pears 1o have a semblance of universality ac a generic level, even though
culwural differcuces in approacles and styles are 2 currene focus of swudy
(c.g.. Cohen. 1997). Negotiaton is typically defined as a diseussion among
parties aitned at resolving incamparible goals (Pruice & Carnevale, 1993),
although « broader definition sees negotiation as a process by which parries
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develop agrecrents w guide and regulate their future behavior (Sawyer &
Guetzkow, 1965). The broader debnition alerrs us 1o the face thar all nan-
ner of issues at che international level are approached through negotiation,
from trade disputes 1o financial arrangements 1o environmenta) problems,
while the more focused definition places negotiation ar the center of conflict
resolution over territory, governance, and identiry, with other methads and
interventions playing a supplcmenzary and supportive role. It is therefore
essential o understand the processes, outcomes, and context of inceraational
negotiation, so thar a range of cfforts can be directed toward achieving
mutually accepiable seulements that costribute o suseicable and largely
coaperative relationships.

There are rwo important distinctions in considering expressions of in-
ternational negotiation: bilateral versus wnultlateral and competinive versus
integrative. The former distinction has gained importance since the end of
the Cold War, with the shift away from « bipolar power siruggle to a ficld
of tnuluple acrors accempeing to farge ¥ new world arder. A concise treac-
ment of multilateral negoriation by Touval {1989} covcred the phases, im-
pediments, factlirating facrars, and the challenge of building consensus, all
in comparison to biliteral negotiation. Efforts ro understand the complexity
of muliparty, multiissue negotiations sceking unanimiry of agrecment musr
go beyond rhe common concepts applied to bilarcral negotiativns {bargain-
ing, informarion processing) to include additional concepts {coalition for-
mation, rolc diffcrenriation) in the context of a system pesspective. Treat-
ments of multilateral ncgotiation, it is hoped, will enable us to undersrand
more dJeeply this increasingly common way of daling with international
issues (c.g., Hampson, 1995).

The second distinetion has been ceneral 1o the negotiadion liceracure for
some time, stemming from the differences between domination, compro-
mise, and integration identified by Mary Parker Follerr (1924), with the
latter approach secking 1o find expression of all parties’ interests without
saceificing any essential ones. The distinction was crystallized in the orga-
nizatinnal literature [hrough Walton and McKersic's (1965) diFcrentiarion
of distributive versus tnwegrative bargaining, the former involving competing
interests over resnurccs in short supply and the lauer engaging cooperative
maves to increase the resource domain so that all primary interests can be
satislied. This dualiry has been represented in numcrous srearments of ne-
gotiation to the point where we can speak of competing theories of nego-
tation (Murrry, 1986), one concerned with hard bargaining and resistance
w concession making in order to maximize one's gains, the other geared to
joint analysis and prohlem sotving yiclding tnuwally higl outcomes. This
distinction is applied to (he internatinnal level by Hopinana {1995}, who
contends empirically that bargaining is mare frequent in inwernational ne-
gotiations, even though problem solving produces gréarcr {lexibilicy and
superior agreements. Parc of the reuson for this discrepancy between practice
and cfectiveness is that the more traditional, competitive bargaining style
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finds support in the dominant paradigm of realism i international relations,
whereas problem solving is morc compatihle with che assumptions and ori-
entations of liberalism, and as such is only more recently goining consid-
eration by international <iplomats and other negotiators. The primary
thrust of theory and research on negodation in social and political psy-
chology has been tw gupport the shift from a disuributive, zefo-sum men-
tality 1o an integrative, non-zero-sum perspective, the lacter being expressed
through 1 firm and cooperative orieniation.

A number of approaches o the study of international negotiation have
been taken. Fisher (1990) identifes general descriptions based on diplomatic
experience, studies that draw on mathematical snodels and game rheory, and
comparative case analyses of a systematic nature. Carnevale and Pruit
(1992) note books of advice to negotiators thac are largely prescriprive (e.g.,
Fisher & Ury, 1981), mathematical cceatments of cadonal negoriation chac
are mainly descriptive {e.g., Raiffa, 1982), and behaviorl studies in both
the field and laboratory thart are descriptive yer yield prescripions that can
be useful ro negotiarors {e.g.. Pruict, 1981). Druckman (1997) provides the
broadest sweep of perspecrives that have been tken to understanding ne-
gotiation, sceing it as puzle solving dirccted toward making oprinal
choices, as a bargaining game in which concessions are exchanged, as or-
ganjzational management requiring consensus building both within and be-
tween partics, or 35 diplomaric politics in which negotiation is one serand
of multifacered international relations. Social and political psychologists
fhave made contriburions 1o both the descriptive and presceiprive treatments
of negoriation. :

An eartly and infHuendial model by Sawyer and Guerzkow (1965) cast
the negotiation process as a temporal flow affected by antecedent, concur-
rent, and consequent conditions. Druckman {1973, 1983) has utilized cheic
model 10 organize rescarch in the field and as a base for elaboraring the
process of negotiation into 1 series of stages, turning poines, and crises in
which momentum can be built oward the final agreement. He also makes
a strong case for expanding negotiation research to consider a range of
conrextual factors, a direction that luwer studies ar the internacional level are
tking seriously {e.g., Hopmann, 1996). Carncvale and Pruiat (1992) review
behavioral studies of negotiation in terms of 1 mutivaional orientation,
which predicts outcomes based on stracegic cheices rovted In negotiator
motives, and a cogaitive orientation. which predicts outcomes based on
negatiator perceplions and information processing. The descriptive stance
of the behavioral erientarion shifts in the preseriptive direction in the theory
and research on problem solving by Pruite (1986}, which identifies iethods
for attaining integrative agreements. [n addition 1w the time-honored cech-
oique of logrolling to tramsforny diswribucive situations iavolving muldiple
issues into inregrative outcolnces, Pruirt idenrifies expanding the pie, non-
specific compensation, cost cutting, and bridging, wherein a new option is
created to satisfy underlying intecests. Such outcomes are achicvable if it is
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possihle ta inject sufficient flexibility inta the negotiation process along with
the essential wmount of firmness (Druckman & Mitchell, 1995).

A comingn question in negotiation rescarch is how elements of the
negouiating sicuation {¢.g., prencgotiation expericnce, constiruent pressurc)
affect process and outcomes. Druckman (200]) adds the maore chaJlenging
question of how the processes and outcomes affect the long-term, postser-
tlemene celations among the pacties, which has signifieance for conflict res-
olurion. Ar the same time, we must also ask how orher merhods in che
domain of conflict resolution can be directed toward achiceving and imple-
mentng integrative agreements that work to improve relations among for-
mer adversarics and thus help to build a lasting peace.

4

A Mediation

When negotiarion is nonexistent or unsuccessful in situarions of destrucrive
and protracted conflict, a common response is for a neutral third party o
enter the arena, cither by invitation from the parties or on its own initiative.
There are a wide variery of activities that inrermediaries can undertake, or
more generally, a number of different roles they can enact in conflicts.
Kricsberg (1996, 1998) identifies activities that range from providing a space
for communication w saving face, helping invent new options, and adding
resonrces and pgencracing pressures w reach an agrecment. Fisher and
Keashly (1990) provide a axonomy of third-patey intervention, which de-
scribes roles approximately in line with traditional terminology found in
the literature at hoth the domestic and international levels. Six roles are
idendfied in rerms of cheir primary functions and along a continuum of
the control that the third parry possesses over both the process and the
outcomnc of the interaction between or among che parties. Coneiliation and
consitltation are at the low power end of the continuum and are cssentially
defined as providing an informal coinmunication link and facilitating cre-
ative problem solving respectively. At che high end of the concrol contin-
uum, peacekeeping is scen as ipaintaining a cease fire supplemented by hu-
manimrian and polirical activitics, while arbitrazion provides a binding
third-party secclenent on the substantive issues in dispuce.

Ar the intermediate level of control is the third-party role of mediation,
which, like conciltation and cansultarion, ts a noncoercive and nonbinding
approach to managing conflice with the consenc of the parties. Specifically,
nediation is dehned as the intervention of an imparrial third party designed
to create a murnally acceprable negotiated serclement on the substantive
issucs of the conflice. [0 additian, Fisher and Keashly (1990} follow the
lead of other theorists in the field by distinguishing prere mediation from
power mediation. The former works toward agreement chrough che use of
tcasoning, persuasion, the control of information, and che suggestion of
alternatives. The later goes beyond these facilitative functions to include
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the use of leverage in the form of rewards and punishments and often
involves the third party as a powerful guarantor of the setlement. This
disiinction can he connected to the primary functions of mediacors iden-
tificd by Touval and Zartman (1985) in that pure mediation involves the
functions of communicarion and formulation, whereas power mediation goes
beyond thar to include maniprdarion. While this funciton can be seen as
computible with the world of power politics in which ic operates, it does
raise both ethical concerns over the use of coercion by powerful third parties
and strategic concerns about the garnering of agrecements char involve ser-
tlement but do not result in lascing resolution.

L the pasc 20 years, the nethod of inediation has witnessed a signifi-
cant growth in theory, research, and practice ar both the domestic and
international levels (e.g., Ksessel, Pruit, 8¢ Associates, 1989). Moore (1996)
provides a compreehensive coverage of the history and cxpression of medi-
adon, which is found in almost all culwres in the world, practiced by a
variety of individuals and institutions ia both informal and formal roles. o
Western socicties, the last three decades have seen a profusion of mediator
roles to address various types of conflict, often as an alternative to formal,
legal processes of litigazion or adjudication. At the international levcl, me-
diation has 2 history as long as that of diplomacy irself and has also received
increased scholarly attention in recent times (e.g., Bercovirch & Rubia,
1992). Bercovitch (1997} provides a concisc overview of this domain of
study, indicating the unique characreristics of mediation as the continuation
of negotiations by other means. He garners empirical evidence thac attests
to the frequent use of mediation in international relations by a variety of
individuals, states, and institurions, and he identifics a number of variables
that have been related to mediation effectiveness (e.g., Bercoviich & Haous-
ton, 1996). It is clear thar intermediary activities need to be a central com-
ponent of conflict management and resolution, as the world searches for
alternarive mechanisms to deterrence, compellence, and warfare,

With the growth of inediation, attention is being given o the many
difficult issucs thar arise through third-party interventions in the condlicrs
of ochers. Fisher (2001) identifics 2 number of these in relation to the
identity, motives, qualitics, and competencies of the intervenur and dhe
timing, ethies, and effectiveness of iniervention. The issue of cnbeural ge-
neralizability is especially salient when the third party enters from a diffecent
and dominant culture in relation to those of the parties in canflict. Pnwer
asymmetry between the parties and the entry of a powerful dhird parry both
raise questions about the limits of applicability of intervention methods.
The rraditional view of an impartial third parry is being challenged by the
proclaimed effeciivencss of binsed mediators whase interests may help de-
liver a sertletnent. The question of timing asks whether conflicts must reach
a level of destruction and a point of impasse before parties are willing w
abandon their upilateral, cocrcive measures o seek a mediated compromise,
The effectiveness of mediation is an issue of considerable import, with stud-
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ies of domestic tnterventions generally showing higher success rares than
those at the international level, especially in protracied ethnopolitical con-
flicts over identity and governance. Finally, the echics of intervention is a
continuing concern, which can be addressed through the development of
mediation as a form of professional practice, regardless of the forum in
which it is pracriced. All of these issues must be addressed for mediation
and other types of third-party intervencion o achieve their potential for
reducing human destructiveness and facilitaring social transformation to-
ward greater harmony, equiry, and justice.

h Interactive Conflict Resolution

Frustrations in achicving, negotiated scetlements and failures ac mediacion,
particularly in intracrable echnopolitical conflicts, were part of the impetws
for exploriug alternative wethods of conflict resolution char did nou arise
from a basc in realist assumptions about international relations. John Burton
is credited noc only wich challenging the dominant paradigm of realism but
also wich dic creadion of a problem-solving approach to intcrnational con-
flict analysis and resolution, which he initially wrmed controlfed commiuni-
carion {Burton, 1969). Following Burton’s method, high-level representa-
tives of partics in descricrive conflicr are broughe together in unofheial
discussions with a third-party pancl of secial scientists, who work to build
an open and supportive climate in which the antagonists can analyze their
situation, examine their perceptions and evaluations, and ¢reate mutually
acceptable options for conflict resolucion. Herbere Keliman was a panel
member in one of Burton's early workshops on the Cyprus conflicr and
went on to develop his own method of iureractive prablem solving, which is
described hereafrer with reference to the Isracli-Palestinian conflict. Lennard
Doaly experimented with the application of human-relacions craining mech-
ods o destructive conflicts in the Horn of Africa and Northern [rcland
(Doob, 1970; Dol 8 Fole, 1973). A varicry of inrerventions and studies
applying these types of methods to intergroup and internarional conflict are
reviewed by Tisher (1972, 1983), who also developed a gencric model of
thivd party consultation to represent the essential components of the ap-
proach,

Fisher (1997) has recently caprured the work of Burron, Kelman, and
others under the rubric of fureraceive conflic resolution, which is defined as
“small-group, problem-solving discussions berween unofficial represencatives
of identiry granps ar states engaged in desiructive cnnflic that are facilitated
by an impartial chird parcy of social scientist-practitioners” (p. 8). Given the
proliferation of intetactive methods over the past decade, Fisher (1997) also
provides a broader view of inccractive contlicr resolution as involving facil-
itaced, face-ro-face aclivities in coenmunication, training, education, or con-
sultation thar promoie collaborative cunflict analysis and problem solving
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among anmagonists. o enher case, the method is based in social-
psychological assumptions about intergroup and international conflict that
see the importance of subjective factors {ativudes, percepeions, emations)
alongside objective cleinents and that propose that meaningful interaction
among conficting partics is as necessary 1o deescalare the conflice as it was
to escalate it. However, the method alsu wakes a system perspective, knowing
that any changes in individuals thar take place in problein-solving work-
shaps or other interactive fora must be transferred successfully to the level
of political discourse and pelicy-making for any positive cffects w oceur.
Interactive conflict resolntion s therelore a form of nnofficial or rruck neo
diplomacy (Monwville, 1987), which ininially pained its currency through
complementary contributions thac it can make e official peacemaking cf-
forts. At the same time, interactive methods are l)ccoming incrc:l.singly -
pereane in poseconflice peace-building, to help implement seetlements and
rebuild war-rorn relationships so that reescalating cycles of violence are pre-
vented.

There are a variety of different forms of interactive conflict resolution,
in addirion  the cassic problem salving workshop model ardculated by
Borton (1987), Miwchell (1981), Kelman (1986), Azar (1990), [isher
{1986), and others. Yamik Votkan and his colleagues have developed a
psychodynamic approach ro both nacderstanding and ameliorating cthno-
political conflict among contesting communal groups. Volkan (1991) con-
tends that deeper psychological proccsses, such as projectiou and victimi-
zation, need to he addressed along with political and economic issucs, and
he has developed a workshop methodology for bringing tgether influencial
members of conflicting gronps to establish workable relationships and de-
velop mutnally acceprable optious. The approach’ has been successfully ap-
plied to the Arab-Isiacli conflict (Julius, 1991) aud 1o conHicts in the post-
Savier Baltic republics berween majority papulations and Russizn minaorities
{Volkan & Harrss, 1993). Aldwugh the psychndynamic underpinnings of
Valkan’s methad are different from those of the social-psychological model,
the design of the workshops and role of the third-party facilitacors are re-
maskably stmilar,

Another form of interactive conflict resolntion has been developed by
Harold Sannders, 2 former US. diplomnac and pu“c].'—mukul. wly has
wotked as a member of the third-party 1eam in workshops organized by
both Yolkan and Kelman. For many yeass, Sanaders was involved in the
Dactmouth Conference, bringing topether Soviet (now Russian) and Amer-
ican infucntials 1o engage in citizen-to-vitizen dialogue. He served as the
American cochair of the regional condlicy tsk force thar examined super-
power intcraction in Cold War hot spois as a means of undestanding the
reladionship benwveen the two countries, Based on this experience, Chufrin
and Saunders {1993} articulated a public prace process involving five stages
of unofficial dialogue between conflicting groups. Followinyg the end of the
Coll War, Savnders aod Randa Slin worked with American and Russian
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colleagues to apply the dialoguc model with considerable suceess o the civil
war in the former Soviet republic of Tajikistan (Saunders, 1995). Bascd on
this and other experiences, including a dialogue on race relations in the
Uniced States, Saunders (1998) has articuluted a broadly applicable model
of facilitating sustained dialoguc berween members of conflicting groups.
A number of scholar-practitioners have contribured to the development
of methods for intercommunal dialogue that have useful application o
ethnopolitical conflicts at the incernational level. ‘these farms of inceractive
conflict vesolution tend to involve ordinary members of conflicting groups
or their diasporas, who are concerned it not influenual in pelicy-making
but wha represeat the modal sentiments of the conflicring parties. Such
dialogue also tends to focus more on developing murual understanding
chrouph conflict analysis rather than creaiing alternative solutions to the
conflice. However, it may result in policy options that call for useful de-
escalatory moves by involved or interested parties. Louis Kriesherg and his
colleagues intuated the Syracuse Area Middle East Dialogue in the early
1980s o bring Jewish-American and Arab-American citizens together to
increase murual understanding and develop policy ideas for the U.S. gov-
ernment to itmprove Israeli-Palestinian relations. Richard Schwarz {1989)
provides a uscful description of the very challenging dialogue process and
a valuable exposition of the rationale and procedures of the methodology
that was developed. Another example of the ereation of siructured dialogue
processes comes from the work of Richard Chasin and his colleagues, for-
merly at the Cencer for Psychology and Soctal Change and now at the
Public Conversations Project. Based in family systems cherapy, this approach
follows a systematie process for increasing understanding herween hostile
purties and creating cooperation across lines of the conflict. The approach
was initially applied 1o Sovier and American relstions during che Cold War
and has been further developed through application to a vaciery of other
conflicts, including the abortion issue in the United States (Chasin & Her-
zig, 1993; Chasin et al,, 1996). Thesc and aother examples of dialogue proj-
cets provide a rich source for developing a generic methodology of dialogue
thac is highly contributive 1o the held of imeractive conflict resolution

(Fisher, 1997).

A Problem-Solving Workshops

To illustrace the microprocess of interactive confliet resolution, we shall
describe the problem-solving workshops carried out by Herbert Kelman and
his colleagues with politically influential Tsraclis and Palestinians, starting in
the carly 1970s (Kelman, 1992, 1998h; Kelman & Cohen, 1976; Rouhana
& Kelman, t994). Kelman's approach, snteracrive prablem sefving {Kelman,
1986, 1998a), derives from the work of John Burton (1969, 1979, 1984,
1987; sce also Kelman, 1972). [t is an academically based, unofficial, third-
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pacty approach o conflict resoludion, anchored in sacial-psychological prin-
ciples. It brings together politically involved and often politically influential
members of conflicting parties lor direct commnnication, faciltuated by a
panc) of social srientists with cxpertise i group process, intermamional con-
fice, and the particular region in which the conflict takes place.

The ultimate goal of interactive prohlem solving is to promote change
in individuals—rthrough face-ro-face interaction in small groups (Kelman,
1997a)—as a vehicle for change in national policies and in the larger con-
Aict syscemn. The core of the work is a particular microprocess, best exem-
plified by problem-solving workshops, that is intended 10 contribute 10 the
macroprocess of conflict resolucion.

Relationship to Negotiations

Problem-solving workshops and related activicties are not negotiating scs-
sions. Negotiations can be carried out only by officials authorized w con-
clude binding agrecements, and workshops—by definition—are completcly
nanbinding. Their nenbinding characrer, in fact, wpiesents cheir special
strength and is the source of cheir unique contribution o the larger process.
They provide an opportunity for sharing perspectives, exploring options,
and joint chinking. Such cxplorataty incecaction is essential 10 negociacion
at all of its srages, bu iv is usually difficule to arrange in an official contexr,
especially around the negoriating table.

Even though workshops must be clearly distinpuished from official ne-
gotiations, they can be viewed as an integral part of the larger negotiating
process, relevant ac all stages of that process. At the prenegoriation stage,
they can help the partics move roward the negotiating-rable by contriburing
to the creatiou of a political enviconment thae is conducive to negotiation.
At the ncgotiation stage itsell chey can perform usclul parancgoriation func-
tions: they can contribute to overcoming obsracies 1o the negotiations. to
creating momentum and reviving the sense of possibility, and to identifying
options and relraming issucs so chat they can be negotiated more effcctively
once they ger 1o the rable, Finally, ar the postnegotiation stage, workshops
can contribute to resolving problems in the implemeniation of negoriated
agreements, as well as to the process of peaccbuilding and reconciliation in
the altermath of an agreement and 1o the transformation of the relationship
berween che former enemies,

tsraeli-Palestinian Experiences

Kelenaa's and his colleagues” Iseaeli-Palestinian work has soughre to cnnreib-
ute 1w all three of these stages of the negotiating process over the course of
the ycars. All of the workshops in the 1970s and 1980s ook place, of
course, in the prencgotiation stage and were designed 1o explore the pos-
sibilities for movement toward the negotiating table. A variety of workshaps
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were carricd ont during that period—in different contexts and with different
ypes of participants. All of che participants, however, were members (or
were soon to be members) of the political clite. They included political
actors, such as parliamentarians and leaders or activists of political parties
ot political movemcents; political influentials, such as journalists, editors,
directors of think ranks, politicatly involved academicians, and former dip-
Jomats or military ofhcers; and preinflucndals, such as advanced graduarc
students who seemcd hecaded for politically imporrant careers (some of
whom did indeed become political infuentials as cheir careers progressed).
Moteover, all of the workshops during this period were “one-time” events:
the particular group of Israelis and Palestinians who tnok part in a given
workshop convened only for rhis one occasion—usually over an extended
weckend. Some of the individuals participated in more than one such work-
shop, and the one-time workshops held over the years had a cumularive
effect within the ovo socieries and helped to inject new ideas into the nwo
political culwures. Bur uaril 1990 no auempe was made 1o reconvene the
same group of participants for another oceasion.

[n 1990, for the first dune in this program, Kelman and Nadim Rou-
hana organized a continuing workshop: a group of highly influential Israelis
and Palestinians—six on cach side—who agreed to pardicipate in a serics
of three meetings over the course of a year, and in the end continued 1o
mect {with some changes in personnel) until August 1993 (Rouhana &
Kelman, 1994). As it happened, with the onsct of official negotiations in
1991, first in Madrid and then in Washington, this continuing workshop
also provided rhe organizers’ furst experience with interactive problem solv-
ing as a paranegotiation process. The political relevance of this work was
enhanced by the appointment, in 1991, of four of the six initial Palestinian
participants in the group to key positions in the official negotiating reamns
and, in 1992, of several Isracli participants to ambassadorial and cahinet
positions in the new Rabin government. Some participants left the group
at chis point beeause they saw a conflict of interests between their roles in
the officiat and unofficial process (Kelman, 1998b, pp. 19-20).

These workshops from the 1970s to the carly 1990s, along with other
unotheial activitics, helped to lay the groundwork for the Oslo agreement
of September 1993 (Kelman, 19935, 1997d). Such cforts contributed by
developing cadres prepared to carry out productive negotiations; by sharing
information and formulating new ideas that provided substantive inputs
into the negotiarions; and by fostering a polirical atmosphere that made che
partics open o a new relationship.

After the Oslo agreement, Kelman and Rouhana iniriated a new project:
the Joint Working Group on Isracli-Palestinian Relations, which met reg-
ularly herween 1994 and 1999, For the first time in this program, the group
set itsclf the goal of producing written docoments: joint concept papers on
the issues in the final-status negodations, viewed in the context of whar
would be required to cstablish a long-term peaccful and muuually enhancing,
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relationship berween the nwo socicties. The group thus intended w can-
tribute both to the nepotiations themselves and to the postnegoriation
process of peace-building and seconciliacion. Thice papers, on general prin-
ciples for the final-status negoviations (Joint Working Group on Israeli-
Mlestinian Relations, 1998), the problem of Palestinian refugees and the
right of return (A]Phcr & Shikaki, 1998), and the furure [sraeli-Palestinian
relacianship (Joine Warking Group, 1999), have been published. A fourth,

on lsraeli serrlements, was close to completian buc remains unpublished.
Dual Purpose

Problem-solving workshops can best be viewed as "workshops™ in the Literal
sense of the cerm: as providing a specially constructed space in which the
parties can enpage in the process of exploration, observaiion, and analysis
and fashion new products that can be exported into the polirical arena,
Workshops thus have a dual purpose. They arc designed. hrst, ta produce
change—new learning, in the form of new understandings, new insights,
and new ideas for resalving the conflic—in the particular individuals who
participate in the workshop and, second, o transfer these changes into the
political debate and the decision-making process in the nwo societies. De-
pending on their pasticular positions in the society, individual participants
can communicare their new insigbts and ideas through their writing, lec-
ruring, and pol'\ticul activicies, or the advice they give ta political decision-
makers. The participants in the Joint Working Group took a further step
by shaping tesc insights and ideas inte concepr papers, which were made
availahle to decision-makers, political elites, and the wider public as the nvo
sides moved into the final-status negotiations. ’ )

An important theareticul and pracrical consequence of the dual porpose
of workshops is that the pvo purposes may create contradictory require-
mencs. The best example of these dialectics of interactive problen solving
is provided by the sclection of paricipanus. Transfer into the polidical process
would be maximized by officials who are close to the decision-making ap-
pararys and thus in 4 position to apply immediacely what they have learned.
Change, however, would be maximized by paiticipanis who are removed
from the decision-making procesy and therefore less constrained in cheir
ineractions and freer to play with ideas and explore hypothetical scenarios.
To balance these contradictory requirements, sclection has focused on par-
ticipants who are not officials hur are politically influential. They are chus
relacively frec to engage in the process, but, at the same time, any new ideas
they develop in the caurse of 1 wockshop can have an impace on the think-
ing of decision-makers and the society ar large.

Ground Rufes for Interaction

Prablem-solving workshops follow a set of ground rules that are presented
1o the participants in great dewil. The central graund rule is che principle
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of privacy and confidentiality. [n the early Isracli-Palestinian workshops,
confidentiality was parricularly important for the protection of the partici-
pams, because the mere fact of meeting with the eneiny was coniroversial
and e¢xposed them to political, legal, and even physical risks, Conhdentialicy
is equally important, however, for protection of the process that workshops
seck to promote. The ground rules are designed 10 encourage the partici-
pants to talk and listen w0 each other, rather than focus on their constitu-
encies, an audience, third parties, or the record. They are asked to think
our loud. o experiment with ideas, and explore different oprions, without
having to worcy abour how others would react if their words were quoted
oucside. This is why there is no audience, no publiciry, no record, and no
atcribution. Focusing on each other enables and encourages the participants
to enter into a type of interaction that is generally nor feasible among parties
engaged in a bitter conflict—a type of inceraction, indeed, that deviates
from the conflicr norms dthar vsaally povern their behavior: an Interaction
that is analyric racher than polemical, that is, in which the parties seek to
explore each other's perspective and gain insight into the causes and dy-
namics of the conflicy; and an interaction dhat is problern slying rather than
adversanal, char is, in which the parties sidestep the usual atcempt o allocate
blame and instead take the conflice as a shared problem thar requires joint
efforr to bnd a2 murually sausfactory solution.

Angther ground rule is thac in a workshop—unlike a negotiating ses-
sion—there is no expectation thar the parries will reach an agreement. As
in any conflict resolution effort, there is an inecrest in ﬁnding common
ground, but the amount of agreement achieved in the discussions is not
necessarily a measure of the success of the enterprise. If parricipants come
away with a better undersanding of the adher’s perspecuive, their own pri-
orities, and the dynamics of the conflict, the workshop will have fulfilled
its purpose, even if it has uot produced an outline of a peace treary. The
Joint Working Group was an exception in this respeat, in that its purpase
was 1o produce joint concept papers, although even these papers—while
they explore different options and seck 1o reframe issues—do not necessarily
come up with a single apreed-on solution. The Joint Worckiag Group also
differs from the carlier work in that the participants eventually went public
with the issuance of the completed concepr papers; up to the point of
publication, however, the principle of confidentizlity was strictly observed.

Yet another ground rule calls for the equality of the owvo parties within
the workshop setring, Asymmetrics in power, moral pasition, or repntation
clearly play an impoctant role in the conflice and musc be taken iaco account
in the workshop discussions. But the owo parties are equals in the workshop
setting in the sense that each party has the same right to serious consider-
ation of is needs, fears, and concerns. Wichia the cules of che workshop,
Isracli participants cannot disiiss Malestinian concerns on the grounds chat
the Palestinians are the weaker party and, therefore, in a poor bargaining
pasition, aur can Palestinian participants dismiss Iseaeli concerns on dhe
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grounds that the Israclis arc the oppressors and, therefore, not entided to
sympathy. Each side has the right o be heard in the workshop and each
side's needs and fears must be given equal awendian in the search for a
murually satistacrory solucion.

A hnzl ground rule concerns the facilitative role of the third parry. The
third party in this model does not take part in the substantive discussion;
it does not give advice or offer its own proposals, nor does it take sides,
evaluate dhe ideas presented, or arbitrate berween different interpretations
of historical facts or international faw. Its task is to create the conditions
ihat allow ideas for reselving the conflict o emerge our of the interaction
benween the partics theruscives. The facilication of the chird party, however,
is an important part of the process. The third party sews the ground rules
and monitars adherence ¢o thewm; it helps 1o keep the discussion moving in
constructive directions, trics to stimulate movement, and intervencs as rel-
evant with questions, obscrvations, and even challenges, relating both o
the content and the process of che interaction. It also serves as a repasitory
of trust for parties who, by definition, do not trust cach other. ‘They fecl
safc to paricipate because chey crust the third parcty and irs ability ta main-
rain confidentiality and prowect their interests.

Workshop Agenda

[n che r)-pica[ one time, frec-standing worl-cs[mp, the agenda is relacively
open and unstructured with respect 10 the substantive issues under discus-
sion. The way these issucs are approached, however, and the order of dis-
cussion are seructured so as o facilitate the kind of discaorse thar the ground
rules are designed o encourage. A similar structure, with some necessary
madificadans, characcerizes the agenda within and actoss the meetings of a
continuing workshop.

The Arst discussion session of any workshop is usually devoted 10 an
exchange of informadion berween the two sides, which serves wo break the
icc and ser the tone for the kind of exchange the workshop hopes 10 gen-
erate. Each party is asked o alk about dhe stwuation en the ground and
the current mood in its own community, about the issves in the conflict as
seen in that community, about the spectrum of views on the conflice and
its soluvon, and about participants' awn positions within rhar spectrunt.
This exchange provides a shared base of information and sets a precedent
for the two sides w deal with cach other as mutual resources rather than
so]cly as combarants.

Following the opening discussion, the core agenda of the workshop
cousists of four parts. [t begins with a needs analysis, in which members
oo each side are asked o discuss cheir central concerns in the conflict—the
fundameocal needs chat would have o be addressed and the existenual feans
thar would have to be allayed if 2 seludoun is to be satisfactory to them.
The partics are asked not wo debare the issues raised, although they may ask
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for clarification of what the other says. The purpose is for each side w pain
an adequate understanding of the other's needs, fears, and concerns, from
the perspective of the other. Once they have demonsirated thar they un-
derstand cach other's needs to a substantial degree, the workshop moves ro
the second phase of the agenda: joint chinking abour possible solutions. The
difhculr assigument that participants are given in this phase is to develop,
through an interacrive process, ideas about the overall shape of a solution
for the conflict as a whole or, pechaps, a particular issue in the conflict. that
would address the needs and fears of both sides.

As participants develop some common ground in this process of joing
thinking, they turn to the next phase of the workshop: discussion of the
political and psychological constraints within the rwo societies that would
create barriers to carrying out the ideas for solurion that have been devel-
oped in the group. This is a very important part of the discussion, breause
partics in conflict usually find it extremely difficult to understand the con-
scraints on the other side—or even to recognize thar the other, like them-
sclves, has constraings, But it is best to leave the discussion af constraints
to this later phase, so that it does not hamper the creative process of joinely
generating new ideas, Finally, depending on how much progress has heen
made and how much time is left, che parties are asked to engage in anochee
round of joint thinking—rthis time about ways of overcaming the can-
straints that have been presented. The parcicipants are asked o come up
with ideas abour whar their governments, dheir societies, and they them-
selves mighr do-—separartely or jointdly—chac would help to overcome the
barriers o negotiating mutually sarisfactory solutions to the conflict.

A Challenges Facing the Field

Conflict analysis and tesolucion from a social-scientific base with a profes-
siona) practice orientation is a relatively new field of endeavor, which, in
addition to the fundamental complexity and intracrabiliry of the phcnom-
cnon that it addresses, must also confront and overcome many difficult
issues. This brief section will only be able to identify a numbher of che most
important of these,

Culture and Gender

Scholaes and practitioners of conflict resolution need 1o take the questions
of cultnral and gender influences seriously (Avruch, 1998; Taylor & Miller,
1994). It is noc appropriate to assume the universality of concepts and
methods, regacdless of che sncicral enviconment to which they are applied.
Each saciety has its “culttre of conflic,” which incorporates the beliefs,
practices, and institutions relevant to managing differences and which affects
what is defined as conflict and how it is addressecd (Ross, 1993a). Culiure
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is important in how it affects negotiating scyles and chird-party roles, and
representatives and intermediaries who work across cultural boundaries re-
quire sensitivity o their own colture and crosscultural understanding in
order to interact appropriately and efectively. A first step is to carry out a
culeural analysis of the situation, so that the effects of cultural differences
on the ediology and expression of the conflict are clearly understood (Avruch
8 Black, 1993). Similar points can be made about gender differences as
they are expressed in conBice, especially given the parriarchal and hierac-
chical nature of most societies, which incorporates significant differences in
status and power, An analysis based on gender differences created by ta-
ditional socialization contrasts the dominant male, competitive, adversacial,
rights-based approach with a relationship-oriented, cooperative, and caring
female style. However, research in North America rends not to support chese
differences clearly in studies of cither negotiation or mediation (Keashly,
1994; Stainzto, 1992}, possibly because the variable of biological sex is ofcen
confused wich that of gender, which is socially constructed. Nonetheless,
there are indications thar the manuver in which women versus men enter
into eonflicc analysis and resolution may be diffecene, with imporcant im-
plications for the focus and ourcomes of the activicy. For example, based
on an analysis of interactive problem-solving wotkshops, d'Estcée and Bab-
bitc (1998) conclude thar women tend ro engage in deeper self-disclosure,
lcading to empathy for the enemy. 2ad a reciprocal acknowledgment of
concerns, coupled with an orientation o huild relationships and a capaciy
to surface emotional as well as strategic issues. This implies that women
may be beuer equipped o build relationships in the pre-negotiation phase
and to craft more integrarive agreetnents that have increased sustainabilicy
following settlement. Concinuing attention to both gender and culeural is-
sues is thus warranted.

Professionafization, Training, and Ethics

Most prople who come to the work of conflict analysis and resolution are
professionals from a related field, such as international relations, law, psy-
chology, human relations, diplomacy, or psychiacry, which enahles thein wo
analyze social problems and provide some form of service. Only recendy
have a small number of interdisciplinary graduate programs been established
to train scholac-practitioners in the many intricacies of conflict and s res-
olution, a daunting task char involves the application of a variety of concepis
and models frem social science and the acquisition of a range of strategies
and skills from varieus domains of social practice. Many practitioners begin
their pracuce with only a modicum of the analytical wols and social skills
they nced and must learn through experience from more seasoned profes-
sionals. Thus therc 15 a challenge to develop training programs, both at the
graduate and midcareer levels, that will provide practitioners with the
knowledge and capacities they require 10 engage successfully as negotiators,
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mediacors, third-parry consultants, dialogue facilitators, or crainers of con-
flict resolution. There is also a need 10 provide continuing professional
development opportunities for scholar-practicioners to broaden their con-
ceptual knowledge and o enhance cheir strategic and tactical repertoire.
Such oflerings now exist, bur there is no understanding of their quality or
depth, or how some collecrion of them inight coalesce toward an adequate
level of professional comperence. Thus it would be valuable ro initiate ac-
tivicies that would assist in the professionalizarion of the field at the inter-
national Jevel, so that knowledge bases and best practices could be shared
toward the improvement of human welfare. Currently, many scholar-
practitioners connect through existing associations, sach as the International
Sociery of Polirical Psychology, and have cngaged in some useful nerwocking
activities in these fora. Such interactions need to be enhanced in order 1o
providc an ongoing arena for the discussion of developinental issues, such
as training and che cehics of practice, that affect the character and effecr-
weness of the Reld.

Evaluation

Onc of the key challenges confronting the field of interactive canélict res-
olurion is evaluation of the effectivencss of its efforts in achieving the goals
1t sets out to achieve. As a field diat proposes 1o incroduce innovanve,
acadernically based forms of intervention in conflict into the larger diplo-
matic process, interactive conflict resolution has a special obligarion to dem-
onstrare its utilicy and snccess by way of systematic, empirical cvidence that
is consistent with scholarly standards, Weiters in the field have increasingly
moved to respond to this chl:lllcngc (¢.g., Ross & Rothman, 199%; Rouhana,
2000: Saunders, 2000; Chataway, ia press; d'Estrée, Fast, Weiss, & Jacob-
sen, 2001). The ultimare goal of interactive conflict resolution is 10 con-
tribute <o the achievement of a negotiated agreement thac is murually sat-
isfaictocy and lasting and that wansforms the relationship benween the
conflicting parties. Since interactive problem solving—which is noc in the
business of negotiaring agreements—cannot preduce such an outcome bur
only comribute o it, the most celevant criteria for evaluating it refer 1o ies
success in achieving its intermediate goals racher chan its uldmate goal. The
imtermediate goals constiture changes in the political culturcs of the con-
(licting parties that would make ther inore receptive o negotiation with
each other (Kelman, 1996a). Standacd niedels of evaluation—such as 1he
experimental field test—are por applicable to this problem. Furthermore,
the use of obtrusive observations and experimental manipulations is ofien
cthically or mechodologically unacceptable in research on ongping inter-
veations. The challenge, therefore, is to develop evaluation modets and
rescarch methods thac are appropriate w the nature and purpose of the
enwrprise. Appropriate models have to be based on the gradual accumula-
tion of picces of evidence in suppore of the underlying assumptions of the
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approach. These may involve identifying and testing the individual steps in
the process of interactive conflict resolution that are hypothesized to account
for its effectiveness, or testing some of the theoretical assumpcions of the
approach in other settings, including experimental analogs and Jaboratory
simulations.

Camplementarity of interventions

There is a challenge to understand how vartations in third-pacty roles con-
tribute differentially and uniquely to negoriation success and sustainable
resolution. The early proponents of interactive conflict resolurion were clear
on its potential as a useful prenegortiation acrivity {c.g.. Burcon, 1969, Kel-
man & Coben, 1976}, in linc with a rationale more fully articulated by
Eisher {1989) but it is now evident that it can make concribucions at all
stages of the negotation and resolution process (Kelman, 1992, 1998b).
Given thar conflict, especially of an ethnopolitical narure benwveen identity
groups, is a patent mix of objective and subjective factors, interventions are
required to address the latter, in terms of the misperceptions, misattribu-
tions, hostile auirudes, miscruse, hatred, and vengeance that fuel escalarion
and intractability. 1n facr, it is difficalt o see how identiry-based conflicts
can be addressed without methods thar focus on the human and psycho-
logical side of the equation (Ross, 1993b; Rothman, 1997). The question
is how these methods ean be related o and sequenced with the mare tra-
didonal lorms of conflict management, Fisher and Keashly {1991} devel-
oped a contingency approach to third-pany intervention, proposing chat
different mechods be matched to the stage of conflict escalation for maxi-
mum utility. They also propose that methods need to be sequenced in a
complementary [ashion, so that a lead intervention gives way to others
designed to deescalate and resolve the conflict. There are two points ol
complementatity between interactive conflict resolution (represented by
third-party consultadon) and mediation, in both its pure and power forms.
The first occurs where consultation serves as a premediation activiry that
umpraves understanding and builds trust in the relationship so that pure
mediation can deal more effeetively with objective issues. The second sces
consultacion as following power mediation, which has achicved a cease-fire
or initial sertdement on subsantive issucs, in order 1o rebuild the torn re-
lationship toward a comprehensive agreement and a susmainable peace.
While a limited amount of experimental and empirical researeh suppores
the contingency approach (Keashly & Fisher, 1996), it remains a skeletal
representation of a complex set of relationships that may not play our as
diagramed tn the complexity uf real-world dynamics. Nonetheless, the con-
tingency model and similar atempts (e.g., Kriesberg, 1996) challenge the-
orists and practitioners to think more seriausly nbout the coordinarion and
complementarity of interventions that may well be required to adequarely
address intractale ethnopolitical conflicts.




———lL

Conflict Analysis and Resolution

A Comprehensive Approach to Diplomacy

An inrersocietal view of conflict, as we have proposed, calls for a complex
mix of official and unofficial processes, complementing each other in the
achievement of the overall diplomatic goal. While hinding agreements can
be signed only through official ncgotiations, other racks—public diplo-
macy, people-to-people projects, media programs, curricular changes, non-
viglent action campaigns, along wich interactive conflice resolution—can
cach make their own unique contributions to the larger enterprise. Inter-

active conflict resolucion is particularly uscful in providing apportunitics for
the parties to engage in the processes of cxploring ideas, sharing perspecrives,
analytic thinking, and joint preblem solving that are essential 1o the search
for a mumeally sadsfactory selution 10 che conflice bur thac are often inhib-
ited by the constraints that characterize interactions around the negotating
table. The microprocess of interactive canflict resolution thus helps to pro-
mote four components of conflict resolution that must take place sonic-
where in an effective macroprocess of conflict resolution: identification and
analysis of the problem in the relationship thar the conflict represents; joint
shaping of ideas for a mutually acceptable solurion; mutual influence
sthrough reassurance and other positive incentives; and creation of a sup-
portive political environment (Kelman, 2000). The challenge is to make
effective use of the potential contributions of interactive canflict resolution
and ocher unofficial tracks in the official diplomatic process. Ideally, the
products of problem-solving workshops and rclated activities can he uscd
foc cxploring possibilities, formulating aptions, and framing issues in ways
thac can advance negotiations at ics various stages. This has indeed happened
on occasion, but it needs 1o be done systematically, while making sure chac
track rwo effores maintain ¢heir integrity and independence and do nat
become—or comc to be seen as—merely another coinpanent of the track
one process. Official negoriations can also benefir from adopting some of
the exploratory, analytical, and problem-solving methods of interactive con-
fict resolution in their own proceedings, insofar as they can be accotnmo-
dated within the constraints of the official process. Pracritioners of inter-
active conflice cesolution, on their part, necd to be well informed of the
issucs, problems, and progress of the official process so that they cun provide
inpuc that will be most directly relevanc to the staws of vngoing negotia-
uans.

Institutionafization

At the level of a pardcular conflice, iv might he uscful 1o insticutionalize
interacrive conflict resolution as part of the peace-building process that must
accompany and follow the negotiacion of a peace agrecment. An ongoing
mechanism for canflict resolution is gencrally an essential component of
the civil society insticutions across the national lines char must be built o
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ensure a stable peace and cooperative relationship berween former enemies
who must coexist in close proximity to one another. At the global level, the
persistence and proliferation of deadly conflicts between cthnic groups
around the world suggest the usgent nced for a large, well-endowed, mostly
nongovernmental organization devored to monitoring such conflicts as they
cevolve and ready to intervene with efforts o help prevent and resolve them
(Burton, 1983). The purpost of such an institution would be to supplement
the work of cxisting governmental, intergovernmental, and nongovernmen-
tal organivations devored to peacemaking, peacckeeping, and postconflice
humanitarian aid hy hringing together politically influential represenuartives
of the opposing sides in an active or iinpending conflice for joint explora-
tion, within a problem-solving framework, of steps toward preventing, de-
escalating, or resolving the conflict. The institution might include a per-
manent staff o monitor conflice regions and provide the infrastructure for
workshops as the need arises; a cadre of regional and conflict resolution
specialists availahle w organize and lead workshops; and a cadre of local
representatives to recommend appropriate actions or evaluate proposals from
the staff and o assist by organizing and participating in workshops as
nceded. There is no direct evidence of how much a global institution or-
ganized along these lines and dedicared o the systematic application of
interactive conflict resolution techniques to ethnic conflicts around the
world could contrihute wo preventing such conflices, defusing them once
they have turned violent, and rebuilding the socictics rorn aparc hy violence.
But research and observation suggest that che assumptions behind interac-
tive conflict resolution arc sound, and experience suggests that it has the
potential for rransforming conflict relationships. If the resources necded for
a large-scale cffort of this kind can be generated, there is at least the hope
that it can begin to tackle the problem of ethnic violence that has been
plagning the internatiooal community.

h Note

This chapter tepresents a joine efort o which the rwo authors made equal contributions.
Herbere Kelman geacefully acknowledges che William and Flora Hewlece Foundation's
support Tor the Program on Internacional Conflict Analysis and Resolution (PICAR)
that he directs at the Weatherhead Cenrer lor Tnternarinnal Affaics, Harvard University.
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