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The Pioneers in Peace Psychology series has explored the lives, contributions,
and perspectives of eight early pioneers in peace psychology: Dorothy Ciarle,
Morton Deutsch, Hertert Kelman, Doris Miller, Milton Schwebel, Brewster
Smith, Ethel Tobach, and Ralph White. Reflection on the interviews conduc-
ted with these pioneers between 1992 and 2010 revealed consistent themes.
These included the importance of early experience, family influences, and
positive role models; the value of multidisciplinary approaches; the importance
of linking theory and practice; the need for critical reflection on issues of
gender and other forms of diversity; the importance of working at multiple
levels for peace; and tae value of flexible thinking, persistence, and humor.
The early pioneers hive lain the foundation, for future efforts in peace
psychology, and they have provided inspiration for rising generations of peace
psychologists through :heir outstanding contributions.

Correspondence should be addressed to Michael G. Wessells, 17028 Little River Drive,
Beaverdam, VA 23015. E-muil: mikewessels@gmail.com
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This special issue devoted to the life and work of Herbert C. Kelman is the
final piece in a series on Pioneers in Peace Psychology that has covered
eight early luminaries or pioneers whose lives and work have guided our
field. This series was predicated on the idea that, although peace
psychology is a very young field, it has quite a rich history. No small part
of this history has been lived and defined by the pioneers whose remark-
able contributions have given us a strong foundation for work in peace
psychology. In a very real sense, we walk in the footsteps of giants who
have gone before us and to whom we owe our enduring gratitude.
Throughout our work on this series, we have assumed that many readers
will take an interest in the words and perspectives of these pioneers and in
learning about how their work and lives grew out of and addressed the
central problems of their times.

To end with a focus on Herbert Kelman is appropriate because the
multilayered, intractable conflicts in the Middle East have been enormous
obstacles to peace for over 60 years. They continue today to present forms
of structural and episodic violence that damage the lives of millions of
people, and have profound global implications. Kelman’s work has made
highly significant contributions to building peace in one of the most
complex and difficult of all the facets of conflict in the Middle East—the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict that is the nub of the wider conflicts. Kelman’s
sophisticated yet highly practical use of social-psychological approaches
to building positive relationships between groups in conflict gives us hope
for addressing the identity conflicts that too often have invited pessimism
and reliance solely on militaristic approaches.

In concluding this series, we thought it would be useful to briefly review
its origins and modus operandi and to ask, “What have we learned?,” from
these significant figures in our field.

BRIEF HISTORY OF THE SERIES

The series originated in a discussion between Mike Wessells and Milt
Schwebel, who was a pioneer himself and the editor of the Peace Psychology
Bulletin, a forerunner of the journal Peace and Conflict: Journal of Peace
Psychology. In a 1992 letter to Milt, Mike spoke of his “sadness and sense
of loss” over the deaths of eminent psychologists who had courageously
spoken out on behalf of peace and who themselves were repositories of
important life experiences many people could learn from. Milt expressed
keen interest in the project, and his support would subsequently take on
greater importance since he became the founding editor of Peace and
Conflict and oversaw its first six years of publication.
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Subsequently, Mike asked Ralph White at the 1992 American Psycho-
logical Association (APA) convention whether he would be willing to par-
ticipate in the first of a planned series of interviews for which there were
four main goals: (a) to identify ways in which pioneering psychologists have
made a positive difference on issues of peace and conflict resolution; (b) to
explore the connections between personal and professional dimensions of
work in peace psychology; (c) to collect oral historical material on the his-
tory of peace psychology; and (d) to hear the voices of pioneering peace psy-
chologists as they reflect broadly on their careers, the world situation, and
the prospects for peace. Ralph expressed interest, and Mike conducted the
first interview with him in December 1992. Excited by the richness of this
interview (not to mention the warm hospitality extended by Ralph and his
wife, Betty), Mike became committed to continuing the series. It was clear,
however, that the task was too big for one person and that the project would
be enriched by taking a diverse, multifaceted team approach. Fortunately, a
solution emerged during informal discussions between Mike, Susan McKay,
and Micheal Roe in August, 1993, when Randolph-Macon College hosted
the Third International Symposium on the Contributions of Psychology
to Peace. This biennial symposium continues to the present and is organized
by the Committee for the Psychological Study of Peace, which, until 2009,
had worked under the auspices of the International Union of Psychological
Science. Out of these discussions and subsequent correspondence emerged
the team of Micheal, Susie, and Mike.

During Christmas break of 1993, Micheal and Mike traveled from
their respective coasts to Wyoming, where our spirits were buoyed by Susie’s
hospitality and Micheal’s sharing with us the wonders of Irish whiskey
(Bushmills, as Michedl recalls). This meeting was pivotal in identifying
people to be interviewed for the series and planning the work. Susie and
Mike agreed to conduct the interviews because Micheal was on sabbatical
in Northern Ireland for much of 1994. He, in turn, took on the laborious,
yet crucial, task of overseeing the transcription and first editing of the tapes.
All three team members agreed to play key roles in the writing associated
with the project, with each member taking the lead in regard to particular
pioneers. Initially, we envisioned the development of a book on pioneers
of peace psychology, and we drew up a prospectus that included interviews
of a wide range of people who had done ground-breaking work in the field.
However, we quickly realized that external funding was needed to support
such an extensive work, and no funding sources responded to our inquiries.
As a result, we scaled back our plans and decided to conduct a smaller
number of interviews and to “penny-pinch” by doing the interviews on
the margins of APA conventions or in connection with travel undertaken
for other purposes.
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Over the next 2 years, Mike and Susie, working either together or alone,
conducted over 10 interviews. We eventually decided to include in the pub-
lisHed series omly those interviews with first-wave pioneers whose work
extended over many decades. In selecting these, we also strove for gender
balance. One interview-—that of Herb Kelman—extended much longer,
and, in fact, is still ongoing today. Hopefully, it will become an oral history
of his life and work that will eventually be available to the public.

The story of how the pioneers series became published is of interest
because it indicates the importance of perseverance. In 1994, we harbored
hope that a journal of peace psychology, which was then being conceptua-
lized by the Publications Committee of the Division of Peace Psychology,
would be a welcoming venue for pieces on the pioneers. These hopes were
reinforced through discussions with Milt Schwebel, who was eager to pub-
lish the series during his editorship. Yet, the lives of Micheal, Susie, and
Mike were pulled into numerous other directions, with the result that it-took
longer than expected to begin publication. Dick Wagner, the second and
current editor of Peace and Conflict, expressed strong interest in the pioneers
work, and publication of the series began in 2003. Since then, this journal
has published material on eight early pioneers (in alphabetical order:
Dorothy Ciarlo, Morton Deutsch, Herbert Kelman, Doris Miller, Milton
Schwebel, Brewster Smith, Ethel Tobach, and Ralph White), including
narrative material from interviews, together with a mixture of substantive
and testimonial commentaries that honor the life and work of the respective
pioneers. It is an understatement to say that we are grateful to Milt and
Dick for their leadership in helping this series move forward.

REFLECTIONS

During this project, a variety of significant themes and lessons emerged
either in the words of the pioneers; their approaches, or, in some cases,
the work of the organizing team. These “lessons learned” are the product
of a very small ““N,” yet they are, nevertheless, instructive.

Early Experience

Most pioneers indicated that their orientation toward peace had roots in
their early life experiences and childhood sensitivities to social injustice. Pio-
neers named particular role models who had inspired them at an early age to
action and showed how it was possible to work for peace. Families were
important sources of role models, as having activist mothers, fathers, or sib-
lings facilitated involvement in activism. Later in their lives, their marital
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partners supported their activism in significant ways. The implication is that
as peace psychologists, ve should not underestimate the importance of
being positive role models in regard to activismn and sensitivity to social
injustice. At a moment in history when militarism, fear, hatred, and xeno-
phobia are powerful influsnces on young people, it is more important than
ever to create peace-oriented role models, beginning with ourselves and in
our own families.

Multidisciplinary Approach

All the pioneers spoke of the importance of integrating psychological
knowledge and analysis with the knowledge and analytic lenses of other dis-
ciplines such as pelitical science, sociology, and history. They pointed out
that, although psychological knowledge is very useful, real-world problems
of peace and social justice are inherently multidimensional and cannot be
solved through psychological approaches alone. Overall, their message to
younger psychologists was to “get out of the box” of psychology and
develop holistic approaches that are suited to the problems at hand.

Theory—Practice Linkage

Numerous pioneers, particularly Morton Deutsch, spoke of the importance
of developing strong thecry as a means of guiding and strengthening one’s
action in building peace and social justice. Several pioneers identified the
development of empirical y validated theories of peace psychology as among
the greatest challenges for the field. Furthermore, all the pioneers exhibited
a systematic approach gu ded by a coherent conceptual framework, if not by
a formal theory. This systematic linkage of thought and action was visible in
the reflective stance that these pioneers took. The lesson for subsequent gen-
erations of peace psycho ogists is to harness the propensity for action with
habits of reflection and conceptual analysis, thereby creating a more system-
atic, empirically based puychology of peace.

Gender

An important question we wrestled with as a team was, “Where are the
female pioneers?” since t1e early lists of potential pioneers to interview were
predominantly men. Our sense was that female pioneers in peace psychology
were often less visible aad did highly valued work, but without extensive
publication and recognition. (The clear exception was Ethel Tobach, who
has a prodigious and distinguished publication record to go with her lifelong
activism.) Because acces:; to academia was unusual for female psychologists
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who were steered into the career path of becoming clinicians, we discussed
how the excessive reliance on the standard of publication record was itself
a manifestation of patriarchy within our own discipline and thinking. As
a result, we decided to take a more forward-looking and affirmative stance
by including female pioneers of great talent and accomplishment who had
worked in grounded ways that had traditionally been out of the limelight.
An important lesson is that the gender discrimination that is so prevalent
worldwide can find its way into work for peace. To work for peace in an
effective manner requires ongoing critical reflection on issues of gender
and other forms of diversity, and this critical reflection must include
personal, as well as systems, foci.

Diverse Levels and Orientations

The pioneers conducted their work for peace at many different levels, ran-
ging from the local community to international contexts. For example,
Doris Miller focused much of her peace work on initiatives in support of
labor unions and workers’ rights. In addition, for many years, she was a
key figure in Psychologists for Social Responsibility (PsySR), which also
engaged in international activism, advocacy, and peacebuilding. Similarly,
Dorothy Ciarlo focused her more recent activism working in the Rocky
Flats community with people who had been affected by the nuclear waste
disposal regime, and during the 1980s and 1990s contributed significantly
to the building of national organizations such as PsySR and the then
APA Division of Peace Psychology. Other pioneers, such as Ralph White
and Herbert Kelman, concentrated their energies on the international arena,
although each contributed to peace issues in the United States as well. Still
others, such as Brewster Smith and Ethel Tobach, exerted significant energy
nationally by working to make the APA more socially responsible. A key
lesson is that the task of building peace requires work at many different
levels. It is remarkable how most pioneers found a way to work at multiple
levels simultaneously, as befits the systematic nature of peacebuilding.

The pioneers exhibited considerable diversity in their backgrounds
and their orientations as psychologists who work for peace—in essence,
they used different theoretical, analytical, and methodological lenses. They
may be summarized as follows:

Dorothy Ciarlo: Clinical psychology.

Morton Deutsch: Soctal psychology and clinical psychology.

Herbert Kelman: Social psychology, clinical psychology, and international
relations.

Doris Miller: Clinical psychology and labor-management relations.

PIONEERS IN PEACE PSYCHOLOGY 337

Milton Schwebel: Developmental psychology, clinical psychology, and
educational psychology.

Brewster Smith: Social psychology and psychological ethics.

Ethel Tobach: Biological psychology and feminist psychology.

Ralph White: Social psychology, history, and political science.

Clearly, no single disciplinary lens or orientation unlocks all the
insights that peace psychology has to offer. In fact, the collective contri-
bution by the pioneers seems to embody the Gestalt principle that “The
whole 1s greater than the sum of its parts,” for it is through the diversity
of approaches and the synergy between them that peace psychology
achieves its full potential. Whether psychologists identify themselves prim-
arily as chinical psycholcgists, social psychologists, or as psychologists in
some other sub-area, they all stand to make highly significant contribu-
tions to peace.

Flexible Thinking

At a time when discussioas of international relations and peace are increas-
ingly saturated with doginatic pronouncements and simplistic dichotomies,
it is refreshing to see the flexible thinking of these early peace pioneers. For
example, one might have expected that pioneers of peace psychology would
overwhelmingly be comm itted pacifists, but most showed little or no affinity
for pacifism of an absolutist form. Instead, we observed that pioneers such
as Morton Deutsch, Miiton Schwebel, and Brewster Smith served in the
U.S. armed forces durinz World War II, citing the need to resist Hitler’s
deadly, racist policies. Long-time opponent of covert operations, Ralph
White nonetheless served in the Central Intellipence Agency collecting
accurate information on international rivals, meaningfully combining that
information, and then applying it effectively to further international rela-
tions. Without exception, all the pioneers showed a powerful commitment
to peacebuilding and the avoidance of militarism and overreliance on force
and other coercive tactice in handling conflict. We can learn from the way n
which pioneers avoid carving the world into black and white and maintain a
critical stance that is antithetical to dogmatism.

Persistence

All of the peace pioneers have shown remarkable capacity to persevere in
their efforts to build peacz, even when the odds seemed stacked against them.
Ralph White was an activist for over seven decades of his professional life,
and continued to be active nearly to his death at the ripe age of 100. Like
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Ralph, many of the pioneers, now in their 80s or 90s, continue to be highly
active public advocates for peace. The pioneers’ persistence in working for
peace is grounded in their passion for building a humane world and living
in a manner that promotes positive values and social justice. Perhaps the les-
son that it takes perseverance to achieve great things seems obvious, yet it
offers a poignant reminder of the importance of holding one’s course even
when one’s frustrations and despair arise over the direction of world events.

Humor

It 1s probably no coincidence that the pioneers demonstrated as high a
capacity for humor as for perseverance. In fact, our interviews with the
pioneers were much fun and were illuminated by their wit and laughter.
The pioneers know how to make effective use of humor. For example,
Brewster Smith used humor to win the support of the APA Council of
Representatives in forming the Division of Peace Psychology. Responding
to concerns that the APA had too many divisions, Brewster quipped that
adding a Division of Peace Psychology would not even be a jnd—that is,
a “Just noticeable difference”’—which, at the time, was a well-known term
from psychophysics. This touch of wit dissipated tensions and set the stage
for a positive vote that led to the establishment of the Division.

CONCLUSION

Kurt Lewin is famous for his insight that there is nothing so practical as a
good theory. To this gemn might be added another saying: There is nothing
so motivating as a good role model. In peace psychology, it has been and
is our good fortune to have elders who are strong role models and
guiding lights—early pioneers—who have forged the way through decades
of work that is as inspiring as it is illuminating. To them, we owe our
concerted gratitude.

However, the tasks of pioneering have only begun. Although we now have
footsteps to follow and can discern the general lay of the land, much remains
to be discovered and understood. The question before us now is who will rise
to the occasion and make the depth of commitment and contribution that
these extraordinary individuals have made? Encouragingly, many second-
generation peace psychologists have now made distinguished contributions
to peace psychology and promise to continue doing so. Even if only some
of them can attain the remarkable level and longevity of accomplishment
of the early pioneers, all of us can make our contribution to peace and social
justice by learning from and acting on their powerful examples.
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Herbert C. Kelman: A Tribute

Thomas F. Pettigrew

Denartment of Psychology
University of California, Santa Cruz

Five quite special features characterize Herbert Kelman and his work in social
psychology: (a) his research is uniquely multilevel and contextualized; (b) there
is a consistent moral dimeunsion in all of his work and actions; {c) Kelman
elicits trust from all sides; (d) he goes his own way independent of research
fashions; and (e} he bravely bears the heat in the social policy kitchen. This
article illustrates each of these enviable characteristics and demonstrates
why Herbert Kelman richly deserves this recognition.

On a brisk Winter day in 1957 in Washington, DC, I was introduced to
Herb Kelman by none other than my mentor, Gordon Allport. Appropri-
ately enough, the three of us were attending a small session on social science
perspectives on peace presanted for congressional staffers and arranged by
the American Friends Service Committee. Allport explained that we should
become acquainted because we were both to begin the next Fall as new
facnlty members in the Department of Social Relations at Harvard Univer-
sity, Thus, we began our iong friendship, for Herb is my oldest and closest
friend in the discipline.

At the close of the oriefing, Herb kindly offered to drive me to
Pennsylvania Station where I was to catch a train to visit my parents in
Richmond, Virginia. This gave us a chance to have an extended conversation.
We immediately bonded; cur values and interests were surprisingly close, We
seemed to agree on everyrhing; indeed, over the past half century, we have
found it nearly impossible to find a subject about which we could have even
a friendly disagreement. What makes our similar worldviews so unlikely is
that we could not have had more different backgrounds. In sharp contrast

Correspondence should be eddressed to Thomas F. Pettigrew, Department of Psychology,
Social Science 2, University of (alifornia, Santa Cruz, CA 95064, E-mail: pettigr@ucsc.edu
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to Herb’s Vienna beginnings, his escape as a child from Nazi-ruled Austria
v1a'Antwerp to America, and his training in Jewish studies, I had grown
up in then-provincial Richmond in an immigrant Scottish Protestant family
Five months in South Africa with Allport provided my only worldly exposure‘
However,.Herb and I did have several significant things in common Bot};
of us were highly identified social psychologists, trained at Ivy Le&ou‘e uni-
versities, and interested in all the social sciences. Most important o? all, we
were both deeply concerned about intergroup prejudice and discriminat’ion
He knew both phenomena up close from anti-Semitism in Europe and frorﬁ
his ex?enswe work in American race relations with the Congress on Racial
Equality; and I knew them up close from the racial oppression that sur-
rounded me in the Virginia of the 1930s and 1940s. Indeed, the one article
we wrote together appeared in Commentary and was entitled, “How to
Undefstand Prejudice” (Kelman & Pettigrew, 1959), ,

.Thxs amiable phenomenon has happened to me on other occasions—as
with my closest European friend, Ulrich Wagner, the chair of social
psychology at Philipps University in Marburg, Germany. He, too, has a
background completely different from mine. This suggests th;lt th;:re are
strong 'seiection factors operating as to who decides to become a social psy-
cho]og;st, as well as some common socializing processes we all go through
becoming social psychologists.

DISTINGUISHING FEATURES OF KELMAN AND HIS WORK

Five qui‘te special features characterize both Herb and his influential work:
(a.) 'n?ul‘u]evel contextualized research, (b) a consistent moral dimension (cj
ehc?tmg trust, (d) going his own way, and (e} bearing the heat in the so’cial
policy kitchen. I admire him for each of these characteristics.

Multilevel Contextualized Research

11_"1 the 17 years we overlapped at Harvard, Herb and I often had long discus-
sions abopt his incisive views of social psychology. His perspective led directly
to my notion of contextual social psychology (Pettigrew, 1991), which I believe is
one of the principal features that distinguishes his influential work. He ingeni-
ously manages to place his individual and group processes in a broader contex-
tual perspective. This ability is crucial for his famous action research program
on the Arab-Israeli conflict. Kelman’s interactive problem-solving, third-party
z}ppfoach to resolving international and ethnic conflicts requires a judicious
lmklpg of the meso-situational and macro-societal levels of analysis. This
requires not only careful contextualization, but a multilevel analysis as well.
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When stated in this manne:, this requirement may not sound as rare and
difficult as it actually is. However, consider the several fallacies that often
occur in such work. Other social science disciplines are prone to committing
the ecological fallacy—incorrectly drawing conclusions about individuals
from macrolevel data alone. This mistake is often seen in statements made
about individual voters solelv from aggregate voting results. It is a fallacy
because macro-units are too broad to determine individual data, and indivi-
duals have unique properties that cannot be inferred from macro-data.

By contrast, psychologists aHl too often commit the compositional fallacy.
Here we have the exact opposite confusion of levels. This fallacy involves
drawing conclusions at the macrolevel of analysis from individual and situa-
tional data alone. This is a fallacy because institutions and socleties are
social systems and, as such, are more than the sum of their individual parts.
Macro-units, too, have unique properties of their own that the macro-social
sciences specialize in studying.

The single process fallacy is a special case of the compositional fallacy
that often undercuts well-intentioned psychological interventions. This fal-
lacy occurs when we becoms 00 enthusiastic about a single psychological
process. We then apply it to it structural issue with a single-minded exclusion
of other important and relevant psychological processes. Institutional pro-
cesses are complex, and they invariably involve multiple psychological pro-
cesses. Not only must we consider different, even conflicting, psychological
phenomena, but we must also determine how they interact in a particular
institutional context.

Herb’s work for peace necessarily links the micro-personality and
meso-situation levels of analysis typical of social psychology with the
macrolevel of analysis typcal of other social sciences; and he carefully
avoids the single process fallacy by drawing on an array of processes ranging
from small-group to politiczl science research. Such efforts at multiple levels
are not easy; but, his ability to weave them seamlessly into his work 1s a
major factor, in my judgment, for the unique effectiveness of his approach.

To appreciate fully Herb’s ability to work at the macro-societal level, one
need only read his frequent short pieces that have appeared over the past
decade in The Boston Globe (Kelman, 2001, 2002, 2003a, 2003b, 2004a,
2004b, 2005, 2007, 2008). HHere he laid out the basic terms of a just peace
settlement before they became widely understood. Having carefully listened
to his Arab and Israeli conferees over the years, he envisioned a feasible
middle ground that could ootentially be acceptable to both sides.

First, Herb noted that the terms of his outlined proposal are anchored in
United Nations Resolutions 242 and 138, were implicit in the Oslo Agree-
ment, and almost led to a mutually satisfactory settlement at Taba, Egypt
in January 2002. He stressed that the right of both peoples to exist as
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recognized nations is a cornerstone of any settlement (Kelman, 1987, 2001,
2002). It is encouraging that earlier surveys, before attitudes on both sides
recently hardened, repeatedly showed that a majority of both Israelis and
Palestinians would accept this condition if it were part of a wider peace
agreement (Svirsky, 2002). Even today, majorities on both sides favor a
two-state solution, but each believes the other side rejects peace and cannot
be trusted.

To overcome this state of mutual distrust, Kelman (2008) worked tire-
lessly to reframe the issue as a historic compromise with a positive vision
of a desirable future for both peoples. To achieve this, the compromises
required by such a settlement must be made clear at the onset. The
“...Israeli dreams of settling Judea, Samaria, and Gaza, and Palestinian
dreams of returning in large numbers to the homes they lost in 1948,
Kelman (2002, p. Al5) bluntly wrote, “cannot be realized.” This fact is
widely understood by both sides, but Herb went further in emphasizing

how the agreement must recognize the special concerns of both sides. Here
is a draft statement he advanced: -

In negotiating solutions to the problem of Palestinian refugees, Israel
recognizes that the refugee problem and the right of return are central to
the Palestinian national identity and national narrative, and acknowledges
its share of responsibility for the plight of these refugees. Concretely, the
refugee problem will be addressed in all its dimensions, with comprehensive
plans for financial compensation, regularization of the status of refugees in
host countries, and resettlement when needed or desired. Refugees will be
granted citizenship in and the right of return to the Palestinian state. Only a
limited number, however, will return to Israel proper, in order to allow Israel
to maintain its character as a Jewish-majority state. (Kelman, 2008, p. K9)

There must also be recognition by the Arab states of Israel’s right to exist
in peace in perpetuity as a Jewish-majority state. In 2002, Arab nations
adopted Crown Prince Abdullah’s proposal that accepts this critical con-
dition. Kelman added a final proviso: Israel must assure full democratic
rights to its Arab minority; rights that they seldom enjoy at present (Lustick,
2001).

In return, Israel must recognize the establishment of a separate
Palestinian state and its right to exist in peace in perpetuity. The new state
must have contiguous territory that follow the 1967 armistice lines encom-
passing each of its new parts and safe passage between themn—in particular,
a secure link between the West Bank and Gaza. Such a solution sharply dif-
fers from the divided areas offered by Israel in 2000. This means that Israel
must abandon many of its more distant settlements in the West Bank. Pre-
cedents for this action exist. Sinai settlements were given up long ago as part
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of the peace agreement with Egypt, and Gaza settlements were abz}ndoned
more recently. The impact of this provision would be reduced 1f, upon
mutual agreement, the Palest.nians exchanged small border areas with con-
centrated settlements for Isrueli land of similar size and value, Moreg‘{er,
older surveys show that about 60% of the Israeli public was .then willing
to evacuate “all” or “most of” the settlements unilaterally (Svirsky, 2@02).

Second, the issue of Jeruszlem must be resolved. Kelman (2001) believed
the city should be designated as a shared city and the capital of ?oth states.
Others suggested having the holy sites declared an mternational zone
governed by the United Nations. In any event, the sharing of Jerusalem will
be necessary with guaranteecl access for all religions.

A Consistent Moral Dimension

There is throughout Herb’s life and writing a consistgnt moral dimension.
Like myself, he agrees with Myrdal’s (1944) contention that a value-free
social science is impossible to attain. However, this stance glso means that
scientists should make their values clear to others while striving to ghmmate
bias in the conduct of their research. This stance invites critici.sm wﬁ_hm the
discipline, often coming from those who strongly dift"e.r in their politics but,
nevertheless, regard their own research as totally unbiased. o

Herb’s often courageous stands have occurred throughout his l}fe. Let me
provide three examples. Eerly in his years at Harvard, two mstructors
encouraged their students ir: a graduate seminar to take drugs. Herb blew
the whistle. Others knew of the scandalous practice, but had not Qared speak
up. Harvard officials were pleased to see the end of the affair, I?ut not
pleased that it was reported widely in the press. Later, some social psy-
chology experiments throughout North America began to Cross an ethlgzal
line in their maltreatment of participants. Again, Herb blgw the Whlstle with
a forthright statement on the rights of parti01pant§ in social resem‘*ch
(Kelman, 1967, 1972). Unfortunately, this needed action c?rew the Iastm‘g
ire of some experimentalists in the discipline. The thlrc} example 18
well-known. Herb’s book w-th Lee Hamilton, Crimes of Obedzefzce (Kelman
& Hamilton, 1989), drew lussons from the My Lai massacre in Viet Nam
concerning personal responsibility for actions ordered by iegltlmate autho-
rities. This ever-present moral dimension in Herb’s work leads directly to the
next characteristic: the trust others put in him.

Eliciting Trust

One ingredient of the success of Herb’s problem-solving w_orkshops is rarely
mentioned: trust by all sidss of the seminar facilitator—in this case, Herb
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himself. Here 1 have the testimony of my son, Mark, now a Middle East
specialist at the City University of New York, and fluent in Arabic. He par-
ticipated as a Harvard undergraduate in one of Kelman’s famous graduate
seminars on international conflicts. He noted a factor that Herb modestly
does not stress. Mark marveled at the way both Israelis and Palestinians
in the seminar respected and trusted him—a key variable in the success of
intergroup contact generally (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2011). Unless the facilita-
tor of the intervention is fully trusted by both sides, such successful inter-
group interventions are typically not possible.

Kelman Goes His Own Way

Social psychology has exhibited an unfortunate tendency to place a dispro-
portionate share of its limited resources into one or two areas: authoritarian-
ism in the 1950s, cognitive dissonance and attribution theories in the 1960s,
and social cognition in the 1970s. Given that social psychology is a relatively
small discipline, this unfortunate trend stifles progress. For this reason, I have
especially admired those who go their own way and offer new ideas in areas
not in fashion. From my own cohort, Herb, as well as Robert Abelson,
Donald Campbell, and Robert Zajonc, offer such role models.

Consider Herb’s career path. He began with his Yale mentor, Carl
Hoviand, in the popular study of attitudes, their functions, development,
and change. This early work has informed all his later research. However,
he soon branched out into applied domains where social psychologists
rarely venture—such as psychotherapy, international student exchanges,
nationalism, international relations, and personal responsibility. This path
directly led to his problem-solving workshops in the resolution of inter-
national conflicts. As a child of the Holocaust, Herb has sought to develop
peace and reduce conflict with interdisciplinary work that is typically out of
the mainstream.

Ability to Bear the Heat in the Policy Kitchen

1t is so scalding hot in the policy kitchen that, understandably, most social
scientists are content to publish their work in professional journals and
avoid direct policy concerns altogether. It takes courage to do what Herb
has routinely done—enter the fray, publish in newspapers, work in a policy
center, and do whatever he could to generate an equitable peace in the
Middle East. Not surprisingly, he has often been the target of severe
criticism-—all of it unfair in my view. For example, Kelman (1982, 1983)
published two reports on lengthy conversations he had in Beirut with Yasser
Arafat, then chairman of the Palestine Liberation Organization. The articles
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and Herb were immediately and viciously assailed. Detractors viewed his
interviews as cavorting with the enemy-—as if avoiding the opposition could
ever bring peace. The critics also sternly rejected Herb’s taking Arafat’s
word seriously. Later, the controversial article (Kelman, 1983) proved pro-
phetic: It held that Arafat “...has the capacity and will to negotiate an
agreement with Israel, based on mutual recognition and peaceful coexist-
ence, if afforded necessary incentives and reassurances” (p. 203). The Oslo
Agreement, a decade later, proved Herb correct.

It is easy to attack outgroups, but difficult to question your ingroup’s
positions. Herb has withstood repeated attacks from some other Jews
who fail to see how his efforts for peace would benefit Israel far more than
their efforts. (It is interesting tc note that many Zionists agree and have sup-
ported his views and worked with him.) Yet, I have never once heard him

. complain or even comment on these attacks. I have even personally encoun-
tered criticism from these criiics for just being a close friend of Herb’s.

However, this represents yet «nother reason for our long-term friendship.
As a lifelong advocate of racial integration and the end of racial discrimi-
nation, 1 have, at times, encountered similar rebuffs from my ingroup of
‘White Southerners.

£/ FINAL WORD

Herbert Kelman’s .many theoretical and research accomplishments are
well-known and widely acclairaed. However, he also richly deserves this rec-
ognition in Peace and Conflict for the rare combination of characteristics
that | have described here about my friend: (a) multilevel contextualized
research, (b) a consistent moral dimension, (c) eliciting trust, {d) going his
own way, and (¢) bearing the heat in the social policy kitchen.

BIO3RAPHICAL NOTE

Thomas F. Pettigrew is a research professor of social psychology at the
University of California, Santa Cruz. A Harvard University PhD, he also
taught at the following universities: North Carolina { 1956-1957), Harvard
(1957-1980), and Amsterdam (1986-1991). He has conducted intergroup
research in Europe and South Africa, in addition to North America, and
received numerous lifetime achievement awards. His work is reviewed in the
following: U. Wagner et al. (2008). Emerging research directions for improv-
ing intergroup relations—Building on the legacy of Thomas F. Pettigrew.
Oxford, UK: Blackwell.
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The present commentary pays tribute to the extraordinary achievemnent and
invaluable contribution of Professor Herbert C. Kelman to the field of applied
social-psychological methods for the resolution of conflict. It provides insight
into the conceptual core of Kelman's method interactive problem solving,
which has been strongly irfluenced by the aim to negotiate identity aspects
of conflict parties, The commentary explores the method’s practical appli-
cation to the Israeli~Palestinian conflict in the form of dialogue workshops.
It displays how former workshop participants have experienced workshop
discussions and what they jualify as long-term impacts of the method.

Conflicts are important and indispensable parts of life. Conflicts about
scarce resources, political control, ideological dominance, as well as conflicts
about social or personal values, are part of everyday life. In conflicts
about the distribution of material goods, the problem-solving procedures
differ from those applied ta conflicts that are rooted in differences of values,
convictions, or personal anj collective identities. Although often the former

Correspondence should be addressed to Kurt R. Spillmann, Center for Security Studies
(CS8), Eidgenossische Technische Hochschule (ETH), Steinwiesstrasse 21, 8092 Zurich,
Switzerland. E-mail: spillmann@sipo.gess.ethz.ch

349


mailto:spillmann@Sipo.gess.ethz.ch
http:http://www.coalitionofwomen4peace.org

350 SPILLMANN AND KOLLARS

can be negotiated and dealt with to the satisfaction of both parties, the latter
generally present themselves as non-negotiable and intractable, and very
often result in physical violence and war.

Herbert Kelman focused his work on trying to find ways to deal with this
latter category of deep-rooted conflicts—specifically, the conflicts of identity,
and, in particular, the Isracli~Palestinian conflict. He realized that in inter-
group conflicts—be they national, ethnic, or religious—the core conflicts
were often rooted in questions of identity, although the presented problems
were of a material kind. As a trained social psychologist, Kelman was aware
that the whole realm of “identity”’—be it personal or on the group level—was
too well-protected from the outside world and too vulnerable to be eastly
accessible to consciousness and rational analysis. His lifelong efforts have
been dedicated to finding methods of dealing with such difficult, deep-rooted
conflicts by deconstructing and reconstructing elements of identity.

DEALING WITH IDENTITY

Kelman realizes that present conflicts cannot be understood and dealt
with if the intergenerational narratives, the historical grievances, the self-
perceptions, as well as the perceptions of the “other’ of the conflicting
parties are not part of the conscious conflict resolution process. The very
complex psychic cluster of identity is formed in early childhood, long before
consciousness and language skills are developed. Hidden in very deep layers
of the human psyche, this cluster is difficult to grasp, highly sensitive,
extremely well-defended against outside intrusion, and, therefore, extremely
difficult to include in conflict resolution processes.

Identity formation takes place in the family and begins on Day 1. Growing
up in a family means growing up as a member of a group and into a many-
layered identity. Every child unconsciously absorbs the values, ideals, sym-
bols, emotional rules, and the self-perceptions of the family (and, thus, the
group) with its different ethnic, religious, national, and other components,
long before he or she is able to consciously reflect on them. The result of this
process is the particular identity of the individual, consisting of a deep sense
of belonging, an inner feeling of self, of continuity, and entity. As the British
social psychologist, Henry Tajfel (1981), demonstrated, children at the age of
six are already full-blown nationalists, and the intricate fusion of “I” and
“we™ is well-established, as well as the differentiation between “us” and
“them,” with very clear, positive connotations for members of one’s own
group and equally clear, negative connotations for members of the “other”
group. Whereas the family and one’s own group represent each individual’s
lifeline, in conflict situations, the “other” correspondingly is quickly
perceived as a potential threat to one’s own survival.
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To be able to work out coaflict resolution processes on the basis of this
knowledge, Kelman traveled in various countries of the Middle East and
acquired a deep understancing of the perspectives, needs, grievances,
and hopes of the different parties to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. He also
made himself familiar with the many different camps within both parties,
and with the many facets ¢f opinions and wishes within these camps,
and then—in his practical work—sought to combine his competence as a
scholar with his practical skil s as a facilitator.

DEVELOPING THE METHOD

Kelman began to work with the Israeli-Palestinian conflict on the basis of
the work of the Australian d plomat, John W. Burton (1915-2010). From
practical experiences during and after World War II, Burton had con-
cluded that the usual diplomatic dialogue was ill-suited for a real under-
standing of the content of, the root of, and the solution to a serious
conflict and would not produce satisfactory results. He, therefore, ima-
gined a model of informal diplomacy consisting of controlled communi-
cation between carefully selected representatives from the opposing sides,
far from the intense emotions and the limelight of either side’s publicity,
and facilitated by a completely impartial third party. The model was tested
the first time in 1966 in the conflict between Indonesia, Malaysia, and
Singapore. Shortly after that still in 1966, the model was applied to the
conflict between Greeks and Turks in Cyprus, and Herbert Kelman parti-
cipated in the process.

Since then, Herbert Kelman has continued to develop the basic concept
into a new method of scientifically dealing with deep-rooted conflicts (i.e.,
integrating knowledge applicable to this situation from social psychology,
sociology, and international relations). He called the methodological center-
piece the “problem-solving workshop,” and applied it in continuous work to
the Israeli~Palestinian conflict, beginning after the war of 1967 and making
it the primary focus of his work after the war of 1973, As a respected Middle
East expert, he was able to motivate and bring together respected Israelis
and Palestinians, typically three to six from each side, into his problem-
solving workshops on the precondition that they were willing to engage in
a dialogue (which, at the time, was not at all easy). Although some work-
shops were one-time events, others were continuing workshops in which
the participants met repeatedly.

The workshops began with a needs analysis, which was designed to
enable the parties to know aid undeérstand each other’s needs, fears, and
concerns, and to penetrate each other’s perspective. In the following phase,
the process moved to interactive problem solving by jointly developing ideas
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for resolving the conflict—or particular issues within the conflict-—in ways
that would be responsive to the needs and fears of both parties, as presented
in the preceding discussion.

Over time, the focus of the workshops has evolved from overall
approaches, to resolving the conflict, to considering solutions to specific pro-
blems. After the 1993 Oslo Peace Accords, the consideration of solutions to
specific problems entailed working on joint concept articles. Over the past
decade, deep mutual distrust has marked the relationship between Israelis
and Palestinians. In current working groups, therefore, the emphasis is no
longer on developing solutions to specific problems, but on the issue of how
to frame an agreement so that it would reassure and energize the two publics.

The strict rules of confidentiality and of equal standing for all parti-
cipants, the obligation to listen to each other, and particularly to listen to
the arguments and grievances of the other side never changed throughout
Kelman’s workshop discussions. These basic rules, set by the facilitator
and mandatory for all participants, were complemented and refined over
time. Among the basic rules there was also the requirement for the third
party to play a facilitative role and to avoid introducing its own proposals
or its own ideas. Its task was to create conditions that allow the parties—
through their interactions—to develop their own ideas and to help refine
the ideas that emerged by summarizing the discussions, highlighting certain
points, or asking for clarifications.

In the workshops, discussions among participants sometimes took an
unproductive course, creating the need for the facilitators to redirect the dis-
cussion. For example, participants in some workshops would discuss their
views of what was “right” and “wrong,” and used legal and historical argu-
ment to support their positions. These discussions, which tended to be
emotional and contentious, did not result in a common interpretation of
the historical or legal “facts” and, therefore, did not result in solutions.
Yet, these unproductive discussions could not be avoided, and were not
suppressed because the parties had to be aware of what each considers right
or wrong. Such discussions had to be steered in a constructive direction
(.., toward a view of the conflict as a shared problem requiring a
joint effort at shaping solutions). Kelman sought to identify (or let the
participants discover) shared elements of their identities upon which to build
common interests and develop proposals for solutions of real problems
that would not threaten the other’s identity.

Even to achieve a common perception of a common problem was
difficult. Kelman refined the methodology to require the following:

« First, a description and analysis of the different parts of the problem by
the different parties, independently and analytically.
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o Second, a free presentation of proposals for solutions of parts of the
conflict, including improbable but desirable proposals.

» Third, a freewheeling dialogue trying to induce the other party, through
positive motivation (and not through threats or a demonstration of
power), to modify its position and agree to a compromise.

+ Fourth, linkage between the small-group discussions and results and the
real political environment. This was accomplished by reporting back to
the authorities and the public and creating, step-by-step, a political
environment and a readiness on both sides to accept the compromises
reached in the small-group discussions.

Each of these steps in this micro-process is extremely challenging, and it
may not be possible to complere all four steps. For example, the participants
n the dialogue may not always be able to convince the broader public of the
advantages of the compromise found. The exchange of letters between
Israeli Prime Minister Rabin and Palestine Liberation Organization
(PLO) Chairman Arafat before signinig the Oslo Declaration in September
1993 were—in Kelman’s own perception—the best result ever achieved
so far through his method ariong top decision makers. It documents the
difficulties, but also the potential, of this process. Yet, at the same time,
the ensuing events prove the fact that such carefully reached results can
be annihilated any time through indiscretions or any kind of troublemaking,
and that the work of years can be lost in a moment. Working with the ident-
ity complex in the problem-solving process may not always bring immediate
or enduring solutions, However, without including it, there is no way of
resolving a truly deep-rooted sonflict.

It is a tribute to Herbert Kelman that he developed a methodology
capable of reaching and dealing with the deepest layers of such intractable
conflicts. The combination of” Kelman’s personality and his sophisticated
use of insights and tools from sarious disciplines has led to a decisive change
in dealing with deep-rooted conflicts. Being well-aware of the narcissistic
vulnerabilities of people in conflicts and the many obstacles to empathy
and cross-conflict collaboration, Kelman based his workshops not only
on interdisciplinary understaadings of conflicts and methods of conflict
management, but also on social-psychological approaches to enabling
empathy and collaboration on solving very difficult problems. Kelman
understood that unless people were treated in a respectful and empathic
way, constructive solutions could not be developed. Thus, he made it a
rule to approach all members of his problem-solving workshops without
ever threatening them or exploiting their vulnerabilities. His competence,
his modest and kind personality, as well as his patience and endurance
combined with his broad knowledge of human nature enabled him, in a very
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special way, to become an exemplary practitioner of action research, as he
likes to cali his method.

FIRST-HAND TESTIMONIES OF THE PRACTICAL APPLICATION
OF INTERACTIVE PROBLEM SOLVING

The following excerpts from interviews held with five Palestinians and eight
Israelis who have participated in a consecutive series of interactive problem-
solving workshops provide an insight into the real-life scenario of the
method’s practical application.

The first set of meetings, called a Continuing Workshop, were held between
1990 and 1993. Responding to the developments following the Oslo Accords,
the workshop format evolved into the Joint Working Group that set itself the
goal to produce joint concept articles on some of the issues that were to be
resolved in the final-status negotiations between Palestinians and Israelis.

The interviews were held between 2002 and 2006 with the aim of evaluat-
ing the long-term impact of the method. For this purpose, the interviewees
were asked how they rated their experience of participating in interactive
problem-solving workshops, in general, what they perceived as positive
impacts of the method on the conflict resolution process, and what they
saw as lirmitations. More particalarly, the interviewees were asked how
their perception of themselves, their own constituency, and the other side
had changed throughout the workshop discussions. They were also asked
to identify concrete moments at which the process of such changes became
apparent and to what extent these changes had been transferred to the larger
policy-making process.

Positive Impacts of the Workshop Discussions

Most of the interviewees on both sides were impressed with the crucial,
additional knowledge they gained about the other party, although they
had encounters with members of the other constituency prior to the work-
shop participation. Many rated the creation of cadres of people engaged
in conflict resolution and the development of negotiation skills as positive
impacts. An example of such an impact was the creation by one Israch
and one Palestinian participant of an online platform called Birter Lemons,
where representatives of both sides are able to communicate their view of
current issues. This online platform continues to operate today.

Israeli views. The Israeli participant who co-founded Birter Lemons
mentioned that the realization of the online platform was the pinnacle of
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a process Instilled on both sides through the workshop participation. On a
personal level, the discussions made him realize that it was nor neecessary to
agree with the other side in order to have an open dialogue about conflict
issues. Another Israeli participant pointed out that the problem-solving
workshops were a pioneer Track Two initiative that created a sort of school
for negotiators and for the development of diplomatic skills.

Palestinian views. An interviewee, who had formed part of the official
Palestinian negotiating team in "Washington, reported that he had benefitted
greatly in terms of learning how to formulate Palestinian concerns in a way
that could be understood by the Israelis. The Palestinian co-founder of
Bitter Lemons said he had learned more about each side’s boundaries and
the possibilities for constructive change of particular components of the

,conflict. He gained a better understanding of how contrasting views of

different political parties, as wel: as the divergent demands and requirements
of the two sides’ constituencies, shaped the positions that they each
defended in the official negotiations. He also recognized to what extent
the positions on either side were flexible and where each party set limits

~ or was not amenable to change. He felt that the meetings created confidence

and a familiarity with regard to the people and the positions, which was very
helpful for their later involvement in the official negotiations.

New Perceptions and Changed Relations

The interviewees found that the most prominent changes had occurred in
two areas. One was increased understanding of how the other side viewed
the asymmetry of power distribution and security concerns. The other was
increased understanding of nat.onal narratives, the story of historic descent
that forms part of each constitiency’s national identity. Many interviewees
commented how the discussion about the right of return of Palestiman refu-
gees had triggered tremendous changes in how each side related to their own
and to the other’s national narrative.

Power Asymmetries and Security Concerns

Palestinian views. Some interviewees felt that the discussions reflected
the political realities of Israel being the dominant party. One participant
said he felt that the Isracli dorainance dictated the solutions that the group
was approaching and that the solutions dictated the arguments. The same
participant said he had realized that Palestinians had a stronger stand with
regard to their own identity than Israelis, who went through a complicated
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process of identity formation. Other Palestinian interviewees accepted
that Israeli security concerns were real and that everyday life security
threats were not minimized by the fact that the Israeli state held nuclear
weapons.

Israeli views. One participant stressed he had learned that a perceived
threat was a real threat and how to communicate about one’s fears. Another
Israeli participant, who at the time of the interview was a member of the
Knesset, said that she was aware of the difficult conditions that the occu-
pation bore for the Palestinians, and that their point of departure for nego-
tiations was very different. The participant further said she had learned that
Palestinians had different policy-making structures and that the Israeli way
of proceeding was not the only right way.

National Narratives

Israeli views. One participant said he had experienced a change in his
own perception with regard to the refugee issue. Initially, he had thought
that Israelis had no reason to apologize for what had happened during
the war of 1948, as they did not start the war, but were attacked by neigh-
boring Arab states. Hearing the Palestinian side of the story made him rea-
lize that Israelis indeed needed to apologize and assume a share of the
responsibility for causing Palestinian refugees. Another participant pointed
to z pivotal moment of the same discussion when the group had reached a
complete standstill. An Israeli participant said to the Palestinians, address-
ing one in particular who had been in an Israeli prison for many years, that
he was aware of what Palestinians had been going through and that his par-
ticipation was very moving and strongly appreciated by all members of the
group. This manifestation of empathy and respect for the suffering of the
other led the group out of the discussion impasse and opened the way for
constructive discussions. Another participant said that the workshop par-
ticipation had made him more open to acknowledging Palestinian identity
and generated a better understanding of how deep their connection to the
land was and that it was just as important as their own.

Palestinian views. One interviewee remembered how demanding the
discussion about the right of return had been for her and that her strong
reaction to some arguments had triggered an Israeli participant to realize,
for the first time, how difficult the issue was for Palestinians. The partici-
pant felt that her own perception of the Israeli side changed a lot as she
began to understand the Israeli narrative and accept it as a given. She felt
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that the perception of the Isra:lis changed when they heard that it was
indispensable for Palestinians 1o receive an apology for what had hap-
pened in 1948, and that the ap>logy would not require Israeli concession
of more land.

The interviewee also remembered being asked by an Israeli participant
whether Palestinians could agree to refrain from asking for the return of
their former houses in Jaffa. She answered that, emotionally, they would
cling to that claim but knew, razionally, that they had to give it up. Impor-
tant for her was the acknowled;sment of Israelis that Palestinians had paid
an enormous price in order to g2t to the point of being ready to forgo such
claims. The participant rated that kind of negotiation, which touches on all
the wounds and then looks at how to cure them, as building confidence and
trust in a very strong manner.

Another interviewee said ske had gained understanding why Israelis

‘resisted listening to the Palestinian story, as hearing the Palestinian narra-

tive meant undoing their own s:ories about descent and origin, which they
had grown up with. She explained that those stories about one’s state,
and about who one is, were very hard to change.

Transfer to the Policy-Making I"rocess

Israeli views. One participaat referred to the wide distribution in Arabic
and Hebrew of the Joint Working Group’s article, “The Palestinian Refugee
Problem and the Right of Return” (Alpher, Shikaki et al, 1999). He
explained that the article had also been sent to members of the Knesset
and that Ehud Barak, in one of his first speeches as Prime Minister, said
with regard to the refugee issue¢ that Israel had to show empathy for the
Palestinian suffering and had to recognize that Israel formed part of the
overall problem, although it do:s not take sole responsibility for what hap-
pened to the Palestinians. The participant was convinced that Barak had
taken the wording from the Working Group’s article, although he never
asked him to confirm that. Another participant maintained that the work-
shop meetings were instrumental in bringing about a revolutionary change
in Israeli public opinion leadiny, first, to a gradual acceptance of the exist-
ence of the Palestinian people and, subsequently, to a realization that it was
necessary to talk to the PLO aad that a two-state solution was possible.

Palestinian views. One perticipant mentioned that some Palestinian
participants in Kelman’s workshops had subsequently become negotiators
in offictal talks with the Israelis. Also, $ome Israeli participants in Kelman’s
workshops had become advisors to the official Israeli delegations of the
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formal peace talks. This was an example of effective transfer from Kelman'’s
workshops to the formal policy-making process.

The Method’s Limitations

Many interviewees preferred the structure of the Continuing Workshop,
where the focus was placed on discussions only, to the proceedings of the
Joint Working Group that aimed to produce written documents. Generally,
Israelis were more satisfied with the published resuits than the Palestinians,
whereas both parties felt that the remaining gaps between the notions of the
two constituencies reflected political reality.

Palestinian views. Some Palestinian interviewees saw the method’s
lirnitations in failing to bridge the gap between the different arguments
discussed with regard to the refugee problem and ownership of the land,
and not reaching an agreement that satisfied both sides. Two participants
said that the pressure of producing a written document constrained
progress. One of them, a member of the official negotiating team, thought
that the method could contribute more to the peace process during the
pre-negotiation phase than during official negotiations. The method
helped to create readiness for talking to the other side, but that the process
of negotiating formal solutions was best left to official politictans.

Israeli views. Some Israeli participants criticized the Joint Working
Group for departing from the initial structured workshop format and
adopting a less social psychologically oriented, rather intuitive form; others
felt that the method’s emphasis on theoretical patterns was fairly strong and
favored a more intuitive approach. Some mentioned that the method was
preaching to the converted and that, from their point of view, mainstream
opinion was not fully represented by participants on either side. One of
them held that the method’s ability to reach decision makers was limited.

Achievements of Methodology and Dedication

The interviewees’ vivid memory of details of discussions held some 10 years
earlier demonstrates that interactive problem solving had a sustainable
impact on workshop participants. The method’s strengths were found to
lie in uncovering underlying conflict causes, in generating empathy for the
suffering of the other, and in building respect for both parties’ traditions
and beliefs. The interviewees rated the method as most successful during
the pre-negotiation phase, rather than accompanying official talks, and as
mosi efficient when consisting of structured discussions without having
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the set goal of capturing progress in writing. The different opinions
with regard to the method’s ability to transfer achieved changes to the
policy-making process mirrors the difficulty of tracing how ideas from the
workshops diffused and influenced people in the public arena.

The results of the interviews indicate one central impact of the method,
which became transparent during the dialogue about the right of return.
The discussions gave way to reviewing and systematically negotiating aspects
of the two peoples’ national narratives. The testimonies clearly confirm that
the workshop discussions led 1o an increased understanding of the other’s
story and to a new way of refatiag to the other’s narrative. Many participants
affirm that the process of negotiating aspects of national narratives and,
hence, of elements forming their national identity was very demanding and
even painful, yet crucial for thit purpose of resolving conflict issues.

All former workshop partizipants .expressed their respect for Herbert

" Kelman and conveyed their trust in working with him. They appreciated

his diligent, professional handling of all aspects of the workshop meetings,
and were impressed with his ebility to engage influential participants and
to manage a balanced an even-handed discussion and third-party role. The
interviewees praised his courage in addressing difficult issues and valued
his ability to enable complicated discussions with empathy and compassion,
Most of all, the former participants were taken by Herbert Kelman’s serious,
honest, and complete dedication to the endeavor, and felt that their own
engagement in the workshops 1ad contributed to a very worthy cause.
Those familiar with the effort have time and again described the achieve-
ments reached with interactive problem solving as a true accomplishment.
Innovative, interdisciplinary, and realistically rooted in real-life problems
as Herbert Kelman’s method and work was and is, it was thanks to his
personality that it came to life and gained political importance.
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study because of its potential relevance to issues of peace, justice, and social
change; and his role—as a social psychologist—in the beginnings of the peace
research movement. [t then describes his introduction to John Burton’s work
on unofficial diplomacy in the mid-1960s; his development—in collaboration
with colleagues and students over the years——of interactive problem solving,
an approach derived from Burton’s work and anchored in social-psychological
principles; and his application of the approach primarily in the Middle East.
The article briefly describes the methods of interactive problem solving and
reviews his activities during the various phases of the Israeli-Palestinian con-
flict and efforts to resolve it. The author also offers some reflections on key
elements of the third-party role and on personal qualities that have shaped
his performance in that role.

During the second half of my life so far—for better than 40 years—an
increasingly large portion of my time and effort have been devoted to an
action research program, centering on the development, practice, and teach-
ing of a form of unofficial diplomacy that I have come to call interactive
problem solving (e.g., see Kelman, 1986). The approach derives from the
pioneering work of John Burton (1969, 1979, 1984) and is anchored in
social-psychological principles. In the mediation literature, the approach
has been described as a form of “informal mediation by the scholar—
practitioner” (Kelman, 2002, p. 167). My students and associates over the
years have applied the approach to a number of different international
and intercommunal conflicts. My own primary—although not exclusive—
focus has been on the Arab-Israeli case, with special emphasis on the
Isracli-Palestinian conflict. My writings have included theoretical papers
on the dynamics of that conflict, as well as policy analyses written from a
soclal-psychological, conflict-resolution perspective.

When 1 am asked to reflect on this work, I find it very tempting to go
back to the very beginnings. I have decided to yield to that temptation,
particularly because my focus on conflict resolution and reconciliation,
with special reference to the Middle East, can be traced back in a nearly
continuous line to my earliest years. -

EARLY YEARS

I was born into a Jewish family in Vienna. I was 11 years old at the time of
Austria’s Anschluss to Nazi Germany. After a vear under Nazi rule, my
immediate family managed to escape to Belgium, where we were given
-asylum and lived for a year in Antwerp as refugees with the financial
support of the Jewish community. In March of 1940, we received the visas
to the United States for which my parents had apphed two years earlier,
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and we sailed to New York just a few weeks before the German invasion of
Belgium.

Shortly after the Anschluss, while we were still in Vienna, my sister (who
is two years older than I am) and I decided to join a Zionist youth group.
At earlier times, as I recall, 1ny parents had misgivings about such a move,
but I think they realized thai membership in a Zionist group would help us
maintain our self-esteem and sense of identity at a time when these were
brutally assaulted. Indeed, | am f{airly certain that my Zionist affiliation
significantly contributed to the fact that there was never a moment during
those difficult years when 1 :ntertained the notion that I—or my people—
somehow deserved the treatinent that we were subjected to.

Recently, my sister found a diary that she kept during this period in 1938
in which—among other things—she reported on our search for a suitable
Zionist youth group. She mentioned discussions that she was having with
some older boys who belonged to a right-wing Zionist organization. One
day, according to the diary, ¢he came home to report that organization’s-sol-
ution to the “Arab problem’: Because the Jews have only Palestine, whereas
the Arabs have several countries, the Arab population could be relocated
elsewhere in the Arab world, leaving Palestine for the Jews. She reported
in the diary that this idea v/as not well-received at home; specifically, she
wrote about the reaction of her 11-year-old brother: “Dem Herbert wollte
die Losung der Araberfrage nicht gefallen, ‘denn’ sagte er, 'wir kdnnen doch
die Araber nicht zwingen, das Land zu verlassen, in dem sie nun sesshaft sind ™
(“Herbert did not find the solution to the Arab question to his liking,
‘because,” he said, ‘surely, we cannot force the Arabs to leave the land
in which they are now settled’”’). Note that I was not questioning the right
of the Jewish people to establish its homeland in Palestine, but merely
pointing out the obvious fict that there were other people living in that
land who also had rights. ‘Needless to say, we joined a group with more
moderate views.

The Zionist youth movenent that I joined in Vienna continued to be a
central focus of my life during the year in Antwerp, and for several years
after my arrival in New York. During those years, 1 was also intensively
engaged in Jewish studies, including the study of Hebrew language and
literature. My first two published articles, at age 18, appearing in student
magazines in 1945, were i1 Hebrew. One of them (Kelman, 1945a) was
entitled “In Defense of Nationalism,” and distinguished between some of
the positive potentialities of nationalism, such as its contribution to the
liberation of oppressed peoples and to the self-esteem and self-confidence
of individuals, and its negaiive manifestations, such as exaggerated national
pride, hatred of other peorles, and the extremes of selfishness. That article
foreshadowed my later rescarch and writings on nationalism and national
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identity, starting in the 1960s, which distinguished between different
varieties of nationalism and emphasized its dialectical character. My second
Hebrew publication that year (Kelman, 1945b) was entitled “On the
Question of Jewish—Arab Cooperation.” It discussed the common interests
of Jews and Arabs in Palestine and argued that establishment of a Jewish
state in Palestine requires cooperation between the two peoples.

In the years prior to the establishment of Israel, I supported the concept
of a bi-national state in Palestine, which was advocated by a minority within
the Zionist movement, including Martin Buber and some of his colleagues at
the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, as well as the left wing of the Labor
Movement. I should add here that today I do not advocate a bi-national
state. I still think it was a good concept, and the history of the land might
have been different if 1t had been supported by the majority of the Zionist
movement and by the Palestinian—-Arab community. However, today, a
one-state formula for the land between the Mediterranean Sea and the
Jordan River—whether in the form of a bi-national state or a unitary
{one person-one vote) state—is a prescription for continuing the conflict.
1 am a staunch supporter of a two-state solution as the only formula for
ending the occupation and ending the conflict.

My rather visionary version of a two-state solution is what I have come
to call a “one-country/two-state solution” (Kelman, 2009). It is based on
the mutual acknowledgment that the land belongs to both peoples—that
both have authentic historic roots in it, and both are deeply attached to
it. Recognizing that ecach people’s pursuit of its national aspirations on
the basis of its exclusive claims has led to decades of violent conflict that
may well lead to mutual destruction, the two sides agree to end the conflict
with a historic compromise: They agree to share the land to which both peo-
ples are so deeply attached in a way that allows each to exercise its right to
self-determination, fulfill its national aspirations, and express its national
identity in a state of its own within the shared land, in peaceful coexistence
with the neighboring state of the other. The concept of a one-country/two-
state solution allows both Israelis and Palestinians to maintain their attach-
ment to the land as a whole while claiming “ownership”—in the form of
independent statehood—over only their part of the land. It builds on the
two peoples’ attachment to the land as a unifying, rather than divisive, force.
This vision calls for free movement across the borders, as well as a range of
cooperative activities that treat the shared land as a unit, and are designed to
benefit each state and its population, as well as the country as a whole. Over
time, a one-country/two-state solution might enable the two communities to
build a new, transcendent identity alongside their separate identities.
Institutionally, this solution may culminate in an economic union or even
a confederation—conceivably including Jordan as a third partner——but such
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options should be left to futur: developments and depend on how the
relationship evolves over time.

FROM SOCIAL ACTIVISM TD SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY AND BACK

Let me return to my chronological account, which I left in the mid-1940s. In
the immediate postwar years, I became actively involved in the American
civil rights and antiwar movements. In 1946, I participated in what I beheve
was the world’s first antinuclear protest as part of a group that picketed the
Pentagon in opposition to the ztomic bomb test on Bikini Island. On the
way back from the Pentagon to the Washington railroad station, we decided
to continue holding our placards. Some of us, including myself, were
arrested and fined on the charge of “parading without a permit.” In 1947,
1 participated in a nonviolent direct action campaign in protest against
racial discrimination at a popilar swimming pool in New Jersey. Our
technique involved continuing to stand in the ticket line when Black
members of the group were refused admission. In keeping with Gandhian

. discipline, 1 refused to move vhen ordered to do so by the police, and

was arrested, along with several colleagues, on a charge of “disorderly
person.” I might add here that the organization that sponsored this project
appealed our fines, and we wor the appeal.

My activism continued beyond my student days. In the 1950s, 1T was
very active in the Congress of Racial Equality (CORE), which pioneered
the use of Gandhian methods of nonviolent direct action in the struggle
against racial segregation. 1 was co-founder of a CORE chapter in
Baltimore, and actively participated—along with my wife, Rose, whom I
met in Baltimore—in a long, but ultimately successful, campaign to end
segregation of the luncheon counters in so-called “five and ten cents storc?s,”
all of which belonged to national chains. Our methods combined sit-ins,
picketing, public education, negotiations with store managers, and bringing
the issue to shareholder meetings of the parent companies of these stores.
My experience with CORE has had a major impact on my thinking
about the nature of social chinge and helped to shape my approach to
conflict resolution and to the relation of the microlevel at which we work
to the macrolevel that we hope to influence. My deepest involvement in
CORE was in 1951 to 1954, the years I spent in Baltimore, but I continued
to be involved throughout the 1950s as an elected field representative of
national CORE. As another example of my activism in those years, T might
mention that, during the Korean War, I almost went to prison for resisting
the military draft; but, in the end, my draft board recognized me as a
conscientious objector. During; the Vietnam War, 1 was actively involved
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in the antiwar movement and was a co-organizer of the first teach-in at the
University of Michigan and of a conference on Alternative Perspectives on
Vietnam in 1965 (Converse, Kelman, & Vandenberg, 1966).

However, what I particularly want to focus on here is the fusion of my
scholarship with my activist concerns. When 1 began my college studies
in 1943, I chose English language and literature as my field of concen-
tration—not because of any specific career plans, but because [ believed that
whatever I ended up doing in my life would entail writing. In my third
year of college, 1 switched to psychology as my major field because I became
convinced that social psychology was a discipline with great relevance to the
issues of peace, justice, and social change, with which I was concerned. By
the same token, I decided to pursue graduate studies in social psychology,
which I began at Yale University in 1947, The fusion of scholarship with
soctal activism was particularly appealing to me and, indeed, has remained
so to this day.

Throughout my training and subsequent career, my concerns with peace,
justice, and social change affected the topics that I chose to work on, as well
as my assessment and critique of the social research enterprise itself. In the
course of my graduate training, I became thoroughly socialized as an
academic social psychologist. My excursions Into new areas of research,
and even my critiques of some aspects of the field, have always been from
the perspective of a social psychologist identified with the norms and
purposes of the enterprise. My earliest research focused on processes of
social influence and attitude change—which remains a continuing interest
to this day (Kelman, 1953, 1938, 1961). My theoretical and experimental
work in these areas during the 1950s and 1960s was well within the
mainstream of my discipline, but it clearly reflected my activist interest in
individual and social change. My early ideas about social influence inform
my current thinking about mutual influence as conflicting parties move
toward conflict resolution, transformation of their relationship, and
reconciliation (see Kelman, 2004, 2006).

Another area of interest in the early years of my career was group pro-
cesses, including some research on group psychotherapy and exploration
of training or encounter groups. This focus foreshadows my work with
problem-solving workshops, which are the primary tool of interactive prob-
lem solving. I hasten to add, however, that 1 am vehement in pointing out

that problem-solving workshops must not be confused with therapy or .

encounter groups. Although my experience with the latter has influenced
my practice in a number of ways, problem-solving workshops have a very
different purpose and operate on a different level (Kelman, 1991).

Yet another area in which I have worked from the beginning of my career
and which reflects my activist orientation is the ethics and politics of social
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research. I have written and lectured on the responsibilities of investigators
toward the individuals and groups that are the subjects of their research, on
the social consequences of social research, and on the relevance of social
research to social action and social change. My early essays in this domain
were published in a book entitled, 4 Time fo Speak: On Human Values and
Social Research (Kelman, 1168).

BEGINNINGS OF PEACE RESEARCH

The one broad area of my early work that most explicitly reflects the
concerns that originally brought me into the field and that serves as the most
direct bridge between the first and second halves of my life is peace research
and the analysis of international conflict. I was deeply involved in the begin-
nings of the peace research :novement in the 1950s. In 1951, my last year in
graduate school, Arthur Glzdstone—a colleague in the department and, like
myself, a conscientious objector to the Korean War—and 1 published a let-
ter to the American Psychologist (Gladstone & Kelman, 1951), pointing out
that pacifist theory rests 0n a number of psychological assumptions that
could be put to empirical tst, and proposed that psychologists and other
social scientists might fruitf 1lly place such efforts on their research agenda.
The responses to this letter identified a community of scholars interested in
pursuing a peace research agenda, and together we organized the Research
Exchange on the Preventior of War, which—to the best of my knowledge—
was the first organization committed to promoting peace research. Over the
next few years, the Research Exchange published the Bulletin of the Research
Exchange on the Prevention of War, organized discussion groups at academ-
ic conventions, as well as symposia (two of which were published: see
Kelman, 1954; Kelman, Barth, & Hefner, 1955), and convened two summer
workshops to explore theoretical approaches and research ideas in the
emerging field of peace restarch.

In 1954 to 1955, I had th2 good fortune of being among the first group of
Fellows invited to the newly established Center for Advanced Study in the
Behavioral Sciences at Stanford, California. Although I was one of the
youngest Fellows at the Center, I convened a group of colleagues to inform
them about the Research Exchange and soficit their advice on how to
broaden its base and move the enterprise forward. The discussions of
this group led to the decision to start a new interdisciplinary journal,
which would replace and significantly expand the Bulletin of the Research
Exchange. We decided to name the new publication Journal of Conflict
Resolution: A Quarterly for Research Related to War and Peace and to base
it at the University of Micaigan.
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The Journal of Conflict Resolution began publication in 1957 as the first
Journal in the newly emerging field of peace research. With the Inauguration
of the journal, we ceased publication of the Bulletin of the Research
Exchange, and we decided that the other activities of the Research Exchange
could be pursued most effectively by merging our small organization with a
newly formed Committee on International Relations of the Society for
the Psychological Study of Social Issues. Meanwhile, at the University of
Michigan, the work on planning and editing the Journal of Conflict Resol-
ution created an interdisciplinary community of scholars interested in issues
of war and peace. This group became the nucleus for the university’s new
Center for Research on Conflict Resolution, which I joined a few years later,
when I came to the University of Michigan in 1962, on a joint appointment
between the Psychology Department and the Center.

My own research and writing gradually moved to a focus on international
relations. In the 1950s and 1960s, some of my thinking and writing was
addressed to the question of where social-psychological concepts and meth-
ods can contribute to the development of a comprehensive theory of inter-
national relations—to identifying the relevant points of entry for social-
psychological analysis. A major product of this work was an interdisciplinary
volume that I edited, and for which I wrote the opening and closing chapters:
International Behavior: A Social~Psychological Analysis, which was published
in 1965 (Kelman, 1965). That volume, incidentally, was much better known
among international relations scholars than among my fellow social psychol-
ogists. Over the years, [ was repeatedly told by colleagues around the world
that they had to read this book for their doctoral examination.

Publication of that book, I believe, significantly contributed to my
credibility among international relations scholars who were prepared to
accept me as a legitimate member of their guild. Thus, for example (to get
ahead of my story), I was elected President of the International Studies
Association in 1977; and, in 1976, I was invited to join the Center for Inter-
national Affairs (now the Weatherhead Center) at Harvard University and
its Executive Committee. (For those of you trying to keep track of my move-
ments, let me add that T taught at Harvard between 1957 and 1962; then
moved, as I mentioned, to the University of Michigan; and returned to Har-
vard in 1969 to take up the Cabot Chair of Social Ethics.) The Weatherhead
Center has been the all-important base of my conflict resolution work for
decades: I have chaired (or co-chaired) its Middle East Seminar since
1976, 1 founded—together with my students—and directed (between 1993
and 2003) the Program on International Conflict Analysis and Resolution
at the Weatherhead Center, and my action research program on conflict res-
olution in the Middle East has been—and continues to be—based at the
Weatherhead Center.
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To return to the 1950s and 1960s, my research during those years also
increasingly focused on issues in international relations, although it did
not directly deal with international conflict. Colleagues and 1 carried out
two extensive studies on the impact of international educational and cultural
exchanges (see Bailyn & Kelman, 1962; Kelman & Bailyn, 1962; Kelmgn,
Ezekiel, & Kelman, 1970), and—together with colleagues at the University
of Michigan-—1 pursued a research program on nationalism and the involve-
ment of individuals in the natioaal political system (see Delamater, Katz, &
Kelman, 1969; Katz, Kelman, & Flacks, 1964; Kelman 1969)—which, as I
mentioned earlier, was foreshalowed by my 1943 article on nationalism,

Let me also mention here another major hne of my research, although it
is chronologically out of order .n that it was carried out in the second half of
my life. In the early 1970s, my then student V. Lee Hamilton qnd I condu_c-
ted a U.S. national survey on public reactions to the My Lai massacre in

* Vietnam and the trial and conviction of Lt. William Calley for that crime.

Our focus was on people’s attribution of responsibility for crimes committed
under orders from authority. This and subsequent research were reported in
our book, Crimes of Obedience: Toward a Social Psychology of Authority
and Responsibilizy, published in 1989 (Kelman & Hamilton, 1989). Theore—
tically, this work draws on my earlier work on social influence, legiumate
authority, and personal involvement in the national political system. It also
reflects my earlier encounter; with genocide, destructive obedience, and
resistance to unjust authority.

INITIAL EXPLORATIONS IN UNOFFICIAL DIPLOMACY

These then are some of the experiences and activities that prepared me for the
work that has dominated the second half of my life. The defining moment
that opened the possibility of this kind of work for me was my first meeting
with John Burton in the summier of 1966, Burton, a former senior Australian
diplomat, had recently established the Centre for Analysi; of Conflict at the
University College of London, and begun to experiment with a form of ungf -
ficial diplomacy for which he mitially used the term control{ed compmunication
{Burton, 1969; see also Burton, 1979, 1984). The methoc} imvolved brxyngmg
together high-level representitives of parties in conﬂ_ict in an academlc set-
ting for confidential, unofficial, analytic communication under tAhe gm@anoe
of a third-party panel of political and social scientists: I was xmmeghately
intrigued by Burton’s model, seeing 1t as a way of putting into practice the
theoretical ideas about social-psychological dimensions of international con-
flict that I had been thinking and wfiting about since the early 19505“.1 had
the sense that this was the kind of direct involvement in the resolution of
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international conflicts that I had been searching for. When Burton invited me
to join him in London in November 1966 as a member of the third party in an
exercise—or a problem-solving workshop, as we would now call it—on the
Cyprus conflict, I accepted with enthusiasm.

The Cyprus exercise was only Burton’s second venture in controlled com-
munication. He spent a day, therefore, with members of the third party and
other colleagues planning the event and discussing agenda, procedures, and
third-party interventions. I came away from the entire experience with some
questions, many ideas, and a clear interest in further pursuing this approach.
Several months later, in reaction to the Middle East war of June 1967, 1
began to think about applying the Burton model to the Arab-Israeli con-
flict. Together with John Burton, I explored the possibilities, but—Ilargely
because our contacts were limited——nothing came of that effort.

I had a full agenda of other projects, but I continued to think about
the method, to discuss it with different colleagues, to stay in touch with
the Cyprus conflict, and to explore the idea of Arab-Israeli workshops
with colleagues from the region. 1 also wrote my first article on “The
Problem-Solving Workshop in Conflict Resolution” (Kelman, 1972). After
reading a draft of that article, Stephen Cohen, a young colleague at Harvard
with whom 1 co-taught a graduate seminar on social-psychological
approaches to international relations in 1971, suggested that we organize
a pilot workshop in connection with the seminar in which the students
would participate as apprentice members of the third party. This workshop
in 1971 turned out to be the first in a long series of Israeli-Palestinian
workshops that I have conducted over the ensuing years.

Originally, Steve Cohen and I agreed that this pilot workshop should not
deal with the Middle East because we considered it inappropriate for two
Jews to facilitate an Arab-Israeli workshop. We allowed our class to per-
suade us, however, to focus on the Middle East, and we decided to organize
an Egyptian—Israeli-Palestinian workshop with young scholars from the
three communities. To correct for the imbalance In the leadership, we con-
sulted with two scholars with Arab backgrounds, one of whom—the
renowned Oxford historian, Albert Hourani, who happened to be a visiting
professor at Harvard in 1971—actually participated in the workshop,
although he made it clear that he was there as a consultant and not as a
facilitator. After a pre-workshop session with Egyptian invitees, they
dropped out of the project, giving scheduling problems as their reason; in
retrospect, 1 believe that they had come to the conclusion that this workshop
would be a no-win situation for them: They had an agenda with the Israelis
because, at the time, President Nasser was searching for ways of reaching an
accommodation with Israel, but—in light of Egypt’s position as leader of
the pan-Arab movement—they could not pursue that agenda in the presence
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of the Palestinians, On the Palsstinian side, a senior graduate student in
Middle East history at Harvard expressed great interest in the project,
and told us that he would be able to help recruit other Palestinians if we
could persuade a Palestinian intellectual whom he knew—who was working
at the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) office in New York—to join
us. I contacted the man, visited him at his home outside New York, and he
accepted my invitation. We had 10 problem completing the Palestinian team
and recruiting the Isracli participants.

This first workshop (Cohen, Kelman, Miller, & Smith, 1977) laid the
groundwork for the developmer.t of interactive problem solving—our parti-
cular approach to conflict resolution. Although interactive problem solvipg
is firmly anchored in John Bur:on’s model, we did develop—starting w1t}1
that first experiment—our own style; of running workshops, which is
reflected in the ground rules, the agenda, and the third-party interventions

“that have characterized our work over the years.” Both the process gnd
 the content of our workshops hive been more explicitly informed by social-
“psychological principles. The 1371 pilot workshop also served as a model

for a series of workshops—mostly with Israelis and Palestinians—that 1

" have organized as part of my graduate seminar on International Conflict:

Social-Psychological Approaches in which we were able to provide a gnique
and valuable learning experienc: for our students without compromising the
conditions required for an efiective workshop. Three specific lessons 1
learned from this first experience that have been reinforced by subsequent
work are (a) that the third par:y need mnot be neutral in the sense of disin-
terested, but in situations like mine—of a Jew dealing with the Arab-Israeli
conflict—it is important to work with an ethnically balanced team; (&_3)
that—although recognizing thet conflicts are almost always multilatgral_ m
a variety of ways—interactive problem solving is most effective in achieving
its purpose when there are only two parties around the table; apd {c} that
one cannot meaningfully deal with the Israeli-Palestinian conflict without
bringing Palestinians who are identified with the PLO inFo the process
(just as one cannot do so without Israclis who identify with the Zionist
enterpnse}. _

During the 1971 to 1972 aca demic year, I was on leave in Seattle, where [
was busily engaged in a variety of projects unrelated to the Middle Eastvcon-
flict. At the end of that year, I suffered a heart attack (while delivering a
Kurt Lewin Memorial Address on the topic of “Violence Without Moral
Restraint: Reflections on the Dehumanization of Victims and

These and other features of prob:em-solving workshops are described in greater detail in
my second article in this issue (Kelmen, this issue).
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Victimizers”; see Kelman, 1973). I was back home recuperating when the
1973 Arab-Isracli war broke out. As I was watching the television accounts
of the war while contemplating the possibility that I might not live forever,
I committed myself to placing work on conflict resolution in the Middle
East at the top of my agenda, and it has stayed there ever since.

MIDDLE EAST INVOLVEMENT

Soomn after my recovery, Steve Cohen and I put together a facilitating team
that included three Arab-American scholars. I increasingly participated in
Middle East-related meetings and conferences. | traveled extensively in
the Middle East, sometimes together with other members of the team-——
but always with my wife, Rose, who became a full partner in this work.
My near total immersion in this work, starting in the mid-1970s, would
not have been possible if my wife had not been fully committed to it and
participated in it at all levels—f{rom making practical arrangements and
taking notes at workshops, to making our Middle East work the center of
our social life. In the summer of 1975 we traveled for the first time in Arab
countries, including Egypt, Lebanon, and Jordan, as well as the West Bank,
talking to PLO officials, pelitical figures, journalists, and scholars. We had
similar encounters in Israel. Also that year, we organized a workshop (which
met at our house) with senior, politically engaged Israeh and Palestinian
academics and our five-member third-party team.

On our first trip to Egypt, we established contact with the Al Ahram Cen-
ter for Political and Strategic Studies. In 1976, Boutros Boutros-Ghali—
who was then a professor at Cairo University and President of the Al
Ahram Center—and 1 organized a roundtable on “Mutual Perceptions in
Arab-Israeli Relations,” which took place over a three-day period. The
participants included four of the members of our team and many leading
Egyptian political and social scientists. What particularly impressed me
was the avid interest of the Egyptian participants in learning about Israeli
society and their frequent references to the “‘post-settlernent” period—which
suggested to me that they were contemplating a settlement with Israel. The
proceedings of this meeting were taped, translated into Arabic, and-—as
I found out about a year later—published in the Egyptian journal of
international relations, of which Boutros-Ghali was the editor. After the
meeting, our team went on to Israel, where we shared our impressions with
Israeli colleagues and officials.

During the meeting in Egypt, I was asked whether I would be interested
in an invitation to come to the American University at Cairo for a S-week
appointment as a Distinguished Visiting Professor. I responded with great
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enthusiasm, but also pointed out that 1 was Jewish and wondered whether
that might be an impediment "o sach an appointment. I was assured that
this was not an issue at all; in retrospect, I think it may actually have been
an advantage in that my Egyptian colleagues may have seen me as a bridge
to Israel at a time when they were rethinking their relations with Israel.
We set the date for my visit in the late Fall of 1977,

In November of 1977, on my way to Cairo to start my visiting appoint-
ment, I stopped in Israel to attend a symposium on Arab-Israeli peace in Tel
Aviv. A day or two into that symposium, Egyptian President Anwar Sadat
made the dramatic announcerient of his visit to Jerusalem on the coming
weekend. It was decided to move the later sessions of the symposium to
Jerusalem in anticipation of his arrival there. So, I was in Jerusalem during
the truly electrifying days of S¢.dat’s visit there, and a few days later my wife

and 1 went on to Cairo.

As part of my visiting professorship, I was scheduled to give a public
lecture. When my hosts learned that I had just come from Jerusalem, they
asked me to devote my lecture to that experience. Thus, I ended up speaking
on a topic that I could not have anticipated when I packed for my trip: “The
Psychological Impact of the Sadat Visit on Israeli Society” (see Kelman
2005b). Even at this early staze of the Egyptian-Israeli peace process and
amidst the euphoria of the Sacat initidtive, my analysis emphasized the need
to resolve the Palestinian issu if the Egyptian-Israeli peace process was to
fulfill itself. My lecture was immediately translated into Arabic and pub-
lished in its entirety (along with a photo of me) in the weekend edition of
Al-Ahram (and later reprinted in a commemorative brochure on Sadat’s visit
to Jerusalem; see Kelman, 19°8b). On the strength of my appearance in the
pages of Al-Ahram, 1 receivec press credentials that allowed me to join the
working press at the short-lived Cairo peace conference and the Begin-
Sadat Summit in Ismailiya in December 1977.

Shortly after I arrived in Ca:roin November, I met with Boutros-Ghali, who
had in the meantime been appointed minister of state for foreign affairs (the
number-two position in the foreign ministry) and was, in fact, acting foreign
minister at the time because th: foreign minister had resigned in protest agamst
Sadat’sinitiative. What becams clear to me from this conversation was that our
Al-Ahram roundtable the year before was part of the process of rethinking
their relations with Israel by Figyptian political and intellectual leaders, which
paved the way for Sadat’s historic initiative—and, indeed, it was part of
Boutros-Ghali’s important contribution to that process.

In light of these historic developments, our team planned a conference on
the future of the Egyptian—Tsraeli relationship and ‘the process of reconcili-
ation following a peace agreement. We recruited a group of leading
Egyptian and Israeli intellectuals, as well as some scholars who had been
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involved in reconciliation programs outside of the region, such as the
Franco-German case. We obtained the Rockefeller Foundation’s Villa
Serbelloni in Bellagio—a perfect setting for such a conference—and were
completing final arrangements for the event, scheduled for Januvary 1979.
A few weeks before that date, following the Begin-Sadat agreement at
Camp David, I was informed that most of the members of the Egyptian
team had decided not to take part in the conference unless it included
Palestinian participants. I knew that this was impossible to arrange because
politically engaged Palestinians saw the Camp David agreement as a separ-
ate peace and a betrayal of the Palestinian cause. I could not persuade my
Egyptian colleagues that they could make a greater contribution to the
Palestinian cause by meeting with the Israelis and raising the Palestinian
issue than by staying away. As a result, to our great disappointment, the
conference had to be cancelled. We did organize a workshop at Harvard
with a few of the participants to discuss where to go next. Some of the mem-
bers of my team decided to pursue the Egyptian-Israeli process, primarily
by way of back-channel diplomacy. My own conclusion was that a full
peace and reconciliation between Egypt and Israel ultimately depended on
a solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and I, therefore, decided to con-
centrate my efforts on that issue—which 1 have done ever since,

PROBLEM-SOLVING WORKSHOPS

It is clear from everything I have said so far that there are many dimensions
to the conflict resolution program that I have been involved in, and that it
has entailed many kinds of activities. Starting in the 1970s, it has included a
great deal of traveling in the region, meetings with political and community
leaders and scholars, participation in conferences, as well as teaching, men-
toring young scholar—practitioners, and different kinds of writing (to which
I shall return shortly). However, the primary and unique tool of interactive
problem solving throughout has been the problem-solving workshop. Over
the years, I have been involved in organizing and facilitating some 80
problem-solving workshops or related events—mostly, but not entirely, with
Israeli and Palestinian participants. Workshops have differed in a variety of
ways, depending on the nature and number of participants, the occasion
for convening them, the setting, and the specific purposes. A major distinc-
tion is between one-time workshops and continuing workshops, the first of
which was convened by Nadim Rouhana and myself in 1990 and met until
1993 (Rouhana & Kelman, 1994). In all of their variations, workshops are
governed by a set of key principles that are reflected in their ground rules,
procedures, and agenda.
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A central issue in the theory and practice of interactive problem solving is
the dual purpose of the enterprise: to produce change—in the form of new
insights into the conflict and new ideas for resolving it—in the particular
individuals who are sitting around the workshop table, and to /ransfer these
changes to the political debate znd decision-making process in their respect-
ive societies. My thinking about this issue goes back to some of my early
writings about group processes (e.g., Kelman, 1952), and I addressed it in
some detail in my very first artizle on problem-solving workshops (Kelman,
1972).. The dual purpose of intzractive problem solving presents its theory
and practice with the major challenge of structuring workshops in a way
that would maximize both the generation of new insights and ideas and their
transfer to the policy process.

What is particularly challenging is that the requirements for maximizing
change may be not only different from the requirements for maximizing trans-
fer, but, in fact, contradictory to them. I have described this dilemma as the dia-
lectics of interactive problem solving (Kelman, 1979). In designing workshops, it
is necessary to navigate these dinlectics—to create the proper balance between
an array of contradictory requivements. The best example is provided by the
selection of participants. Officiels close to the decision-making process are n
a good position to apply what they have learned in 2 workshop, but they are
likely to be more constrained in their interactions and therefore less likely to
change. We, therefore, look for participants who are not officials, but politi-
cally influential-—individuals wt o are more free to engage in the workshop pro-
cess but, at the same time, occupy positions within their societies that enable
them to influence the thinking of decision makers and the general public.

The third party plays a strictly facilitative role in our model. We do not
propose solutions, give advice, avaluate the ideas presented, or take an active
role in the substantive discussions. Qur task is to create the conditions that
allow ideas for resolving the coflict to emerge out of the interaction between
the parties themselves. Nevertheless, the third party’s role is important. We
select and brief participants: szt and enforce the ground rules; propose the
main lines of the agenda; moderate the discussion; make a variety of inter-
ventions in the form of observations about the content and the process of
the proceedings and occasional theoretical inputs; and serve as a repository
of trust for the parties who, by definition, do not trust each other.

There are four aspects of the third-party role that I have found parti-

cularly important in my work:

1. Networking is a critical part of the work. The ability to identify and
recruit workshop participents and maintain credibility depends heavily
on the third party’s connections with relevant elements of the elites in
the two communities. In my own case, my close association with the



376  KELMAN

Center for International Affairs at Harvard University was very helpful
in the process of building and maintaining our networks. Apart from
providing a respectable base, the Center gave me the opportunity, over
the years, to get to know and form friendships with Center Fellows
and Visiting Scholars from the Middle East. Through them, I was able
to make contacts with an ever-widening circle of potential participants
in and supporters of our work.

2. Another essential aspect of the work is reambuilding. 1 first learned about
the importance of working with a third-party panel from John Burton.
Effective facilitation requires attention and sensitivity to all facets of
the interaction—what is being said, how it is said, what reaction it elicits,
what is not being said, the mood of the group, and the flow of the com-
munication over the course of a session or a series of sessions. A team of
two or more facilitators—particularly if they have experience in working
with each other—is better equipped than a single facilitator to capture
the dynamics of the interaction and move the process forward. In a team
it is also possible to represent the different kinds of expertise—in group
process, international relations, and the particular conflict region—that
the third party should ideally possess. Furthermore, as 1 have already
mentioned, as a Jew dealing with the Arab-Israeli conflict, I have always
worked with an ethnically balanced team, partnering with Palestinian
and other Arab colleagues. Such balance enhances not only the
credibility of our team, but also its sensitivity to the experiences and
perspectives of both sides in the conflict.

3. In the course of a workshop, much of the third party’s time is spent in
respectful listening. 1 have stressed in my teaching that the contribution
of the third party is not necessarily measured by how much it says. By
listening, we give the parties the opportunity to express their needs and
communicate their perspectives, we demonstrate the importance we
attach to the parties’ listening to each other and penetrating each other’s
perspective, and we gain a fuller understanding of what is going on in
the group and in the larger conflict environment before offering interpre-
tations or making other interventions. ‘

4, The third party can also contribute to the fransfer of ideas developed
in the course of workshops to the policy debate and the political
process. Transfer, of course, primarily is the task of the two parties;
the expectation that workshop participants will develop new ideas and
be in a position to transfer them to the policy process is central to the
underlying logic of interactive problem solving. However, third-party
members are also in a unique position to observe and facilitate the inten-
sive interactions between the parties out of which new ideas emerge, and
may have access to channels for disseminating these ideas (Chataway,
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2002). Transfer is not a necessary function of the third party and, indeed,
some practitioners have wendered whether writing and speaking about
the substantive issues in a conflict is consistent with the third-party role.
In my own case, my writings about the Isracli-Palestinian conflict over
the years have drawn extens:vely on ‘what I have learned from my cbserva-
tions of workshop interacticns and my conversations with workshop part-
icipants. To my knowledge. participants have not had any problem with
this aspect of my role—perhaps in part because my analysis tends to take
the same everthanded approich as my practice and, like my practice. is dedi-
cated to the search for a negotiated agreement that addresses both sides’
needs and fears, that is durible because both sides consider it fair and are
committed to it, and that provides the institutional and psychological basis
for a new—peaceful, cooperative, and mutually enhancing—relationship. |
believe that my writings ab-ut the conflict and its resolution may actually
contribute to my credibility, insofar as they demonstrate my familiarity
with the environment and the issues of the conflict.

Problem-solving workshops, it must be stressed, are not negotiating ses-
sions: They are entirely unoff:cial and non-binding. However, it is precisely
their non-binding character “hat constitutes their special contribution. It
allows the participants to interact in an open, exploratory way; to acquire
new information and share their differing perspectives; and to gain insight
into the other’s—and indeed their own—needs, fears, concerns, priorities,
and constraints and into the clynamics of the conflict relationship that leads
to exacerbation, escalation, ard perpetuation of the conflict (see Kelman, this
issue). Although they are not negotiations, workshops can contribute to the
negotiation process at all of iis stages. At the pre-negotiation stage, they can
help create an environment conducive to moving toward the negotiating
table. At the para-negotiation stage, they may help create momentum and fos-
ter a sense of possibility, as well as identify new options and refram§ issues. I.n
periods marked by a breakdown of negotiations, they can help rqbuzld trust in
the availability of a negotiating partner and a sense of possibility and hope.
Finally, at the post-negotiaticn stage, they can contribute to implementatlon
of the negotiated agreements, peace-building, and reconciliation.

ACTIVITIES IN THE PRE-NEGOTIATING PERIOD

Our earliest work, in the 1970s and 1980s, clearly corresponds to the
pre-negotiation phase of the conflict. During that phase, the primary
purpose of our efforts was to help create a political atmosphere that would
encourage the parties to move to the negotiating table. Our workshops and
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related activities contributed to the development of a sense of possibility, of
new ideas for resolving the conflict, and of relationships among members of
the political elites across the conflict lines. Our workshops during those
years took a variety of forms, briefly described in the concluding article in
this issue (Kelman, this issue).

In 1978, I published my first analysis of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in
an article entitled, “Israelis and Palestinians: Psychological Prerequisites
for Mutual Acceptance” (Kelman, 1978a). This was the first of many
articles and book chapters over the years that analyzed the conflict and
the requirements for its resolution. These writings conceptualized the
conflict as one that is perceived by the parties as a zero-sum conflict around
national identity and national existence, and identified the conditions for
mutual reassurance, acknowledgment, and recognition. A good part of
my writing on this topic—not only in professional publications, but also
in magazine articles and newspaper opinion pieces—can be described as a
form of policy analysis from a social-psychological/conflict resolution per-
spective: analysis of recent developments in the conflict, the reasons behind
them, and their policy implications.

One article that clearly had an impact on my work during the 1980s was
my first report on my conversations with PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat (Kel-
man, 1982b). I first met the Chairman in 1980 in Beirut, through the help of
the networking that I mentioned earlier. The meeting started around mid-
night and lasted about two hours. Only one other person was in the
room—a senior PLO official whom I had met on my very first visit to Beirut
and whom 1 later invited to speak at my Middle East Seminar at Harvard
in the face of considerable criticism. He introduced me to Arafat and
occasionally helped Arafat find the appropriate English word, but the
session was mostly a conversation between Arafat and myself. I made it clear
that I was not interviewing him; and, in fact, I took no notes (until I returned
to my hotel room in the middle of the night)-—although I did not promise
that his remarks were “off the record,” nor did he ask me to do so. I actually
had no intention of writing about the meeting; my purpose in meeting with
him was (a) to gain a direct impression of his thinking and (b) to acquaint
him with my work in the hope that he would give his approval to Palestinians
who asked him or his office about participating in one of our workshops or
other activities. (Most of the Palestinians who worked with us wanted to
make sure that they would not be seen as presenting themselves as
alternatives to the PLO in negotiating with the Israelis.)

I met with Arafat again in Beirut in late 1981, under similar circum-
stances. I might mention here that I periodically met with him in subsequent
years—several times in Tunis, as well as in Algiers, in Amman, in
Cambridge, Massachusetts (after the Oslo Accord), and in Ramallah
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(shortly before his death in 2004). However, our conversations at the first
two meetings, in Beirut, were “he richest and most substantive. 1 had the
strong sense from these conv:rsations—along with what 1 knew about
Arafat’s actions within the Pslestinian movement—that he was open to
negotiating a peace agreement with Israel. 1 based this conclusion not S0
much on what he said about his positions on the issues, but on how he said
it: on his cognitive style and his image of the enemy, as these emerged in the
course of our conversations. Having reached this conclusion, 1 was very
concerned during the Lebanon war of the summer of 1982 that the chance
for a negotiated peace would te seriously undermined if Arafat were to be
killed or if the PLO under his :eadership were to be marginalized—both of
which seemed highly probable. I published an opinion piece in The New
York Times on that theme ia July of 1982 (Kelman, 1982a)—without
mentioning my conversations v/ith Arafat. In the fall, I published the article

"in Foreign Policy magazine (Kelman, 1982b) in which 1 described, in some

detail, what 1 had learned from my conversations with Arafat and why I
had come up with the strong hypothesis that he is open to n(?gotiating a
peace agreement with Israel. Thae editor chose the title, *“Talk With Arafat,”
for this article—a title that conveyed both the fact that the article reports on
my conversations with Arafat ind my §main policy recommendation: test the
hypothesis that I am presentir g by talking with the man. .

The article was heavily critizized in certain quarters in the United States,
as well as in Israel—largely, s the editor of Foreign Policy put it to me,
because it “gentrified Arafat,” treating him as a statesman who must be
taken seriously, rather than as an eccentric who needs a shave and wears a
rag on his head. As far as my sonflict resolution work was concerned, how-
ever, I believe that—if anything—it had a positive impact, enhancing my
credibility on both sides. Among Palestinians, my crc~3c‘1ibility'ros,eT because |
showed a willingness to go public with an unpopular position in support
of the Palestinian cause. Interzstingly, I found that the article enhanced my
credibility even among some of the anti-Arafat elements of the PLO, base§
in Damascus. The article also enhanced my credibility among those Israels
who were interested in exploring the possibilities for negotiations—in other
words, candidates for problem-solving workshops—because it demonstrated
that I was not just another American Jew who was trying to intervene, but
that T had significant connections on the Palestinian side.

ACTIVITIES IN THE 1980s

The second period of our work, spanning the years 1990 to 1993_, can .be
described as transition to a para-negotiation effort. The most distinctive
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project of those years was our first continuing workshop with a group of
high-level, politically influential Israelis and Palestinians, who agreed in
the fall of 1990 to meet three times over the course of the coming year
(Rouhana & Kelman, 1994). A summary of the group’s activities, again,
can be found in the concluding article in this issue (Kelman, this issue).
Briefly, the time seemed ripe for such an effort because the atmosphere
for negotiations had greatly improved after the 1988 meeting of the
Palestinian National Council, which, in effect, endorsed a two-state
solution. The developing trust between the two sides, however, was eroded
by the Gulf crisis and Gulf War. The first two meetings of the group were
largely devoted to rebuilding that trust. By the time of the third meeting,
in August 1991, the participants were ready to engage in constructive
Joint thinking toward resolving some of the difficult issues of the conflict,
and they committed themselves to continuing the group.

Shortly after this third meeting, the political landscape changed dramati-
cally with the start of official Arab-Israeli negotiations, first at the Madrid
conference in the fall of 1991 and then in Washington, DC. As it happened,
four of the six Palestinian members of the continuing workshop were
appointed to the official negotiating team. One year later, with the election
of a Labor Party government in Israel, several of the Israeli members of the
continuing workshop were appointed to high positions in the new adminis-
tration. Several Palestinian and Israeli members left the group in light of
their official appointments, and were replaced by new members. These
developments provided an encouraging example of the potential for transfer
of workshop learnings to the policy process. However, they also raised the
question of the functions of our group at a time when official negotiations
were in progress. At the fifth plenary meeting of the group in the summer
of 1993, there was some sentiment that the time had come to focus more
systematically on specific issues that the official negotiations seemed
unable to resolve and perhaps to work on Joint written products. The
announcement of the Oslo Agreement within days of that meeting
reinforced this sentiment. Accordingly, in close consultation with the mem-
bers of the group, we decided to end the continuing workshop and to
develop a new project, building on our earlier experience, but adapting
the purposes and procedures to the new political requirements created by
the Oslo Agreement,

Our efforts over the years prior to the Oslo Agreement have been credited
by some Israeli and Palestinian observers with significant contributions to
that achievement. Although I have no systematic evidence, I believe that
our work—along with many other efforts—played a modest but not Insig-
nificant role, directly or indirectly, in laying the groundwork for the Oslo
Agreement. In my own assessment, it has done so by helping to develop
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cadres experienced in communication with the other side and prgpa;ed to
carry out productive negotiations; by helping to prc?duce Su?)stanme inputs
into the political thinking and debate on the two S{des, which becamg: ‘the
building stones of the Oslo Agreement; and by helping to create a polmcgl
atmosphere favorable to negotiation and open to a new relatlopsth
between the parties (see Kelman, 1995, 20054, this issue). These are }Ja31cally
confributions to changes in political culture that make the parties more
receptive to negotiation, which is, in‘essence, the operative goal of interac-
tive problem solving (Kelman, 2008). . '

The Oslo Accord marked “he beginning of the third period of our work,
corresponding to a phase of the conflict concerned with implemgntgtion ofa
partial, interim agreement ar.d movement to final-status negotiations. The
most distinctive project of tais peripd was the Joint Working Group on
Israeli~Palestinian Relations, which 1 co-chaired with Nadim Rouhapa
and which included Israelis and Palestinians who were highly influential
within their respective political communities. The group (with some changes
in membership) held a total of 15 plenary meetingsl, as well ag a number of
subgroup meetings, between 1994 and 1999. Its exphcnt‘pu'rpose was to focus
on the difficult issues in the Israeli-Palestinian negotiations that the Oslo
Accord had deferred to the final-status negotiations, designed Fo take Plas:e
after a five-year interim period. Its task was to explore these issues Wxthm
the context of the desired future relationship between the two societies
(i.e., to think of ways of resolving them consiste‘n? with the km@ of fut}lre,
long-term relationship that the participants envisioned for thglr societies).
This required going beyond the balance of power and searchmg for solu-
tions that would address the fundamental needs of both pgrtles and, t‘h&re-
fore, be conducive to a lasting peace, a new relationship, and ultimate
reconciliation. .

For the first time in our work, the Working Group was deliberately
designed to create joint products, in the form of concept papers that wopld
eventually be made public. The papers were not mtende_d to bg i'aluepr'mts
or draft apreements, but ef orts—based on needs analysis and joint think-
ing—to identify the nature of the problem, to offer a ggneral approach to
dealing with it, to explore different options for resolution, an.d to frame
the issues in a way that makes them more amenable to negotiation. The
Working Group was one of the relatively few efforts to gxplore the issues col-
laboratively and to produce: and disseminate jointly written documentg. We
produced numerous drafts of four documents. Three of these were published
(Alpher, Shikaki et al., 1993; Joint Working Group., 1998, 1999, tlianslated
into Arabic and Hebrew, and widely disseminated in all three versions. All
four papers were available during. the discussions of the final-status issues

in the year 2000.
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CURRENT ACTIVITIES

The current phase of our work began with the failure of the Camp David
summit in the summer of 2000 and the onset of the second intifada in the
fall of that year. The resulting breakdown of negotiatiors has been
accompanied by clashing narratives in which each side perceives itself as
having demonstrated its readiness to make peace, but perceives the other
as unwilling to make compromises and responsive only to the language of
force. These narratives, in turn, have set an escalatory process in motion.
In effect, the lessons that have been learned over the quarter century
that led up to Oslo were dramatically unlearned since the failure of Camp
David and the onset of the second intifada (cf. Kelman, 2007b). The
challenge to our work at this stage is to promote a process of re-learning
these lessons—particularly in rebuilding public trust within each society
in the availability of a credible negotiating partner and of a mutually
acceptable formula for a two-state solution.

The main thrust of my work since the end of 2000—in partnership with
Shibley Telhami—has been a new joint working group, focusing on the
theme of rebuilding Israeli and Palestinian trust in the availability of a
negotiating partner and of a mutually acceptable formula for a two-state
solution. We initiated the project in 2001, but due to a variety of difficulties,
it did not take off until 2004.

In four meetings between 2004 and 2006, the group explored the question
of how an agreement to end the conflict through a historic compromise, in
the form of a mutually acceptable two-state solution, could gain wide public
support in the two communities. We concluded that the problem was not so
much in the terms of the agreement, but in the way the agreement was
framed. Given the profound level of mutual distrust, we saw a need to
reframe the terms of a final agreement in a way that reassures the two
publics that the agreement is not jeopardizing their national existence and
that it offers a vision of a mutually beneficial common future. By 2006, the
group was moving toward production of a joint framing paper, but in light
of political changes and events on the ground since 2006, it concluded that
the time was not ripe for a paper focusing on a final agreement. The parti-
cipants have made it very clear, however, that they consider Track Two
efforts more critical than ever, and that they want to continue meeting
with an open agenda—to exchange information and ideas, to discuss new
obstacles and possibilities, and to explore the changing political constella-
tions in the two societies,

At a meeting in 2009, the discussion returned to the original issue with
which this group started: how to rebuild trust in the availability of a nego-
tiating partner on the other side. Participants spelled out what each public
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needs to hear from the leadership on the other sidg in o_xder to be.prepared
to support negotiations that placé their national 1d§n.u'ty and existence at
risk. The discussion generated concrete ideas for eliciting such reassuring
statements from the two leaderships. At their most recent meeung, in June
2010, the participants developed ideas for actions on the part ofAthe u.s.
administration that might advance negotiations, and asked the third party
to convey these ideas to relevant U.S. officials on behalf of th.e Workm%
Group. Thus, it appears that the group may be gradually finding its way
back to the idea of working on a joint product.

PERSONAL QUALITIES

In conclusion, I want to go back to a conference in Doxtnach, SwitzerlandT in
which I participated in 2004 In the discussions followmg each prgsentamon
at this conference, participants were invited to report their pe,rceptlons of the
personal qualities that seemed to characterize the stpfzaker s work. In the
discussion following my presentation, four such quahtxes' stooc'i out: humor,
continuity, persistence, and identity. 1 shall conclude with brief comment§
on how these four qualities—reflecting my personal background an
style—might enter into my practice (Kelman, 2007a). N ‘
With the use of humor, 1 am able to help }vorkshop participants gain
some distance from their problem—to see it, if qnly for a moment, from
an outside perspective. Humnor also creates a personal connection between
d the participants. ’ .
mYﬁi igntinuitl; betwien my work and my life—the way In w}_nc‘g my work
flows from my life experieace, as 1 tried to show at the beginning of n;y
remarks—adds to my credibility as a third pgrty. 1 do not claim to be
neutral in the sense of beng disinterested. It is clear to everyone t.hat 1
am engaged—that 1 deeply care about. the conflict and the two parzt;es tot
it—and why I am engaged. As a commlttgd Jew who grew up in the Zionis
movement, and as somecne who expenenceq oppression, homelessne‘ss,
statelessness, and refugee status early in my ~111_1”(—;, 1 can readlly enipathlze
with both Israelis and Palestinians. My credib_xltty rests not on impartiality,
ipartiality rooed in my life experiences. N
bmi\f(i); ;E;;gnce in {he pursuit of resolution of tbe Israeli-Palestinian cor;l-
flict rests in my view of social change as a cumplatwe process, bqﬂt on small,
concrete steps—preferably steps that instantiate the new realxty that dox}e
hopes to create. This view of social ch‘agge’was tested and requrcr; 1m
my work in the early day: of the'U.S. cml' rights rr‘iovemen’t—-partmu arly,
my work with CORE in the use of nonviolent, dxregt-actlon methods to
break down racial segregaiton, one lunch counter at a time. My perseverance
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is nounshed~ by what I call strategic optimism: a strategy designed to seek
out and actively pursue all possible openings to peace, which can hel 3‘:
counteract thg pervasive pessimism that dominates d;:ep—rooted conf};)i to
and the negative self-fulfilling prophecies that it engenders. In m mac .
years of work on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, I have takén on g m;
role as bearer of the sense of possibility. , Lo
wFinally, my identity also enters into my role as a third party, as I hav
already sugges}ed m my comment about the continuity be’tween me
_work’ a}nd my life. T like to believe that I model the possibility of multi ly
Tdent?txes, which is an underlying theme of my work with conflicts betwé) ;
?dent{ty groups. It 1s possible for two groups to develop a transcend erz
identity thatv includes both of them, alongside of-—not in place of—theq
separate n.atlonal identities. It is possible to accommodate the identit eci?
_the other in one’s own .identity—to counteract the view of group idegtity
g Zero-sum terms, wh1§:h prevails in conflicts between identity groups.
However, _such elaborations of and adjustments in identity become os;
!ble: c'ml){ in a context in which the core of each group’s own natll?on 1
identity 1sfc0nﬁrrpe<;1. This is the essence of what | have described as tf?e
g;gic;;z; oso;:’c‘:f;matmg identity, which i1s an integral part of interactive
Althoug}} it was not brought up in the Dornach discussion, I want to add
a fifth quality, which is closely linked to readiness to adopt r;lultiple identi-
ties and to accommodate the identity of the other: the quality of empath
The develop;ne;nt of what Ralph White (1984) called “realistic em I;th -
among conflicting parties is critical to conflict resolution and reconcil?atioix
By the same token, the third party has to be able to model and encoura é
emgathy. if the process of joint thinking among dialogue participants is %o
achieve its potential. The anecdote that I recounted at the beginning of
;}; ren‘u;)rkbs1 suggests that the quality of empathy emerged early in myglife
an m?;(})l ;a)f t};l :teili)fe:.i to propel me into the work to which I have devoted
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Interactive problem solving is an unofficial, third-party approach to the resol-
ution of international and intercommunal conflicts, derived from the work of
John Burton and anchoied in social-psychological principles. The article pre-
sents the approach as a s>ecially constructed micreprocess, best exemplified by
problem-solving workshops with' unofficial representatives of the conflicting
parties, designed to produce changes in the macroprocess of conflict resolution
through the joint development of new ideas and insights that can be fed into
the political cultures of the two societies. The article describes the dual purpose
of problem-solving workshops, their relationship to official negotiations, their
typical participants, the role of the third party, the ground rules governing
workshop interactions, and the broad agenda they are designed to cover.
The work of the author and his collaborators on the Israeli-Palestinian con-
flict over the past four decades is briefly reviewed and its possible contribu-
tions to the larger process are suggested. The article concludes with a major
challenge to the methods of interactive problem solving in the current phase
of the Israeli-Palestintan conflict,

For nearly 40 years now, my colleagues and I have developed and applied an
unofficial, academically’ based, third-party approach to the resolution
of international and intercommunal conflicts, which I have come to call
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the Art of Conflict Transformmation, Berne, Switzerland, July 17, 2009,
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interactive problem solving. The approach is a form of unofficial—or what is
now often called “Track Two™ —diplomacy. It has also been described as
“informal mediation by the scholar—practitioner” (Kelman, 2002) to empha-
size the unofficial and facilitative form of the intervention and the academic
base of the third party. -

My approach to conflict resolution derives from the pioneering work
of John Burton (1969, 1979, 1984), who developed a form of unofficial dip-
" lomacy for which he initially used the term “controlled communication.”
The method involved bringing together high-level representatives of parties
in conflict in an academic setting for confidential, unofficial, analytic com-
munication under the guidance of a panel of political and social scientists.
1 had the good fortune of serving on such a panel for one of Burton’s
earliest exercises (or workshops, as we now call them) in the fall of 1966.
The meeting dealt with the Cyprus conflict, and was held at the University
College of London, where Burton had established the Centre for the
Analysis of Conflict.

Starting with that experience (see Kelman, 1972), I became increasingly
committed to the development of this approach and to its application in
the Middle East and elsewhere, in collaboration with many colleagues and
students. The methods of interactive problem solving are applicable to a wide
variety of conflicts, and have indeed been applied in a number of protracted
conflicts between identity groups around the world, including Cyprus, Sri
Lanka, Bosnia, Colombia, and Northern Ireland. My own work, since the
early 1970s, has concentrated on the Arab-Israeli conflict and especially on
the Israeli-Palestinian component of that conflict (Kelman, 1999).

In our evolving model, both the analysis of international conflict and the
workshop methodology are explicitly anchored in social-psychological prin-
ciples (Kelman, 2007; Kelman & Fisher, 2003). Our workshops are distinctly
Track Two efforts in that they target political elites but, as I shall try to
show, their fundamental purpose is to contribute to change in the political
cultures of the conflicting societies.

THE MICROPROCESS AND THE MACROPROCESS

What makes interactive problem solving quintessentially social-psychologi-
cal in its orlentation is its goal of promoting change in individuals—through
face-to-face interaction in small groups—as a vehicle for change in larger
social systems: in national policy, in political culture, and in the conflict
system at large. The core of the work of interactive problem solving is a
particular microprocess, best exemplified by problem-solving workshops,
to which I shall return shortly. However, this microprocess is intended to
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produce changes in the macroprocess, in the larger process of conflict resol-
ution, including the official negotiations—in what is now commonly called
the peace process (Kelman. 1997). To put it in other terms, our task is to
promote privale dialogue ir; the hope of influencing public policy.

The microprocess relates to the macroprocess in two ways. First and
foremost, it provides inputs into the macroprocess. The challenge here 1s
to identify the appropriate points of entry: those points in the larger process
where contributions from problem-solving workshops and, from a social-
psychological analysis, can be particularly useful. Second, the microprocess
can serve as a metaphor for what happens—or, at least in my view, ought
to happen—at the macrolevel (Kelman, 1996). Let me elaborate somewhat
on interactive problem solving as a metaphor for the larger process of
conflict resolution before turning to a description of the microprocess of
problem-solving workshops.

The three components o the term interactive problem solving—problem,
solution, and interactive—suggest ;what, 1 propose, happens or ought to
happen in the larger process. First, the conflict needs to be treated as a
problem that 1s shared by the parties. Essentially, it is a problem in the
relationship between the parties, which has become completely competitive,
to the point of mutual destructiveness. Conflict itself is a normal and poten-
tially constructive aspect of relations within and between groups, organiza-
tions, and societies, as long as both competitive and cooperative elements
are maintained and balanced in the relationship. However, in deep-rooted
ethnic conflicts of the kind with which we are concerned, the relationship
has come to a point where each party, in pursuit of its own needs and
interests, threatens and undermines the needs and interests of the other
party and seeks to destroy ‘he other.

Recognizing that the conflict represents a problem in the relationship
between the parties, the conflict resolution process needs to search for a so/-
ution to the problem. A prooer solution is one that addresses the underlying
causes of the conflict, which can be located in the unfulfilled or threatened
needs of both parties, particularly their needs for security, identity, dignity,
participation, autonomy, justice, and recognition. A solution that addresses
these needs ultimately leads to a transformation of the destructive relation-
ship between the parties.

Finally, the term interact,ve refers to the proposition that the task of solv-
ing the problem presented by the conflict is best achieved through direct
interaction in which the parties are able to share their differing perspectives
and learn how to influence each othé;r by way of responsiveness to the other’s
needs and concerns. Such responsiveness, based on taking the perspective of
the other, is the way in which people normally influence each other in social
relationships. In conflict relationships, this process is seriously undermined.
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The problem solving required for conflict resolution can occur most effec-
tively in an interactive context in which the ability to exert muiauai mi.‘luence
through responsiveness to the other has been restorefl. A solution arpved at
through the direct interaction between the parties is more condugwe to a
stable, durable peace and a new, cooperative relationship than an imposed
solution because it is more likely to address the parties’ fundamental
needs and to elicit their commitinent to the agreement and sense of owner-
ship of it. Moreover, the interactive process of arriving at the solution n
itself initiates the new relationship that the solution is designed to foster.
This view of the macroprocess of conflict resolution suggests some _of the
key components of the process, which must take place sox.ne.wher.e m Fhe
larger systern. Table 1 lists four such components. The first is 1’dent1ﬁcatlon
and analysis of the problem: The parties must identify each s@e s fundamen-
tal needs and fears as seen within each party’s own perspective. Moreover,
the parties have to become sensitized to the dynamic§ of conflict—to those
interaction processes that are conducive to its escalatxor} and perpetuation.
The second component of the macroprocess of conflict re?solut'lon 18 the
joint shaping of ideas for solving the problem that has been 1dent1ﬁ§d. Th_ls
calls for opportunities for the parties to explort_e options, to ref?arne issues in
ways that make them more amenable to negotiation and‘ conflict resolution,
and to generate creative approaches to a win-wiin sf?lutlc:n, Such a process
of pre-negotiation, at all stages of conflict resolution, increases the l}kelihood
that formal negotiations themselves will be maximally effectl've, (The
absence of such a pre-negotiation process, incidentally, was a major factor
in the failure of the Camp David summit in 2000.) The way the issues are
framed has a major impact on the parties’ ability to achieve- a negqtlated
agreement and on the quality of that agreement from the point of view of
roducing a lasting peace. '
P The thgird cornpiscnt listed in Table 1 is influencing thfa other side. The
essential requirement here is to shift from the heavy reh'fmce on the use
and threat of force, which now characterizes the international system, to
the use of positive incentives, including incentives in the _form of _mutqal
reassurance and mutual enticement. For parties engaged in an existential
conflict, such as that between Israelis and Palestinians, negotiations always

TABLE 1
Components of the Conflict Resolution Process

1. Identification and analysis of the problem
2. Joint shaping of ideas for solution

3. Influencing the other side

4. Creating a supportive political environment
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loom as dangerous and threatening. The parties are afraid they might be
induced to yield too much and to place themselves on a slippery slope, ulu-
mately losing everything, including their national identity and national
existence. Therefore, mutue] reassurance that it is safe to enter into negotia-
tions and mutual enticement through the promise of attractive gains are key
elements of the mutual injluence required for conflict resolution. To this
end, as I have already suggested, each party has to learn how to influence
the other by being responsive to the other’s needs and fears. Only influence
through responsiveness is conducive to a stable change in the relationship.

The fourth component ¢f the macroprocess of conflict resolution is cre-
ating a supportive political environment for negotiations. One of the impor-
tant features of a supportive environment is the sense of mutual reassurance,
which is fostered by sensitivity to each other’s concerns and the development
of working trust (i.e., the conviction that the other is sincere in its commit-
ment to negotiating a peaceful solution). Another important element of a
supportive environment is the sense of possibility—the sense that, although
negotiations may be difficalt and risky, it is possible to find a mutually
satisfactory solution, This sense of possibility contributes to creating self-
fulfilling prophecies in a positive direction, to counteract the negative
self-fulfilling prophecies that result from the mutual distrust and pervasive
pessimism about finding a way out that normally characterize protracted
conflicts. A supportive political environment is marked by a shift in the
dominant political discoursc from power politics to mutual accommodation.

These components of the conflict resolution process, as I have suggested,
must occur somewhere in the larger system if conflict resolution is to become
possible. They do not have to take place everywhere and at all times. But,
somewhere in the system, ttere have to be efforts to identify and analyze the
problem, to engage in joint shapin g ofideas for a mutually acceptable solution,
to influence the other throvgh mutual reassurance and other positive incen-
tives, and to create a supporive political environment. Problem-solving work-
shops and related activities in the spirit of interactive problem solving seek to
provide special opportunities for these kinds of processes to oceur, Let me turn,
then, to a description of the microprocess of problem-solving workshops,
which bring together members of the political elites of the conflicting societies
for direct, face-to-face interaction facilitated by a third party knowledgeable
about international conflict, group process, and the conflict region,

PROBLEM-SOLVING WORKSHOPS

The precise format of problem-solving workshops may vary as a function of
the phase of the conflict, the nature of the participants, the particular
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occasion and setting, and the specific purpose. Whatever their format, these
workshops represent a microprocess that is specifically designed to insert
into the macroprocess—in a modest, but systematic way—the components
of conflict resolution that I have outlined. One can think of problem-solving
workshops as workshops in the literal sense of the term, like a carpenter’s or
an artisan’s workshop: a specifically constructed space in which the parties
can engage in a process of exploration, observation, and analysis; and in
which they can create new products for export, as it were. The products
in this case take the form of new ideas and insights that can be fed into
the political debate and the decision-making process within the two societies
and, thus, penetrate their political cultures.

Workshops are not negotiating sessions. They are not intended to substi-
tute for negotiations or to bypass them in any way. Negotiations can be
carried out only by officials who are authorized to conclude binding agree-
ments; and workshops, by definition, are unofficial and non-binding. It is
precisely their non-binding character, however, that represents their unique
strength and special contribution to the larger process. They provide an
opportunity for the kind of exploratory interaction that is very difficult to
achieve in the context of official negotiations. The non-binding character
of workshops allows the participants to interact in an open, exploratory
way; to speak and listen to each other as a means of acquiring new infor-
mation and sharing their differing perspectives; and to gain insight into
the other’s—and indeed their own—needs, fears, concerns, priorities, and
constraints and into the dynamics of the conflict relationship that leads to
exacerbation, escalation, and perpetuation of the conflict.

Although workshops are not negotiations and not meant to be negotia-
tions, they are directly linked to the negotiations and complementary to
them. I view them as an integral part of the larger negotiation process,
potentially relevant at all of its stages (see Table 2). At the pre-negotiation
stage, they can contribute to creating an environment that is conducive to
moving the parties toward the negotiating table. Alongside of negotiations,
at the para-negotiation stage, they may be particularly useful in helping
the parties deal with the setbacks, stalemates, and losses of momentum

TABLE 2
Relationship of Interactive Problem Solving to Negotiations

Pre-negotiation stage: Creating an environment conducive to moving to the table

Para-negotiation stage: Helping to create momentum, identify options, and reframe issues

Breakdown of negotiations: Rebuilding trust in the negotiating partner and sense of possibility
and hope

Post-negotiation stage: Contributing to implementation, peace building, and reconciliation
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that often mark the negotiations of ntense, protracted conflicts—as we have
observed _in the Isracli-Palestinian and many other cases. Thus, they
may contribute to creating momentum and reviving the sense of possibiiitv

They canvalso deal with issues that are not yet on the table, providing a-n.
opportumty for the parties to pre-negotiate some of these issues: to idegtify
hew options and reframe the issues in ways that make them more amenable
to successful negotiation by the time they get to the table. In periods marked
by a ér.eakdowrz of negotiations, such as the current stage in the Israeli-~
Pa}gstlnlan case, workshops can contribute to rebuilding trust in the avail-
ability of a negotiating pariner and a sense of possibility and hope and, thus

help the pgrties find a way back to the negotiating table. Finally, ;xt thf;
post-negotiation stage, workshops can contribute to resolving the problems
of 1mplementati0n of the negotiated agreements, as well as to the post-
conﬂlct process of peace building, reconciliation, and transforming the
relationship between the former enemies.

Our Isracli-Palestinian workshops until 1991 were all obviously in the
pre-nego‘gation phase because there were no negotiations in progress. More-
over, until 1990, all of our workshops were one-time, self-contained events
usually consisting of separate pre-workshop sessions (of 4-5 hr) for each’
p_arty and 2% days (often over a weekend) of joint meetings. Some of the indi-
vidual participants in thete workshops took part in more than one such
event, but the group as a whole met only for this one occasion. It was not
until 1990 that we organized our first continuing workshop with a group
pf influential Israclis and Palestinians who participated in a series of meet-
mgs over a 3-year period ‘Rouhana & Kelman, 1994). We were unable to
mount such a continuing workshop before 1990 for political, financial
and logistical reasons. We have since had a Joint Working Group Qr;
Israeli-Palestinian Relatioas, which met between 1994 and 1999 and-—for
the first time in our work—-was explicitly dedicated to producing joint con-
Cept papers on issues in the final-status negotiations. We now have another
Jomnt Israeli-Palestinian working group that began in 2001, after the failure
of t?}e Camp David summiit and the onset of the second intifada, with a
special focus on rebuilding trust in the availability of a negotiating partner
and that has met periodicelly since then. ’

PRINCIPLE:S GOVERNING WORKSHOPS

To give some indication of what happens at workshops and the principles
that govern them, I descride a typical one-time workshop between Israelis
and Palestinians. There are, understandably, important differences between
one-time and continuing workshosps. There is also considerable variation
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among one-time workshops, with respect to the nature and number of
participants, the size of the third party, the occasion for convening the
workshop, the specific purposes, the setting, and other considerations. How-
ever, despite such variations, there is a set of key principles that apply
throughout and can be gleaned from the description of an ideal-type,
one-time workshop. .

The typical workshop participants are politically involved and, in many
cases, politically influential members of their communities. However, with
occasional exceptions, they have not been current officials. They have
included parliamentarians; leading figures in political parties or movements;
former ministers, military officers, diplomats, or government officials; and
journalists or editors specializing in the Middle East. Many of the parti-
cipants have been academics who are important analysts of the conflict
for their societies-—who not only publish scholarly monographs but also
write for the newspapers and appear on radio and television—and some
of whom have served in advisory, official, or diplomatic positions and are
likely to do so again in the future. We look for participants who are part
of the mainstream of their societies and close to the center of the political
spectrum, but they have to be interested in exploring the possibilities of a
negotiated solution and willing to sit with members of the other society as
equals.

The number of participants has varied; our workshops generally include
three to six members of each party, as well as a third party of two to four
members. On a number of occasions, we have arranged meetings between
just two high-level participants—one Israeli and one Palestinian—who
preferred to meet in complete privacy rather than in a group setting. The
group setting, of course, has great advantages because it reveals some of
the internal dynamics—including the intragroup conflicts—within each
society, which are important dimensions of intergroup conflict. However,
the occasional one-on-one meetings have been valuable in their own way,
particularly in view of the stature of their participants.

The modal number of third-party members has been three, but here too
there has been variation. I have done a series of workshops in conjunction
with my graduate seminar on international conflict in which the members of
the class have been able to take part by serving as apprentice members of the
third party. In all other respects, these workshops have followed the usual
workshop design. Although we have sometimes had a third party of 25
members in these workshops, we have been able to organize them in a
way that both preserves the integrity of the process and gives the students
the opportunity to gain first-hand experience with the model. It should be
noted that only five of the students, on an alternating basis, sit around

the table at any one time. The others observe the proceedings from an
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adjoining room with a ore-way mirror—of course, with the full knowledge
of the participants. It is understood that, at all times, the students are
members of the third party, subject to the discipline of the third party réther
than mere observers. ’

The academic setting is an important feature of our approach. It has the
advantage of providing an unofficial, private, non-binding context, with its
own set of norms to support a type of interaction that departs I;rom the
norms that generally govarn interactions between conflicting parties. Con-
flict norms require the parties to be militant, unyielding, and dismissive of
thg other’s claims, interes:s, fears| and rights. To engage in a different kind
of interaction, which enatles each party to enter into the other’s perspective
and tf)'work with the othe; in the search for mutual benefits, requires a coun-
tervgllmg set of norms. The academic setting is not the only setting that can
prgvu}i@ such countervailir.g norms; a religious setting, for example, could do
so in 1t§ own way. In our work, however, we have found that the ﬁniversity
setting is well-suited to performing this function. The norms of this setting
both free and require participants to interact in a different way. The fact that
the discussions are non-committal—"‘just academic’-—makes it relatively
safe to 'deviafce from the conflict norms. The fact that the third party “owns”’
the setting gives us some authority to prescribe the nature of the interaction

The third party in our model performs a strictly facilitative role. We do no£
generaﬂy propose solutions, nor do we participate in the substantive discus-
sions. Our task is to creat: the conditions that allow ideas for resolving the
conflict to emerge out of the interaction between the parties themselves
The role of the third party is important. We select and brief the participants‘
set and enforce the ground rules, and propose the main lines of the agenda?
We moc%erate the discussion and make a variety of interventions: content
observations, which often 1ake the form of summarizing, highlighting, asking
for clarification, or pointing to similarities and differences between the ’partieS'
process observations, which suggest how interactions within the group ma);
reflect the dynamics of the conflict between the two societies; and occasional
Fheoretical observations, which offer concepts that might be useful in clarify-
ing the issues under discussion. Finally, we serve as a repository of trust for
the parties who, by definition, do not trust each other: They feel safe to come
to the workshop because ttey trust the third party and rely on it to make sure
that confidentiality is mairtained énd that their interests are protected.

GROUND RULES

T_he ground ru]gs governing the workshop, which are presented to parti-
(npants several times—at the point of recruitment, in the pre-workshop
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TABLE 3
Workshop Ground Rules

. Privacy and confidentiality

. Focus on each other (not constituencies, audiences, or third parties)
. Analytic (non-polernical) discussion

. Problem-solving (non-adversarial) mode

. No expectation of agreement

. Equality in setting

. Facilitative role of third party
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sessions, and at the beginning of the workshop itself—are listed in Table 3.
The first ground rule, privacy and confidentiality, is at the heart of the
workshop process. It stipulates that whatever 1s said in the course pf a work-
shop cannot be cited for attribution outside of the \x{orkshop setting by any
participant, including the third party. To support this ground rule, the typi-
cal workshop has no audience, no publicity, and no record. To ensure priv-
acy, we have no observers in our workshops; the only way our students are
able to observe the process is by being integrated into the third par.ty and
accepting the discipline of the third party. To ensure coqﬁdentlahty,_ we
do not tape workshop sessions. Tape recordings would provide a potentially
rich source of data for discourse analysis and other types of research, but |
have followed the principle—based on my definition of action rgsearch——
that the action requirements must prevail over the research requirements.
1 have not, therefore, been willing to take any steps in the inte;esi of
research that might interfere with the process required by our practice.
Confidentiality and non-attribution are essential for protecting the inter-
ests of the participants. In the earlier years of our work, meetings between
Israelis and Palestinians were controversial in the two comrgunmes._’ll‘he
very fact that they were taking part in such a meeting. entailed political
and, at times, legal or even physical risks for participants. Now that
Israeli-Palestinian meetings have become almost routine, most (although
not all) participants are not concerned if their participation becom§s kpown.
Privacy and confidentiality—particularly the principle of non-attribution—
remain essential, however, for protection of the process. This ground rp]e
makes it possible for the participants to engage in tbe }(ind .of mteraction
that problem-solving workshops require. Confidentiality gives them @he
freedom and safety to think, listen, talk, and play with ideas without h'avmg
to worry that they will be held accountable outside for what they say in the
workshop. ' _
Ground Rules 2 through 4 in Table 3 spell out the nature of the interaction
that the workshop process is designed to encourage and that the principle of
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privacy and conﬁdentiality is designed to protect. We ask participants to
focus on each other in the course of the workshop: to listen to each other, with
the aim of understanding the other’s perspective; and to address each other,
with the aim of making “heir own perspective understood. Workshops are
radically different, in this respect, from debates in which participants
listen only for tactical purposes; in which they address the audience, their
own constituencies, and third parties, rather than the other party; and in
which they often speak for the record. This is why we avoid having an
audience or a record and adhere strictly to the principle of confidentiality

Focusing on each other enables and encourages the parties to engage in
an analytic discussion. The purpose of the exchange is not to engage in the
usual polemics that characterize conflict interactions. Rather, it is to gain an
understanding of each oiher’s needs, fears, concerns, priorities, and con-
straints. A second purpose is to develop insight into the dynamics of the
conflict, particularly into the ways in which the conflict-driven interactions
between the parties tend to exacerbate, escalate, and perpetuate their con-
flict. An analytic discuss.on is not intended to exclude the expression of
emotions. In a genuine discussion between parties engaged in a bitter con-
flict, one cannot avoid the: occasional expression of anger, distrust, anxiety,
disappointment, impatience, or outrage. Indeed, sharing these emotions is
an important part of learning about one another’s perspective. Expressions
of emotions should, therefore, be used in the course of workshops as
raw material for enhancing the participants’ analytic understanding of the
concerns of the two sides and the dynamics of the conflict.

Analytic discussion helos the parties move to a problem-solving mode of
interaction, in contrast t¢ the adversarial mode that usually characterizes
conflict interactions. In I'ne with a “no-fault” principle, the participants
are asked to treat the conflict as a shared problem, requiring joint efforts
to find a mutually satisfastory solution, rather than try to determine who
is right and who is wrong on the basis of historical or legal argumentation.
We are not asking participants to abandon their ideas about the justice of
their cause, nor are we suggesting that both sides are equally right or equally
wrong. We are merely oroposing that a. problem-solving approach is
more likely to be product:ve than-an attempt to allocate blame.

The fifth ground rule, listed in Table 3, states that in a workshop—unlike
a negotiating session—there is no expectation to reach an agreement. (QOur
Joint Working Group on Israeli-Palestinian Relations, which met between
1994 and 1999 and to which I return shortly, was an exception in this
respect.) Like any conflict resolution effort, we are interested in finding
common ground, but the amount of agreement achieved in the workshop
discussion is not a mezsure of the success of the enterprise. If the
participants come away ‘with a better understanding of the other side’s
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perspettive, of their own priorities, and of the dynamics of the conflict, the
workshop will have fulfilled its purpose, even if it does not produce an
outline of a peace treaty.

The sixth ground rule states that, within the workshop setting, the two
parties are equals. Clearly, there are important asymmetries between them
in the real world—asymmetries in power, in moral position, and in repu-
tation. These play important roles in conflict and must be taken into
account in the workshop discussions. However, the two parties are equals
in the workshop setting in the sense that each party has the same right to
serious consideration of its needs, fears, and concerns. Within the rules of
the workshop, the Israeli participants cannot dismiss the Palestinian con-
cerns on the grounds that the Palestinians are the weaker party and are,
therefore, in a poor bargaining position; nor can the Palestinian participants
dismiss the Israeli concerns on the grounds that the Israelis are the oppres-
sors and are, therefore, not entitled to sympathy. Each side has the right to
be heard in the workshop and each side’s needs and fears must be given
equal attention in the search for a mutually satisfactory solution,

The final ground rule listed in Table 3 concerns the facilitative role of the
third party, which I have already discussed. In keeping with this rule, the
third party does not take positions on the issues, give advice, . or offer its
own proposals; nor does it take sides, evaluate the ideas presented, or arbi-
trate between different interpretations of historical facts and international
jaw. Within its facilitative role, however, it sets the ground rules and moni-
tors adherence to them; it helps to keep discussion moving in constructive
directions, tries to stimulate movement, and intervenes as relevant with
questions, observations, and even challenges.

WORKSHOP AGENDA

One of the tasks of the third party is to set the agenda for the discussion.
In the typical one-time workshop, the agenda is relatively open and unstruc-
tured, as far as the substantive issues under discussion are concerned.
The way in which these issues are approached, however, and the order of
discussion are structured so as to facilitate the kind of discourse that
the ground rules seek to encourage. The workshop begins with personal
introductions around the table; a review of the purposes, procedures, and
ground rules of the gathering; and an opportunity for the participants to
ask questions about these. We then typically proceed with a five-part
agenda, as outlined in Table 4.

The first discussion session is devoted to an exchange of information
between the two sides, which serves primarily to break the ice and to set
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TABLE 4
Workshop Agenda

1. Information exchange:

2. Needs analysis

3. Jomnt thinking about splutions

4, Discussion of constraints

5. Joint thinking about ways of overcoming constraints

the tone for the kind of discourse we hope to generate. Each party is asked
to talk about the situatior: on the: ground and the current mood in its own
community, about the issuzs in the conflict as seen in that community, about
the spectrum of views on the conflict and its resolution, and about its mem-
bers’ own positions withir that spectrum. This exchange provides a shared
base of information and sets a precedent for the two sides to deal with each
other as mutual resources: rather than solely as combatants.

The core agenda of the workshop begins with a needs analysis in which
each side is asked to tall: about its fundamental needs and fears-—those
needs that would have to be satisfied and those fears that would have to
be allayed if a solution is to be acceptable in its society. Participants are
asked to listen attentively and not to debate or argue about what the other
side says, although they are invited to ask for elaboration and clarification.
The purpose of this phase of the proceedings 15 to help each side understand
the basic concerns of the other side from the other’s perspective. We check
the level of understanding by asking each side to summarize the other’s
needs, as they have heard them. Each side then has the opportunity to cor-
rect or amplify the summary that has been presented by the other side. Once
the two sides have come 1o grasp each other’s perspective and understand
each other’s needs as well as seems possible at that point, we move on to
the next phase of the agenda: joint thinking about solutions to the conflict.

There is a clear logic to “he order of the phases of this agenda. We discour-
age the participants from proposing solutions until they have identified the
problem, which stems frcm the parties’ unfulfilled and threatened needs.
We want the participants to come up with ideas for solution that are
anchored in the problem—-that address the parties’ felt needs. What we ask
the parties to do in Phase 3 of the agenda 1s to generate—through a process
of joint thinking {or interastive problem solving)—ideas for the overall shape
of a solution to the conflict, or to particular issues within the conflict, that are
responsive to the fundamental needs and fears of both parties, as presented in
the preceding phase of the workshop. The participants are given the difficult
assignment of thinking of solutions that respond not only to their own side’s
needs and fears (as they would in a bargaining situation), but simultaneocusly
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to the needs and fears of both sides. It goes against the grain for parties
engaged in a deep-rooted conflict to think of ways in which the adversary,
too, can “‘win”’—but that is precisely what joint thinking requires.

Once the parties have achieved some common ground in generating ideas
for solutions that would address the fundamental needs and fears of both
sides, we turn to a discussion of the political and psychological constraints
within their societies that stand in the way of such solutions. Discussion of
constraints is an extremely important part of the learning that takes place in
workshops because parties involved in an intense conflict find it difficult
to understand the constraints of the other, or even to recognize that the
other—Ilike themselves—has constraints. However, we try to discourage dis-
cussion of constraints until the parties have gone through the phase of joint
thinking because a premature focus on constraints is likely to inhibit the cre-
ative process of generating new ideas. We try to see whether the particular
individuals around the table can come up with new ideas for resolving the
conflict. Once they have generated such ideas, we explore the constraints
that make it difficult for these new ideas to gain acceptance in their societies.

Finally, to the extent that time permits, we ask the participants to engage
in another round of joint thinking, this time about ways of overcoming the
constraints apainst integrative, win—win solutions to the conflict. In this
phase of the workshop, participants try to generate ideas for steps that they
personally, their organizations, or their governments can take-—separately
or jointly—to overcome the constraints that have been identified. Such ideas
may focus, in particular, on steps of mutual reassurance—in the form of
acknowledgments, symbolic gestures, or confidence-building measures—
that would make the parties more willing and able to take the risks required
for innovative solutions to the conflict.

DUAL PURPOSE OF WORKSHOPS

The ground rules and agendas that I have described are designed to help
achieve the dual purpose of workshops (see Table 5), to which_ 1 .al’iuded
earlier. The first purpose is to produce change in the particular individuals

TABLE 5
The Dual Purpose of Interactive Problem Solving

Change in individual workshop participants: Development of new insights and new ideas for

conflict resolution . _ ‘ '
Transfer of these changes into the political debate and the decision-making processes in their

societies
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who are sitting around th: workshop table—to enable them to gain new
insights into the conflict and acquire new ideas for resolving the conflict
and overcoming the barrers to a negotiated solution. However, these
changes at the level of individual participants are not ends in themselves,
but vehicles for promoting change at the policy level. To this end, the second
purpose of workshops is to maximize the likelihood that the new insights
and ideas developed by workshop participants will be fed back into the
political debate and decision-making procedures in their respective societies.

What is interesting, both theoretically and practically, is that these two
purposes may be, and often are, contradictory to each other. The require-
ments for maximizing chaage in the workshop itself may be contrary to
the requirements for maximizing the transfer of that change into the polit-
ical process. The best example of these dialectics is the selection of parti-
cipants. To maximize transfer into the political process, we would look
for participants who are officials, as close as possible to the decision-making
process, and, thus in a position to apply immediately what they have
learned. To maximize change, however, we would look for participants
who are removed from the decision-making process and, therefore, less con-
strained in their interactions and freer to play with ideas and explore hypo-
thetical possibilities. To ba ance these contradictory requirements, we look
for participants who are not officials, but politically influential. They are,
thus, more free to engage in the process but, at the same time, their positions
within their societies are such that any new ideas that they develop can have
an impact on the thinking of decision makers and the society at large.

Another example of the d:alectics of workshops is the degree of cohesiveness
that we try to engender in the group of participants. An adequate level of group
cohesiveness is important tc the effective interaction among the participants.
However, if the workshop group becomes t0o cohesive—if the Israeli and
Palestinian participants forra too close a coalition across the conflict lines—
they may lose credibility and political effectiveness in their own communities
(Kelman, 1993). To balance these two contradictory requirements, we recog-
nize that the coalition formed by the two groups of participants must remain
an uneasy coalition. By the same token, we aim for the development of working
trusi—of trust in the participants on the other side based not so niuch on inter-
personal closeness, but on thz conviction that they are sincerely committed, out
of their own interests, to the search for a peaceful solution.

ACTIVITIES OVER THE YEARS

While adhering to the gerieral principles I have outlined, our work has
evolved over the years, adapting itself to significant changes in the political
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situation. I summarize our Israeli-Palestinian work in terms of four general
phases, corresponding to different stages of the conflict itself.

Our earliest work, in the 1970s and 1980s, clearly corresponds to the
pre-negotiation phase of the conflict. During that phase, the primary
purpose of our efforts was to help create a political atmosphere that would
encourage the parties to move to the negotiating table. Our workshops and
related activities contributed to the development of a sense of possibility, of
new ideas for resolving the conflict, and of relationships among members of
the political elites across the conflict lines. Our workshops during those
years took a variety of forms and included, among others, a workshop with
leading Israeli and Palestinian women; several one-on-one events; a series of
workshops in the context of my graduate seminar on International Conflict,
a “fish-bowl” workshop with a select audience at the meetings of the Inter-
national Society of Political Psychology; and a workshop in 1985 with
five Israeli Knesset members and five leading Palestinians, which tock place
in the wake of a public symposium and which yielded two adjoining
and linked opinion articles in The New York Times by an Israeli and a
Palestinian member of the group (Sarid & Khalidi, 1984). At the end of this
phase, in 1989, we held a public, off-the-record symposium with leading
Israeli and Palestinian academic and political figures, including a PLO
official; the event was held in public mn order to conform to Israeh law at
the time governing meetings of Israeli citizens with PLO members. All of
the events during this phase were one-time workshops following—with some
variations here and there—the ground rules and agenda that I have
described.

The second period of our work, which spanned the years 1990 to 1993,
can be described as primarily a para-negotiation effort. Although we orga-
nized a variety of one-time workshops (including another women’s work-
shop and the workshops linked to my seminar), the most distinctive
project of those years was our first continuing workshop. By 1989, in
the wake of the 1988 Palestinian National Council (PNC) session in
Algiers, which in effect endorsed a two-state solution, the atmosphere
for negotiations had greatly improved—which indeed made it politically
possible for Israelis to participate tn public meetings with PLO figures.
In view of these developments, the time seemed ripe in the fall of 1990
for Nadim Rouhana and myself to convene a continuing workshop with
a group of high-level, politically influential Israelis and Palestinians, who
initially agreed to meet three times over the course of the coming year
{(Rouhana & Kelman, 1994). C. R. Mitchell and Harold Saunders joined
us in this enterprise as senior members of the third party.

The first two meetings took place in the shadow of the Gulf crisis and
the Guif War, which seriously undermined the trust between the Israelis
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and Palestinians that had been slowly developing during the late 1980s.
Much of the work of the parties at these meetings was devoted to repair-
ing their relationship and to persuading each other that there was still a
negotiating partner for them onjthe other side. By the time of the third
meeting, in August 1991, the parties were ready to engage in a construc-
tive effort of joint thinking and to formulate mutually acceptable
approaches to some of the difficult issues of the conflict. At the end of
this meeting, the participants committed themselves to continuing the
workshop. ‘

Shortly after this third meeting, the political situation changed dramati-
cally with the initiation of official Arab-Israeli negotiations, starting with
the Madrid conference in the fall of 1991 and ¢ontinuing in Washington,
DC. For the first time, our work moved from ithe pre-negotiation to the
para-negotiation phase, waere the focus is on ways of overcoming obstacles
and creating momentum for negotiations and on addressing long-term
issues that are not yet on the negbtiation table.

The new situation forced us to confront a new issue: the overlap between
the official and unofficial processes. The PLO was excluded from the official
negotiations, and the Palestinian delegation was made up of members of
civil society—mostly residents in ‘the occupied territories. As it happened,
four of the six Palestinian members of the continuing workshop were
appointed to the official negotiating team. A year later., a Labor Party
governmment took over in [srael, and several of the Israeli members of the
continuing workshop were appointed to high positions in the new adminis-
tration. The political relevance of the continuing workshop was enhanced by
these developments becaise a sizable number of participants were now
actively engaged in the negotiating process. The overlapping roles, however,
also created some ambiguities and role conflicts. Several members left the
group in light of their official appointments and were replaced by new mem-
bers. Much of the time during two plenary sessions of the continuing work-
shop—in the summers of 1992 and 1993—and in subgroup meetings was
spent in discussing the advantages and disadvantages of this overlap, as well
as the general question of he functions of our group at a time when official
negotiations were in progress.

At the 1993 meeting, there was some sentiment that the time had come to
focus more systematically on specific issues that the official negotiations
seemed unable to resolve and perhaps to work on joint written products.
The announcement of the Oslo Agreement within days of that meeting rein-
forced this sentiment. Aceordingly, in close consultation with the members
of the group, we decided to close the continuing workshop and to develop a
new project, building on cur earlifér experience, but adapting the purposes
and procedures to the new political requirements.
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CONTRIBUTIONS OF WORKSHOPS

Our work up to that point—along with many other Track-Two efforts—
played a modest but not insignificant role, directly or indirectly, in laying
the groundwork for the Oslo Agreement. In my own assessment, three kinds
of contributions can be identified (see Kelman, 1995, 2005):

I. Workshops helped to develop cadres experienced in communication
with the other side and prepared to carry out productive negotiations.
Many workshop participants over the years were involved in the dis-
cussions and negotiations that led up to the Oslo Accord. The extensive
involvement of participants in our continuing workshop in the official
negotiations in the early 1990s provides a prime example of this
contribution.

2. Workshops helped to produce substantive inputs into the political think-
ing and debate in the two societies. Through the public and private com-
munications of workshop participants—and, to some degree, of
members of the third party—ideas on which productive negotiations
could be based were injected into the two political cultures and became
the building stones of the Oslo Agreement. These ideas, as summarized
in Table 6, focused in particular on what was both necessary and possible
in negotiating a mutually satisfactory agreement (Kelman, 2005).

3. Our workshops, along with many other efforts, helped to create a political
atmosphere favorable to negotiation and open to a new relationship
between the parties.

TABLE 6
Evolving Ideas for Resolving the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict (1867-1993):
The Building Stones of the Oslo Agreement

Targer of the ideas

Focus of the ideas Negotigtion process Negotiarion outcome
‘What is necessary Negotiations between legitimate Mutual recognition of national
national representatives identity and rights
What is possible Availability of a negotiating The two-state solution
partner

Note. From “Interactive Problem Solving in the Isracli-Palestinian Case: Past
Contributions and Present Challenges,” by H. C. Kelman, 2005, in Paving the
Way. Contributions of Interactive Conflict Resolution to Peacemaking (p. 53}, edited
by R. J. Fisher, Lanham, MD: Lexington. Copyright © 2005 by Lexington Books.
Reprinted with permission.
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[They] have done so by encouraging the development of more differentiated
images of the enemy, of a de-escalating language and a new political discourse
that is attentive to the other party’s concerns and constraints, of a working
trust that is based on the conviction that both parties have a genuine interest
in a peaceful solution, and of a sense of possibility regarding the ultimate
achievement of a mutually satisfactory outcome. (Kelman. 1997, p. 216)

The Oslo Accord marked the beginning of the third period of our work,
which corresponded to a phase of the conflict focusing on implementation
of a partial, interim agreement and movement to final-status negotiations.
The most distinctive project of this period was the Joint Working Group
on Israeli-Palestinian Reletions, which I co-chaired with Nadim Rouhana
and which included Israelis and Palestinians who were highly influential
within their respective political communities. The group held its first meet-
ing in the spring of 1994 and continued (with some changes in membership)
through 1999 for a total of 15 plenary meetings, as well as a number of sub-
group meetings. The explicit purpose of the Working Group was to focus on
the difficult issues in the Israelij—Palestinian negotiations that the Oslo
Accord had deferred to th: final-status negotiations, designed to take place
after a five-year interim period. From the beginning, the idea was to explore
these issues within the context of the desired future relationship between the
two societies. In other words, we asked the participants to think of ways of
resolving these final-status issues that would be consistent with the kind of
future, long-term relationship that they envisioned for their societies. This
required going beyond the balance of power and searching for solutions that
would address the fundamental needs of both parties and, therefore, be con-
ducive to a lasting peace, 1 new relationship, and ultimate reconciliation,

For the first time in cur work, the Working Group was deliberately
designed to create joint products, in the form of concept papers that would
eventually be made public. The concept papers were not intended to be blue-
prints or draft agreements on a given issue, but efforts—based on needs
analysis and joint thinking—to identify the nature of the problem, to offer
a general approach to deaiing with it. to explore different options to resol-
ution, and to frame the issues in a way that makes themn more amenable to
negotiation. The Working Group was one of the relatively few efforts to
explore the issues collaboratively and to produce and disseminate jointly
written documents. It orerated on the principle of confidentiality and
non-attribution up to the -oint when the members were ready to go public
with a joint paper. The urderstanding that there would eventually be joint
products with which the rnembers' would be publicly identified introduced
some constraints that mads the Working Group different from our previous
work and required modifications in our standard methodology.
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The Working Group produced numerous drafts of four documents.
Three of these have been published: a set of “General Principles for the
Final Israeli-Palestinian Agreement” (Joint Working Group, 1998), a paper
on “The Palestinian Refugee Problem and the Right of Return™ (Alpher,
Shikaki et al., 1998), and a paper on “The Future Isracli-Palestinian
Relationship” (Joint Working Group, 1999). These papers were translated
into Arabic and Hebrew and widely disseminated in all three versions.
The fourth paper, on “Approaches to Resolving the Issue of Jewish Settle-
ments in the West Bank and Gaza,” was close to completion, but was over-
taken by events. The three published papers (as well as the proposals in the
unpublished paper) were available during the discussions of the final-status
issues in the year 2000.

CURRENT CHALLENGES

This brings me to the current phase of our work, which began with the
failure of the Camp David summit in the summer of 2000 and the onset
of the second intifada in the fall of that year. The resulting breakdown of
negotiations has been accompanied by clashing narratives in which each side
perceives itself as having demonstrated its readiness to make peace, but
perceives the other as unwilling to make compromises and responsive only
to the language of force. These narratives, in turn, have set an escalatory
process in motion. In effect, the lessons that have been learned over the
quarter century that led up to Oslo were dramatically unlegrned since
the failure of Camp David and the onset of the second intifada. The chal-
lenge to our work at this stage is to promote a process of relearning these
lessons—particularly in rebuilding public trust within each society in the
availability of a credible negotiating partner and of a mutually acceptable
formula for a two-state solution. This has been the theme of our work in
the past few years.

Before describing our current and continuing efforts in this vein, let me
briefly mention a special project that our program at Harvard carried out
in 2002, together with the Public Conversations Project in Boston and
the Austrian Institute of International Politics. We organized an event in
Vienna on the role of the media in escalating and de-escalating the
Isracli-Palestinian conflict. The event consisted of a public (but not-for-
attribution) symposium, followed by a private problem-solving workshop.
The participants included five Isracli and five Palestinian journalists,
representing both print and electronic media. The workshop was not
intended to generate a joint product. One outcome of the workshop,
it seems—apart from what individual participants learned from the
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experience—was the opportunity for some professional collaboration across
the divide. Thus, for example, an Israeli participant who runs a popular
radio tatk show invited ore of the Palestinian participants to appear on
the show.

The main thrust of our work since the end of 2000—in partnership
with Shibley Telhami—has been a new joint working group, focusing on
the theme of rebuilding Israeli and Palestinian trust in the availability of a
negotiating partner and of a mutually acceptable formula for a two-state
solution. After a variety of difficulties—including the sudden death of a
key member of the core group shortly after its first meeting in the spring
of 2001 and the last-minuwe cancellation of a meeting in Cyprus in the
summer of 2003 because of travel restrictions tmposed on Palestinian
participants in the wake of a suicide bombing—the reconstituted group
finally met in June 2004 anc. has had seven further meetings since that time.

Over the course of three sroductive sessions in 2004 and 2005, the group
explored, in different ways, the queéstion of how an agreement to end the
conflict through an historic compromise in the form of a mutually accept-
able two-state solution can gain wide public support in the two communi-
ties. We concluded that the problem was not so much in the terms of the
agreement—which the publics, by and large, seemied ready to accept—but
in the way the agreement wes framed, given each public’s profound distrust
of the other’s ultimate intentions. Under the circumstances, we saw a need
to reframe the formula for a final agreement in a way that generates frust
and hope—that reassures the two piiblics that the agreement is not jeopar-
dizing their national existence and that it offers a vision of a mutually ben-
eficial common future. By 2006, the working group was moving toward
production of such a framing document: a joint concept paper on how to
frame a final peace agreement in a way that would reassure the two publics
and elicit their full support.

Since 2006, however, the political landscape has changed significantly,
with elections on both sides, the wars of 2006, and the Hamas takeover of
Gaza. Members of the grovp concluded that the time was not ripe for a
paper focusing on a final ag-eement. They have remained very eager, how-
ever, to exchange informaticn and iéjeas, to discuss new obstacles and pos-
sibilities, and to explore the implications of the political changes in the two
communities. They have made it very clear that they want to continue the
group and that they consider Track-Two efforts, if anything, more critical
than ever at this juncture. In this spirit, the working group (with some
changes in membership) has met fi);ur times since 2007, and is planning
further meetings. Interestingly, we have returned to our earlier pattern of
meeting with an entirely open agenda and without expectation of a concrete
product. '
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There are some indications, however, that the pattern may be changing.
At a meeting m 2009, we returned to the question of how to rebuild trust in
the availability of a negotiating partner with which this group started its
work. The discussions yielded some concrete proposals for statements to
be issued by the leadership on each side that might help overcome the pro-
found distrust of the public on the other side. At their most recent meeting,
in June 2010, the participants developed some ideas for actions on the part
of the U.S. administration that might advance negotiations, and asked the
third party to convey these ideas to relevant U.S. officials on behalf of
the working group. Thus, there seems to be a renewed interest in the group
in working on possible joint products.

CONCLUSION

Turning to the larger picture, what is required, in my view, to break through
the profound mutual distrust in the ultimate intentions of the other side and
energize public support for peace negotiations is a visionary approach that
transcends the balance of power and the calculus of bargaining concessions.
Paradoxically, perhaps, this calls for a step toward reconciliation—which is
generally viewed as a post-negotiation process—to move negotiations for-
ward. In this spirit, a final agreement would have to be framed as a prin-
cipled peace, based on a historic compromise that meets the fundamental
needs of both peoples, validates their national identities, and declares an
end to the conflict and to the occupation consistent with the requirements
of fairness and attainable justice.

The framework 1 propose would start with the recognition that both
peoples have historic roots in the land and are deeply attached to it, that
each people’s pursuit of its national aspirations by military means may well
lead to mutual destruction, and that the only solution lies in a historic
compromise that allows each people to express its right -to national
self-determination, fulfill its national aspirations, and express its national
identity in a state of its own within the shared land in peaceful coexistence
with the neighboring state of the other. The framework would proceed to
spell out what the logic of a historic compromise implies for the key
final-status issues (including borders, Jerusalem, settlements, and refugees)
and offer a positive vision of a common future for the two peoples i the
land they have agreed to share—and of the future of the shared land itself.
A bold statement of this vision might describe it as a one-country/two-state
solution.

Such a formulation would be reassuring—and, hence, trust-building—
because it would, of necessity, contain an explicit acknowledgment of each
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other’s national identity and aspirations, which would counter the fear that
the compromise is just a temporary maneuver by the other in anticipation of
resuming the struggle for {otal victory at a later point. Moreover, such a for-
mulation would provide « logic for the difficult concessions each side will
have to make by showing that they are necessary conditions for the historic
compromise, not just the result of power bargaining. It would shift the focus
from the painfulness of th: concessions to the positive prospect of a fair and
mutually satisfactory solution on which a vision of a better future for both
peoples—and their land—-<can be built.

The mutual acknowlecgment of the national identity of the other and
willingness to accommodate it—which 1 see as the first step toward rec-
onciliation—can take place only in a context in which the identity of one’s
own group is affirmed. If ‘he framework I envision is constructed through a
joint Israeli-Palestinian process, it can reassure the two publics that the
agreement is not jeopardizing their national identity and existence and pro-
mises mutual benefits tha: far outweigh the risks it entails.

The framework I propose requires visionary leadership on both sides.
Until such leadership emerges, the primary initiative for constructing
and disseminating such a framework rests with civil society in the two
communities. A Track-Two approach like interactive problem solving
can contribute to such efforts by providing a forum for “negotiating” the
precise language of a framework to make sure that it serves to reassure each
side without threatening the core identity of the other. Problem-solving
workshops are well-suited for such a process of “negotiating identity” in
which each side can acknowledge and accommodate the other’s identity—
at least to the extent of e'iminating negation of the other and the claim of
exclusivity from its own identity—in a context in which the core of its
own identity and its assoc ated narrative are affirmed by the other (Kelman,
2001). Ideas that emerge from. such an interactive process can then be
injected into the political debate and the political culture of each society
Contributing to the development of a framework for a peace agreement
that respects the nationa identities of both peoples is perhaps the major
challenge to interactive problem solving in the current phase of the
Israeli~Palestinian conflict,

BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE
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His work on interactive problem solving and its application to the Israeli-
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“The problem solving required for conflict resolution can
occur most effectively in an interactive context in which
the ability to exert mutual influence through responsive-
ness to the other has been restored. A solution arrived
at through the direct interaction between the parties
is more conducive to a stable, durable peace and a
new, cooperative relationship than an imposed solution
because it is more likely to address the parties’ funda-
mental needs and to elicit their commitment to the
agreement and sense of ownership of it.”
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It is an honor and a challenge to provide a commentary on Herbert Kelman’s
work on interactive problem solving (IPS), which presents a complex and inte-
grated tapestry of theory, research, and practice devoted to the resolution
of violent intergroup conflict, with special attention to the Israeli-Palestinian
tragedy. In his tapestry, Herb has created a systematic and comprehensive
description of the major components of IPS and its connections to the broader
flow of international confiict management. Through four decades of thought-
ful analysis and practice. Herb has articulated and elaborated the social-
psychological rationale and the social technology of the problem-solving
workshop {PSW) as the primary vehicle for IPS. The long term application
of IPS to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict demonstrates the relevance and utility
of the method, and will stand as a lasting contribution to the eventual resol-
ution of that costly and tragic interaction.

It is both an honor and a challenge to be asked to provide a commentary on
a portion of Herbert Kelman’s work, which is closely intertwined with his life
and, indeed, his identity us a professional and as a human being. It is an
honor because 1 have long admired Herb as a consummate and quintessen-
tial social and peace psychologist who has dedicated his life to the pursuit of
knowledge and the development of practice that will lead to the betterment
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Avenue NW, Washington, DC 20016- 8071 E-mail: riisher@american.edu

415


mailto:rfisher@american.edu

416 FISHER

of humankind’s condition, primarily through the constructive resolution of
violent intergroup conflict. It is a challenge to comment on a body of work
that is both complex and expansive in scope while at the same time demon-
strating considerable specificity and integration. Through his creativity,
insight, and persistence, Herb has produced a veritable tapestry of theory,
research, and practice that is ambitious in its goals, fascinating in its deve-
lopment, and significant in its import. From processes of social influence,
to the social psychology of international conflict resolution, to conformity
and obedience, to authority, to research ethics and broader questions of
human values, and to methods of conflict resolution including reconcili-
ation, the tapestry has been woven over decades of countless hours with
focus and precision in a way that provides both an explanation of phenom-
ena and direction for action. Throughout the time of weaving this tapestry
of accomplishment, Herb increasingly came to see his central focus as the
understanding and resolution of international conflict with a primary appli-
cation to the Middle East and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, in particular.

My own connections with Herb have been both indirect and direct, and
consistently beneficial and enjoyable. As a beginning graduate student in
social psychology, 1 read some of his early work, and when I was accepted
to the University of Michigan for doctoral study, I was enthusiastic about
the chance to work with him. However, the Fall I arrived in 1969 was the
same one that he decided to return to Harvard University to take up
the Cabot Chair of Social Ethics in the Department of Social Relations.
My disappointment was lessened by the opportunity to work with one of
his mentors, the wise and erudite Daniel Katz, and one of Herb’s research
collaborators, the free and fascinating Raphael Ezekiel. In fact, under
Rafe’s democratic supervision style, I had full responsibility to teach the
same senior undergraduate course in Social Attitudes and Behavior that
Herb had taught during his time at Michigan. In a rare graduate course
on the social psychology of international relations taught by Dan Katz,
we used Imternational Behavior (Kelman, 1965), and 1 saw at first hand,
the insightful and systematic comprehensiveness of Herb’s thinking. The
book has been a bible ever since. After some correspondence, which was
somewhat one-sided on my part, we first met at the American Psychological
Association convention in 1986 and began to forge a working relationship
and friendship that have grown ever stronger throughout the two plus dec-
ades since. At one of his retirement events at Harvard, where I spoke on one
of the panels, he was kind enough to note that, although we met only in
1986, he felt like he had known me all his life. This is a testament to how
close our minds and hearts are in pursuing the goal of peace through applied
social science. Since 1986, we have occasionally worked as fellow panel
members facilitating problem-solving workshops (PSWs), presented on the
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same panels at conferences, and collaborated as co-authors on a number of
publications related to the role of social-psychological factors and methods
in the domain of international conflict resolution. It has always been a plea-
sure and a positive learring experience, and so you can understand that I
approach a commentary on Herb’s work on interactive problem solving
(IPS) with a high degree of positive bias.

The decades-long development and application of Herb’s particular
method of IPS, of which the PSW is the central element, demonstrates the
weaving of the tapestry mentioned earlier. With deftness and care, the
tapestry is further articulated, in part, by repeating original patterns,
elaborating and deepening the;analysis, connecting elements within the
tapestry, and integrating parts with wider bodies of knowledge and practice.
Herb once joked with me that he had developed three rules for academic and
scholarly success, the primary one being “To write a good article and keep
publishing it!” There is, of course, some repetition in any good scholar’s
work, as initial and original creations are elaborated, refined, tested, and
connected to other creat.ons. What transpires ever time, as with the devel-
opment of IPS, is a carefully developed and refined theory of practice, which
is linked to theories of uaderstanding relevant to intergroup relations, viol-
ent ethnopolitical conflict, and international relations more generally. Herb
has always been careful and gracious in crediting his connection with John
Burton in bringing the PSW to his attention. In the genesis of the method,
Burton and his colleagues creatively forged a combination of the academic
seminar with small-group, problem solving as much through experimentation
and adaptation as through careful design and mmplementation (see Fisher,
1997). Kelman’s disciplired work has gone beyond the original articulation
by Burton and his colieagues by creating a comprehensive and organized
description of the major components of the PSW and its connections to
the wider scene of international diplomacy and conflict management.

In particular, Herb has articulated the social-psychological approach
and assumptions that he sees as underlying the IPS method. At base, he
considers the PSW as & uniquely social-psychological approach because
the social interaction be ween the parties in the causation, escalation, and
resolution of conflict is, for him, the prime focus. His approach is that of
a comprehensive and relevant social psychology, rather than the individua-
lized, manipulated study of social cognition that has come to characterize
the mainstream of the - dlscxplme since the 1950s. In the recent article
on IPS, Kelman (this issue) articulated another hallmark of the social-
psychological approach in the linking of micro- and macro-processes, which
occur through the connections of individuals to the social institutions and
environments in which taey interact with others. The linkage he articulates
is between the changes that individuals experience as a result of the social
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interaction in PSWs and the changes that they are able to help bring about
in the political culture and systems that are engaged in the conflict. In doing
so, IPS offers a complementary analysis and avenue to those provided by the
traditional political route in that individual and group psychological factors
such as misperceptions, mistrust, and contentious norms are analyzed and
addressed along with the substantive and objective factors that are typically
the initial sources of the conflict,

Based on 40 years of thoughtful analysis and constant practice, Herb has
articulated, elaborated, and refined the social~psychological rationale and
the social technology of the PSW within the action research context of
IPS. Much like Sigmund Freud or Carl Rogers at the level of individual
clinical practice, he has reflected on his experience and compared it to his
evolving theory of practice to improve his understanding of destructive
intergroup conflict and the capacity of the PSW method to effectively
address it. Based initially on the work of John Burton, with some reference
to the applications of human relations training to intergroup conflict by
Leonard Doob, Herb has never lost sight of the basic characteristics of
the PSW and the immense challenge of transferring changes in individuals
to the social system of the conflict in terms of policy making; political
discourse; and, ultimately, political culture. In identifying the purpose of
IPS as changing the political cultures of the conflicting societies in his
second article in this issue, he has raised the bar for the method tc a higher
level, which may also be related to some of the failures and frustrations that
the PSW has garnered in some quarters.

Although the field lacks a complex and sophisticated model of the trans-
fer process {for a simple schematic, see Fisher 1997), the personal connec-
tions of influential participants with societal decision makers have always
been seen as the essential pathway to nfluencing policy making. Added to
that, Herb and his colleagues have talked about influencing the political dis-
courses in the conflicting societies through the targeted communication
efforts (briefings, speeches, and writings) of respected participants who
are opinion leaders in their societies. When we come to the goal of influen-
cing political culture to resolve the conflict, we come face to face with the
awesomre challenge of changing the “culture of conflict” (as articulated by
Mark Ross, 1993, and others), which includes how a society defines,
perceives, and experiences conflict, as well as the approaches and methods
it regards as appropriate and effective to address it. If we have learned
one thing in decades of social science research and practice, it is that culture
does not easily or quickly change, especially when it is linked to defending
the identity and existence of a society under extreme threat. The intracta-
bility of protracted ethnopolitical conflict is linked to the national identity
and culture of both parties. Each one is so locked into its culture of conflict
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in reaction to an existential threat that alternative analyses and different
options as illuminated by the PSW have faint hope of coming to expression
in the wider society. No1etheless, accumulated experience indicates that
carefully designed and well-executed programs of continuing workshops
can make positive and, in some cases, essential contributions to peace
processes (Fisher, 2005). ;

In articulating the social technology of the PSW, usually in the form of a
“typical workshop,” Hert: has carefully evolved his comprehensive deserip-
tion of the method while maintaining its essential core. In articulating the
components of a conflict resolution process, he places the PSW squarely
in the alternative context that the field has offered to the world since its
inception, some would say with ’:che seminal work of Mary Parker Follett
in the early part of the last century (Metcalfe & Urwick, 1942). The founders
of the field carried forward Follett’s vision for a creative and collaborative
(and, at times, a compromising) way of handiing destructive conflict. Burton
and Kelman are in the mainstream of that tradition—both are trailblazers
who have been influenced by the ethos of their formative times and their
personal experiences. One place vfyhere they differ is Kelman’s acknowledg-
ment and respect for the centrality of the negotiation process in conflict
resolution and the impoitance of planning PSWs in relation to the state
or phase of negotiations. In contrast, Burton came to see the PSW as the
primary vehicle for conflict resojution, with negotiation simply managing
secondary administrative arrangements to implement the solution provided
by the PSW method. Needless to say, Kelman’s approach has always been
more acceptable to traditional theorists and practitioners of conflict
management operating more in the realist paradigm.

Each element of a typizal PSW comes with a rationale that can be linked
back to the qualities of thz wider conflict resolution process. which offers an
alternative to the participants and, ultimately, their societies to shift away
from an adversarial, unilateral, and coercive approach to prosecuting their
conflict. Participants are carefully chosen and invited, often with the tacit
approval of their leaderships, and carry the personal characteristics (e.g..
open minded) and social s1anding (e.g.. respected in both societies) necessary
to both engage in the problem-solving process and effectively transmit its
outcomes to policy makers and political constituencies. In terms of the
social situation of the vsorkshop, Herb's choice of the academic setting
(or sponsor) is compatitle with the Burton group’s intention of injecting
the norms of the academic seminar into the PSW, so that participants can
feel free to play with ideas in a noncommittal, creative fashion, and to do
so across the lines of th: conflict. As Herb noted, this aspect alsc means
that the third-party team “owns? the setting and can prescribe appropriate
behaviors and agenda items that the participants are likely to accept.
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The facilitative role of the third party sounds simple, but not so when you
consider that knowledge and skills from different levels of analysis are
required for its execution (for a list, see Fisher, 2006).

Over his professional career, Herb developed a repertoire of skills that
have rendered him a master of his craft in facilitating PSWs. Through
'the study of psychotherapy, a personal psychoanalysis, and participation
in r§search on group therapy, he developed personal and interpersonal
sensitivities and skills to relate well with other individuals. His experience
with the early days of human relations training in sensitivity or T groups
provided insights and abilities at the level of group process. His training
as a social psychologist yielded expertise in intergroup relations while his
groundbreaking work on the social psychology of international relations
built a bridge to carry the insights of his discipline and the potential
of IPS to the global system. To the demanding role of the third-party
facilitator, Herb also, by necessity of his interest in the Arab-Israeli and
Israeli-Palestinian conflicts, generated the creative idea of an ethnically
balanced team to allow for his involvement as a Jew along with Arab
co-facilitators. Rather than seeing this as some kind of compromise to
achieve adequate impartiality, he pointed out that such a team likely has
a higher degree of engagement in the conflict and also sensitivities to aspects
of the parties’ identities and behaviors that a truly impartial third party
would not have. Again, this is a masterful way of adapting the PSW method
to the realities of the situation.

The ground rules for the PSW that Herb presents have shown some
constructive evolution over time, but the central elements of confidentiality
and non-attribution (now often referred to as Chatham House rules as if
they were invented there) have remained consistent over the decades, as
has the call for an analytic stance and an appreciation for the facilitative
role of the third party. Other ground rules, such as focusing on each other
directly and providing equality in the setting, have likely been added in the
light of experience in dealing with a highly escalated conflict exhibiting
power asymmetry on the ground (i.e., the Israeli-Palestinian conflict), which
should not be allowed to pervade the workshop interaction. Likewise, the
typical agenda for a Kelman PSW has shown some evolution over time,
but the progression from analysis to problem solving and the unstructured
and flexible nature remain central.

Flexibility is more than a catch-phrase in Herb’s work, as I experienced
directly when I invited him to be a member of the third-party team that
facilitated a PSW between Greek and Turkish Cypriots some years ago.
We began with each party sharing its perspectives on the current state of
the conflict, and then went into underlying concerns—that is, the basic
needs and fears driving the conflict. At that point, in one of our debriefing
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sessions, Herb identified &n imbalance in the level of apparent concern of
the two parties—essentially, that the Turkish Cypriots seemed satisfied with
the status quo, whereas the Greek' Cypriots were more motivated to find a
way out of the impasse. Thus, when we reconvened, we did not move on
to the next item in the agenda as planned, but confronted the Turkish
Cypriots with this apparent discrepancy. This led to a rich discussion of
what human needs were not being satisfied in the Turkish Cypriot com-
munity and, thus, a clear tense of motivation to contribute to the resolution
of the conflict. This examole also illustrates the sensitivity to group process
that Herb’s group dynamics training brought to the sessions, almost like 2
third eye to see what is beneath the surface of the interaction, and the ability
to constructively raise it with parficipants,

A second example of flexibility came from a later Cyprus workshop in
which the Turkish Cypricts seemed reluctant to move into a discussion of
possible joint peace-building activities, although it appeared that the mutual
conflict analysis had been carried/out to a satisfactory degree. Again, based
on the sensitivity of the third eye, Herb deduced that the Turkish Cypriots
appeared to be hesitating due to an inadequate sense of confidence that the
traumatic events of the past would not be repeated. Thus, we called for each
side to discuss the acknowledgments it wished to give the other side about
unacceptable behaviors that it had committed in the past, and its assurances
that this type of behavior would never oceur again. With this partial sense of
reconciliation, the participants were then able to‘move into the discussion of
possible cooperative activities.

John Burton (1987) had rather concrete and directive prescriptions about
organizing and facilitating PSWs, as shown, for example, in his “‘handbook”™
spelling out a comprehentive set of rules for this purpose. Herb, on the other
hand, has always seen the dialectic nature of the method, realizing that
many of the realities of the conflict situation require design decisions
that are essentially trade-offs. Thus, the dual purpose of workshops as both
educationa) (bringing about changes in individuals) and political (bringing
about change in decision-making systems) involves a number of contradic-
tions around which design and implementation decisions need to be made.
The primary route for mnoving out of these contradictions is to achieve
balance appropriate to the goals of the workshop (¢.g., in the selection of
participants who are free to change while at the same time able to influence
policy). Needless to say, the skillful work of a master’s hand is necessary to
adjust the balances for maximum applicability and utility of the PSW in
relation to the current expression of the conflict.

The applicability and utility of IPS have been amply demonstrated over a
40-year period by its consistent and creative application to the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, of which Herb identifies four phases in his article
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(Kelman, this issue). The earliest phase of application involved one-time
workshops and related events and served to show the relevance and power
of PSWs as a pre-negotiation method (which I have always argued is its
strongest suit). During this time, Herb's writings show a deep sensitivity to
the major issues and concerns expressed by both sides, and a keen strategic
sense of how to move the conflict resolution process forward (e.g, through
mechanisms such as mutual reassurance and a sense of possibility}. The
initiation of the Continumg Workshop was a significant event for Herb’s
work and also for the PSW method, in general, demonstrating that one-time
workshops, although having some educational value, were inadequate to do
Jjustice to the challenges of protracted and intractable ethnopolitical con-
flicts. This phase also shows the adaptability of the method to move from
pre-negotiation to para-negotiation while continuing to make important
contributions. The breakthrough of Oslo not only reinforced the important
contributions of IPS and related unofficial methods to help produce essential
insights and principles, but also presented a unique opportunity for Herb to
move to the new design of a continuing series of workshops. Another rare
element in Herb’s work up to this point in time was his role as a third party
in making useful substantive contributions to the political discourse on the
conflict, using workshop experiences, as well as his own understanding of
the phenomenon. Many of these realizations and prescriptions were
captured in his chapter in my (Fisher, 2005) edited collection of successful
cases. In fact, when anyone asks me what can be done to address the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, I refer them to this chapter as a starting point.

The phase of the Joint Working Group involved another creative design
with the purpose of producing joint articles on final status issues. It is a
tribute to careful planning and capable implementation that almost all of
these articles saw the light of day, and were added to the political discourse
necessary to resolve the conflict. The current phase of Herb’s work again
responds to the present realities of this tragic conflict, which seems caught
in perpetual reruns of violence and mutual vihfication. Not surprisingly,
the new joint working group designed to relearn necessary lessons of the
past and to rebuild some sense of trust and hope has struggled and persev-
ered in the face of the continuing conflict escalation and intersocietal frag-
mentation brought about by unilateral, adversarial, and coercive strategies
within the context of a severe power imbalance. The essential problem here
18 a vacuum of leadership in a chimate of fear and resignation bordering on
despair. Whether the creativity and persistence of Herb and his colleagues
can help find a way forward remains to be seen, but whenever the story
of the resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is written, his work will
have a significant place in it. Again, Herb’s prescriptions ring true, and
will stand as a lasting tribute to his genius and his humanity.
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In conclusion, the creative and comprehensive approach to IPS
developed and implemented by Herb is a significant contribution to the
wider domain of conflict resolution through its unigue combination of
process interventions with substantive policy analyses. He has taken the
issues of applicability and utility that exist for the field of interactive conflict
resolution and addressed these consistently and effectively as a trailblazer
and model for others. In terms of our work together, 1 have been affirmed
by his willingness to shzre the third-party consultant role with me, and
flattered that he has invited me to serve as a co-author on important
publications. It has been very gratifying for me to share both collegial
collaboration and a wann friendship with him and his loving wife, Rose,
over the years.

BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE
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“World peace is an elusive phenomenon—this we all
know. It has proven elusive not only in the practical
realities of international politics but in abstract concep-
tualization as well. Part of the reason for its elusiveness
lies in our penchant for defining peace in the context
of war. But there is a simple truth: peace is not merely
the absence of war.”

Richard V. Wagner (1988), “Distinguishing between
positive and negative approaches to peace.”
Journal of Social Issues, 44(2), p. 1.
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EDITOR’S NOTE

So Long, and Thanks for All the ...

Richard V. Wagner

Department of Psychology
Bares College

Ten years ago, when I assumed the editorship of Peace and Conflict: Journal
of Peace Psychology, 1 had it easy. In six short years, founding editor,
Milton Schwebel, had placed the journal on the soundest footing imagin-
able. Thanks to founding contributor, Luella Gubrud Buros, and Miit’s
fiscal acumen, the journal was about to pay off its debt to our very support-
ive publisher, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. As I noted at the time
(Wagner, 2001), the jourr.al had “truly become a reflection of the best values
and goals of the Division: of Peace Psychology” (p. 199). 1 like to think that
that reflection persists in 2010,

During my decade as editor, peace and conflict in the international arena
has intensified and diversified, at'least for the West. The 9/11 attack on the
World Trade Center brought violence home to the United States, the world’s
military superpower, in a way it had never experienced before, Palestine
and Israel appeared to be moving toward grudging coexistence before hopes
of peace seemingly evapcrated. The United States invaded Irag, the United
States and its allies movad into Afghanistan, Pakistan and India rattled a
few sabers, and Russia lent its troops to a province in Georgia; the list
seems endless. Top it all off with the West’s financial woes and the ashes
from Iceland’s Eyjafjallajokuil volcano, and we had quite a decade.

The journal responded to some of these crises. In mid-2002 I asked,
“September 11, 2001: How Can Peace Psychologists Be Most Helpful?”

Correspondence should be iiddressed ito Richard V. Wagner, 26 Mountain Ave., Lewiston,
ME 04240, E-mail: rwagner@bates.edn
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(Wagner, 2002), and we had an article by Jerrold Post (2002) on terrorism,
with commentaries by Montiel and Anuvar (2002), Staub (2002),
Ruby (2002), and Langholtz (2002). Throughout the decade we have had
thoughtful articles on promoting peace in the Middle East, from evaluations
of Herbert Kelman’s (2008, this issue) “problem-solving workshops™ to
Gavriel Salomon’s (2004, 2006} analyses of peace education programs. We
have looked at other Middle East dilemmas through various lenses, such
as Hashemi and Shahraray's (2009) study of Iranian adolescents’ views of
peace, Kira et al.’s (2009) analyses of Iraqi refugee mental health, and Azar
and Mullet’s (2002) research on Muslim and Christian Lebanese willingness
to forgive. When reports surfaced about harsh treatmeént (in the guise of
necessary intelligence gathering) of prisoners in Guantanamo and Abu
Ghraib, we were able to respond with an issue on *“‘Torture Is for
Amateurs’: A Meeting of Psychologists and Military Interrogators” (Arrigo
& Wagner, 2007).

(Given peace psychology’s promotion of peacebuilding efforts in the after-
math of extensive violence, we received articles describing and analyzing the
effectiveness of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission process in South
Africa (e.g., Byrne, 2004), testimony to the Chilean Commission on Political
Imprisonment and Torture (Cornejo, Rojas, & Mendoza, 2009), the Truth
Commission in East Timor (Mullet, Neto, & Pinto, 2008), forgiveness pro-
grams in Northern Ireland (Moeschberger, Dixon, Niens, & Cairns, 2005),
and the Gacaca participatory justice system in Rwanda (Honeyman et al.,
2004; Staub, 2004).

We have had a number of thematic issues on topics as diverse as military
ethics, military interrogation, cultures of peace, peace psychology in Asia and
in Germany, and the dynamical systems approach to protracted, intractable
conflict. With the expert collaboration of Michael Wessells, Michea! Roe,
and Susan McKay, we initiated a series of annual issues on “Pioneers of Peace
Psychology,” honoring Milton Schwebel, Ralph K. White, Morton Deutsch,
Doris Miller, Ethel Tobach, Brewster Smith, Dorothy Ciarlo, and in this issue
of the journal, our final pioneer, Herbert Kelman. Each issue included an
autobiographical account of the pioneer’s life, short commentaries by collea-
gues and students of the pioneer, and, when appropriate, a substantive article
by the pioneer him- or herself. What a joy to read Doris Miller’s (2005)
account of her life as an activist skeptic, Brewster Smith’s (2008) “thoughts
for peace at a time of doubt,” Ralph White’s (2004) essay on misperception
and war, Ethel Tobach’s (2008) commentary on women and peace, Dorothy
Ciarlo’s (2009) study of Rocky Flats oral histories, and Herb Kelman’s
(this issue) storied account of interactive problem-solving workshops.

The methodology represented during the decade included experimental
research, attitude studies, personality testing, numerous field studies, case
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studies, interviews, historical and archival research, content analyses galore,
drama, story-telling, and.television scenarios. Some of these were presented
as “brief reports” given the looseness of the methodology or the single-case
nature of the research because they presented intriguing, promising
approaches to issues thay do not lend themselves to tight methodology.

Although Peace and Conflict: Journal of Peace Psychology is the official
publication of the American Psy:choiogical Association’s Division of Peace
Psychology, it has truly become an international journal. During my tenure,
we have published articles submitted by authors from 34 different countries
on 6 continents. I am particularly proud of our championing articles from
non-U.S. and European psychol:égists, for many of whom publishing in a
U.S. professional psychological journal was a first-time event. These
included psychologists from Colombia, Azerbaijan, Sri Lanka, Iran, Brazil,
Portugal, and the People’s Republic of China. We have been fortunate, also,
to have enlisted the assittance of reviewers from South Africa, Australia,
Hong Kong, Sweden, Finland, Northern Ireland, Germany, Israel.
Palestine, Canada, Denm ark, Chile, and, of course, the United States.

Now the time has come for thanks to the many, many people who have
supported the journal over the past 10 years. So 1 say, with apologies to
Douglas Adams, “So long, and thanks for all the ... ™

Manuscripts: We received an average of 50 manuscripts each year. All
were thoughtful. Som: were appropriate for a professional psychology
journal, others belonged in other professional journals, and some needed
extensive revision or additional data collection, which sometimes
occurred. However, to all those who submitted during the decade, I
found your articles worthwhile reading, whether or not they ultimately
appeared in our pages.

Reviews: As editor, I could handle the mechanics of grammar and clarity,
but never presumed tc be sufficiently knowledgeable to make unilateral
decisions about the content of most of the articles we received.
Fortunately, I was able to call on 35 to 40 superb reviewers, each of
whom evaluated 3 or 4 manuscripts annually. The reviewers are the
critical determiners o” the quality of this publication. To the extent
that we have achieved excellence, it is largely due to their efforts.

Advice: My three associa'e editors were Cristina Montiel, Michael Wessells,
and Susan Opotow. T'na provided a needed perspective from across the
seas; I still remember her responding to a query, signing off from Manila
with, “and now I am needed in the streets.” Mike Wessells has been a
friend and valued consaltant for over 20 years. He represents the continu-
ing, evolving perspective of peace psychology from its emergence as a
distinct discipline in the late 1980s to the present day. Susan Opotow
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and 1 grew up professionally at the end of the classic, post-World War II
period of social psychology, when the major social issue confronting the
discipline was racial equality. I daresay we both found the emerging field
of peace psychology a logical next step in our concern about social justice
in contemporary society. I am so pleased that she agreed to become the
third editor of Peace and Conflict: Journal of Peace Psychology. Herb
Blumberg has been the tireless review editor of the journal for its entire
run (i.e., from Volume 1, Issue 1 on). He alone is responsible for the high
quality of the reviews we have published. He receives the requests, he
solicits the reviews, he edits them, and he submits them. I never had to
worry about the process: Herb handled it all. Our journal advisory board,
all distinguished professionals knowledgeable in psychology and peace
studies, were critical at the outset of my tenure. I was much comforted
by their advice and support.

Assistance: Nancy MacLean and 1, and our respective spouses, Garvey
and Lois, have known each other for 40 years. When I knew I would
need a superior assistant for the journal, I remembered that Nancy
had edited the memoirs and articles of a long-time Bates College senior
staff member, so she was a logical choice to help this long-time Bates
faculty member. She kept me focused on the work of editorship.
reminded me of the many chores I might otherwise have neglected,
and prepared the ultimate versions of most of the articles published
in the journal. Bates College professor and colleague, Amy Bradfield
Douglass, held my statistical hand for the past 7 years. I passed stats
at the University of Michigan about 50 years ago; it was a struggle
for me back then, so you can imagine how confident I was evaluating
the adequacy of statistical testing reported in manuscripts. Bates
College has provided essential staff assistance as well: the secretarial
support, the library, and the accounting office staff have been crucial
in the publication of our journal. I must also thank Bates College the
institution, and especially Dean of the Faculty, Jill Reich, for providing
space and resources for the work of an editor, as well as financial
support for supplies and a portion of my professional travel. I have
been blessed with four excellent production editors provided, first, by
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc., and subsequently by Taylor &
Francis/Routledge Publishers. They have been patient recipients of
the articles that—at times—were submitted by the quarterly deadline.
They have been true presences in the publication process, not mere cogs
in a bureaucratic publishing machine.

Tolerant, emotional support: When contemplating retirement 8 or 9 years
ago, I was “advised” by a wise woman to be sure I had something to
retire to. She knew the journal provided the needed cushion for my
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Jump from the classroom to the living room. In the process, she, Lois, had
to tolerate late hours and inatterition while I reviewed, corrected, and revised
multiple manuscripts, end a curtailment of the travels we both love.

So to all I say, along with the dolphins, “So long, and thanks for al
the ... manuscripts, reviews, advice, assistance, tolerance, and emotional
support. The decade has been th@;‘ most exhilarating of my life.”

BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE

Richard V. Wagner is Prcfessor Emeritus of Psychology, Bates College. He
is a past president of the Peace Psychology Division (48) of the American
Psychological Associatior and of Psychologists for Social Responsibility.
He has been Editor of this journal from 2001 to 2010. He currently is serving
his second term as a state representative in the Maine legislature and has
been a court mediator for Maine since 1980.
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