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Barriers to Dispute Resolution

Reflections on Peacemaking and Relationships between Adversaries

BYRON BLAND, BRENNA POWELL, AND LEE ROSS

L. Introduction

What stands in the way of agreement? What prevents individuals and groups from
reaching agreements that are not only in

the best interests of the parties but re-
spectful of the human rights of those affected by an ongoing conflict and likely to
benefit from a just settlement of that conflict? More specifically, what prevents
those with the power to make or block an agreement from opting for the latter?
Addressing this simple question can help guide those trying to manage or resolve
a protracted conflict. This question of “barriers” is especially r
where consideration of the objective interests of the conflicting
clear that there are possible agreements that, by any objective as
constitute an advance over the status quo for both parties and
the suffering of the most vulnerable. Indee
conflict between Israel and Palestini
tion), even as the stalemate persists,
broad outlines of such an agreement

elevant in cases
parties makes it
sessment, would
welcome relief to
d, in many cases (for example, in the
ans and the search for a “two-state” soly-
costs mount, and suffering continues, the
may be apparent to all concerned. In rare

cases, the main source of the stalemate may be personal stubbornness on the

part of political leaders or lack of skill on the part of the negotiators, More typi-

cally, however, the barriers are less personal. Indeed, we believe that the leve] of

analysis required is one that goes beyond the normal realms of political science
and statecraft,

In 1995, an interdisciplinary group of social scientists associated with the Stan-
ford Center on Conflic

t and Negotiation (now the Stanford Center on Inferna-

tional Conflict and Negotiation or SCICN) provided the beginnings of such
volume entitled Barriers to Conflict Resolution (Arrow,

analysis in an edited
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Mnookin, Ross, Tversky, and Wilson eds., 1995). In the introductory chapter ¢
that volume, Mnookin and Ross began by noting some familiar conflicts, ranging
from domestic labor strikes and lawsuits to intergroup and international disputes
that subject many to gross violations of their human rights, which prove refractory |
to resolution even when both sides would seemingly have benefited from avoiding -
the struggle or from reaching an earlier settlement and saving the various costs of
that struggle. At the time, the Cold War, which saw the United States and the Soviet
Union spend vast sums and endure great risks in an ever-escalating arms race when
their mutual interests would have been better served by mutual de-escalation, was
much on the mind of the authors. But in the decades that followed that stalemate,
which now seems a distant memory as the two sides continue a program of per-
iodic mutual reductions in nuclear weapons, has been replaced with a number of
ethnic and religious struggles that have proven to be no less costly to the parties, a
source of even greater suffering, and similarly refractory to solution.

The authors of the SCICN volume distinguished three types of barriers that
account for the failure of parties to do what negotiation theorists, including
Homans (1961) and Fisher and Ury (1981) in their justly celebrated thin volume,
Getting to Yes, prescribe as the recipe for successful negotiation. That is, each side
is urged to yield what it values less than its counterpart in order to receive what it
values more than its counterpart. In a sense, what this chapter addresses is the
challenge of converting intergroup conflicts from unproductive and intractable
exchanges of charges and countercharges into interest-based negotiations wherein
such efficient trades of concessions, and ideally proposals to “expand the pie” to
mutual advantage, become possible. In this chapter, we begin by briefly reviewing
these three sets of barriers. We then proceed to discuss the “real-world” lessons
that successive SCICN scholars and practitioners have learned in lending their
services to ongoing peacemaking efforts: lessons that have led us increasingly to
focus on the task of improving the relationship between the parties so that it ceases
to exacerbate, and ideally begins to attenuate, the barriers in question. While our
research has not dealt specifically with the issue of human rights, failures of leaders
and elites to reach agreement inevitably exact a particularly heavy toll on the most
disadvantaged and vulnerable members of the relevant communities. Further-
more, as will be apparent, some of the real-world lessons we have learned deal
specifically with the thorny problem of balancing the pursuit ofjustice and the end
to humiliating conditions against mere improvement of the status quo.

A. Structural Barriers

One set of barriers involves organizational, institutional, and/or situational con-
straints that prevent the parties from meeting and coordinating their interests.
These barriers include constraints on the exchange of information required for
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the parties to discern and communicate relevant priorities and agency problems
insofar as the interests of factional leaders or representatives and political or eco-
nomic elites are served over the best interests of the principal parties. They also

include bureaucratic practices that discourage the acceptance of political costs

and risks and otherwise elevate short-term, special interests over longer-term,
general concerns. An additional barrier in many conflicts is the fact that the
necessary compromises and concessions must be made sequentially rather than
simultaneously—so that one side has to “go first” with no certainty that the

other side will follow suit, which requires political courage and the trust of the
leader’s constituency.

B. Tactical and Strategic Barriers

A second set of barriers arises from the dynamics of self-interested bargaining
and negotiation. The parties seek to maximize their own share of any gains to be
achieved from an agreement through secrecy, deception, bluffing, foot-dragging,
and other “hardball” tactics. While these tactics may not be irrational in terms of
the calculus of negotiation, they do impose costs and risks. Inevitably, they delay
agreements and increase transaction costs, Typically, the relevant failures to co-
operate I:}exaé%f joint problem solving also decrease the “efficiency” orjoint
value of arfy agreements that are reached. If we consider the familiar bargaining
metaphor that involves the making and dividing of a pie, in employing such tac-

tics to increase their share, the parties decrease the size (and value) of the pie
they are dividing,

C. Psycholo gical Barriers

The remaining set of barriers discussed by Mnookin and Ross are ones that the
authors claimed had received insufficient attention from negotiation theorists
and practitioners. These barriers, which we review below, involve psychological
processes and biases that are rooted in the way that ordinary human beings per-
ceive, understand, and interact with the actors and events they experience. The
list of such barriers—some discussed in their seminal chapter, others suggested in
subsequent work by SCICN researchers and their colleagues—include not only
the failure to recognize the possibility of “win/win” agreements but also avoid-
ance and reduction of cognitive dissonance; biased assimilation of relevant infor-
mation about past events and bases for entitlements, and the assumption that
ones own views are more objective or realistic than those of one’s adversary;
judgmental overconfidence about the future and relevant BATNAs ; insistence on

equity or justice instead of mutual gain; loss aversion that entails the overweight-
ing of potential losses relative to potential gains; and “reactive devaluation”
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1. Failure to recognize the potential for “win/win” agreements

jS

Parties may assume that no mutually beneficial trades of concessions or efforts
at creating joint value exist. Indeed, in extreme cases—cases in which the
parties are convinced that the “other side” is an implacable enemy that seeks
their destruction—they may assume that their struggle is a zero-sum game in
which gains by the other side necessarily represent losses for their own side, and
vice versa. At best, the two sides in such cases may agree to short-term truces or
hudnas as they prepare for the next stage of the struggle. Insofar as such beliefs
are incorrect, and moderate elements in both parties have overlapping interests
but fail to realize that they have counterparts on the other side, “hardliners” will
dictate policy to the detriment of all concerned. Moreover, those hardliners will
brand people on their side of the conflict who are interested in dialogue and
negotiation as traitors. While this portrait seems highly applicable to some on-
going conflicts, it is worth noting cases in which dialogue and patient negotia-
tion has overcome this barrier, and formerly implacable adversaries now are
willing, albeit warily, to cooperate. Northern Ireland is perhaps the most ob-
vious case in point. Maximalist demands that would be totally unacceptable to
the other side have become rare, and those seeking somewhat different futures
are obliged to pursue their aims at the ballot box and through the processes of
persuasion rather than resort to car bombs and guns.

2. Dissonance reduction and avoidance

While the failure to recognize the existence of potential agreements that would
be to the benefit of both sides in a conflict may be a source of mutually hurting
stalemates, such is often not the case. It is certainly not the case in the Middle
East. There, as in other protracted conflicts in which the parties fail to make the
mutual compromises recognized by most to be necessary to end those conflicts,
the role of cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957) is palpably apparent. In partic-
ular, the rationalizations and means of dissonance reduction that allowed the
parties to justify their past sacrifices and suffering, and their past rejection of
potential agreements that could have ended that suffering, make it difficult to
accept a deal that is no better, and perhaps even worse, than one that might have
been available in the past. The rallying calls of the rejectionists are all too familiar:
The other side is the devil incarnate. We can’t deal with them because we can't trust
them. God (or history) is on our side. We are more resolute than the other side because
right makes might. We can’t break faith with the martyrs who fell in service of the cause
or who suffered the most at the hands of the other side. The rest of the world is bound
to wake up one day and recognize the injustice we are suffering and the justice of our
aspirations. These calls, and the threats-issued against those willing to pay the
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Price required for peace, serve to perpetuate deadlocks even when circumstances
favoring agreement have changed for the better, or when the folly of continuing
the struggle has become more apparent to all concerned, _
While the implications of dissonance reduction may be bleak in the context
of protracted and costly stalemates, there is one optimistic note worth sounding

require rationalization to the self or public justification (Aronson, 1969; Brehm
and Cohen, 1962). In the aftermath of agreements that represent dramatic
changes in policy, leaders and followers alike may strive to find and exaggerate

cesses would operate in the afterm,
other troubled areas of the globe.

3. Biased assimilation and “naive realism”

ght the importance of subjective interpretation,
Long ago, Solomon Aschs classic text, Social Psychology (1952), cautioned us
that differences in judgment might reflect differences not in values or prefer-
ences but in the way the objects of judgments are being perceived or construed
by the relevant individuals, In a paper that helped to launch the cognitive revoly-
tion throughout all of psychology, Jerome Bruner (1957) observed that people
80 “beyond the information given.” They fill in details of context and content,

they infer linkages between events, and they use their existing dynamic scripts or

schemes or adopt new ones to give events coherence and meaning. In short, they

interpret events—both pastand present—.in light both of their expectations and

of their needs, hopes, and fears (see Nisbett and Ross, 1980; also Fiske and Tay-
lor, 2008; Ross, Lepper, and Ward, 2010).

In the context of ongoing conflict, parties disagree both about historical facts

and the relationship between facts, They learn different histories in school and
from their parents and from the media—aboyt what happened and why it hap-
pened, about who initiated acts of aggression and whose aggressive acts were
justifiable retaliations, about who has been stubborn or untrustworthy in the
Past, and who has merely been realistic and principled. One needs only to read
articles or hear speeches by opposing partisans, or to expose oneself to the media
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in the warring societies, to observe such divergent views of reality. Each sidg
points to the violations of human rights they have suffered at the hands of thei
adversaries and dismisses their misdeeds as inevitable responses to the wrong§

yields much to
reached by indiv
those on the ott

perpetrated by the other side, or as the responsibility of extremists acting with.

out the blessing of their leaders. :
Different understandings of the past and present add fuel to any conflict,

giving rise to different claims and demands about the requirements for a satisfac. '
tory, much less just, resolution of the conflict. This barrier is exacerbated by the
fact that opposing partisans not only disagree, they also make attributions about

each other’s claims and narratives offered in support of those claims. To some
extent, those claims and narratives are apt to be dismissed as simple exercises in
dishonest pleading that are designed to maintain passion and solidarity or to
justify unreasonable actions and demands to parties outside the conflict who are
urging resolutions. But to some extent, they are seen to be the actual views of the
claimants. The latter attribution, in fact, can create even more of a barrier to
fruitful negotiation than the former one.

Let us enlarge a bit on this contention. When people, whether laypeople or
sophisticated policy makers, consider information, they do so with the convic-
tion that a one-to-one relationship exists between their personal perceptions of
the objects and events they are considering and the real nature of the objects and
events themselves (see Ross and Ward, 1996). As “naive realists” we believe that
we see entities and events as they are in objective reality. This conviction applies
not only to our basic perceptions, but to the attitudes, preferences, sentiments,
and priorities that arise from those perceptions. We believe that our particular
views reflect a relatively dispassionate, unbiased, and essentially “unmediated”
or “bottom-up” apprehension of the information or evidence at hand. From this
conviction, it follows that those who express different views about the real nature
of things and about the implications that follow from “objective” are either dis-
honest or deluded. The inference is that insofar as the other side believes what it
is claiming, their views are the product of self-interest, lies told by leaders, some

pernicious ideology, or some other source of “top-down” bias to which those on
their own side (or at least those on their own side who are just as reasonable and
rational as themselves) have been immune,

The inference that others are seeing matters in an inaccurate, even systemati-
cally biased manner does not immediately produce enmity. On the contrary, it
may well lead people of goodwill to assume that rational open-minded discourse,
in which information and cogent arguments are freely exchanged, will lead to
agreement (or at least to a marked narrowing of disagreement). Such optimism,
in my own experience and that of others who have conducted intergroup dia-
logue processes, however, generally proves to be short lived. While the dialogue
participants’ experience may be positive in many respects, neither side generally
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vields much to the other side’s attempts at enlightenment, The conclusion
reached by individuals on both sides of the issue, especially when it is cleay that
those on the other side are not lack;

Ing in interest or intellectual capacity, is that
the ability of thoge on the other sid
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the present. As such, they will adopt harder-line positions or show less willing.
ness to sit down at the bargaining table than would be the case inthe absence of

such asymmetries in information.

Naive realism of the sort described earlier may also play a role insofar as both
sides are unduly optimistic that reasonable third parties will share their views
about the requirements of an equitable resolution, if not immediately, then in
the not-too-distant future after the “real” nature of the conflict and the relative
merits of the two sides’ arguments and demands have been explained. One side
may be correct in the conviction that time is on its side, but each side would be
advised to reflect on the fact that the other party seems to think that time is on
its side. In our experience, both sides initially underestimate the price that con-
tinuation of the conflict will exact. Indeed, it is only when at least one party
comes to recognize that time is not on its side—that at best it will continue to
pay a heavy price without improving its leverage, and at worst its position will
deteriorate—that real progress becomes possible. Ideally, of course, what is
needed is a combination of despair and hope, growing pessimism about the wis-
dom of continuing to make maximalist demands and growing optimism that
agreement is possible, and growing appreciation of the benefits that would
ensue.

S. Insistencé on equity or justice

Negotiating parties are customarily urged to engage in exchanges whereby each
improves its situation by ceding things they value less than the other party in
order to gain things it values more than the other party. But in the context of
long-standing conflict, the parties typically seek more than a simple advance
over the status quo—they demand and feel entitled to receive fairness, equity, or
even justice (see Adams, 1965; Homans, 1961; also Berkowitz and Walster,
1976; and Walster, Walster, and Berscheid, 1978). The parties want an agreement
that allocates gains and losses in a manner proportionate to the strength and le-
gitimacy of the negotiating parties’ respective claims—one that not only ends
the other side’s violation of human rights but offers fair compensation for the
victims. Such demands for equity, and especially for justice, raise the bar for the
negotiators, especially when the parties inevitably have different narratives
about past events and thus what would be an equitable agreement differ.
Looking through the prism of naive realism, both sides in the conflict feel that
it is they who have acted more honorably in the past, they who have been more
sinned against than sinning, and they who are seeking no more than that to
which they are entitled. Both sides, moreover, are apt to feel that it is their inter-
ests that most require protection in any negotiated agreement—for example, by
avoiding ambiguities in language that could provide “loopholes” that could be
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Third party mediators may face a particularly difficylt challenge in this regard,
as both parties are apt to see evenhandedness a5 giving their side less than its
due. Bven if the parties recognize that the mediator is seeking an “efficient”
agreement in light of the parties’ interests and priorities, they are apt to resent
the fact that the greater legitimacy of their side’s aspirations has not been taken
into account, and the parties disagree strongly about the “balance” of any pro-
posal that seeks to give both parties what they feel they need and deserve. More-
over, the disputants are apt to misattribute each otherg’ cool response to the
mediator’s proposal in a way that heightens enmity and mistrust, Each party is
likely to feel that the other is being disingenuous in its public pronouncement of
at the other side js engaging in “strategic”
athy from third parties and win further cop.

Ity responds with anger and suspicion when it
aracterized in such uncharitable terms,

cessions. And, of course, each pa
hears its own response ch

6. Loss aversion

n.and Amos Tversky (1 979) pioneered on pros-
pect theory, in general; and on the role of Josg aversion, in particular, has pro-

found relevance for our understanding of negotiation stalemates (Kahneman
“and Tversky, 1995). That is, research suggests that parties attach greater weight
to prospective losses than prospective gains, especially when the former are cer-
tain and immediate, and the latter are uncertain ang Prospect more for the future
than the Present. One i

Prospect theory also
ton. Parties quickl




UNDERSTANDING SOCIAL ACTION, PROMOTING HUMAN RIGHTS

suspicion. An obvious implication of prospect theory for practitioners involva§
the importance of “framing” potential risks and gains. In particular, it is impo#
tant that parties recognize that maintenance of the status quo is itself a choic

that entails potential losses and risks. The risks and losses of a particular coursé '

of action may seem more attractive, or at least be considered more rationally, :

when the risk and losses of doing nothing or forcefully preventing changes are ;

also factored into the equation.

7. Reactive devaluation

Beyond the impediments to negotiated agreement posed by the motivational
and cogpnitive biases discussed thus far, there is a further barrier resulting from
the dynamics of the negotiation process itself that has been documented in
research. That is, the evaluation of specific package deals and compromises may
change as a consequence of their having been put on the table, especially if they
have been offered or proposed by one’s adversary. Evidence for such “reactive
devaluation” has been provided in laboratory and field settings in which subjects
evaluated a variety of actual or hypothetical dispute resolution contexts and pro-
posals (see Ross and Ward, 1995).

Three findings emerge from this work. First, and perhaps least surprising, the
terms of a compromise proposal for bilateral concessions are rated less positively
when they have been put forward by the “other side” than when the same terms
ostensibly have been put forward by a representative of one’s own side. A Cold
War era cartoon nicely anticipates the relevant phenomenon. It shows two men
in a coffee shop. One man reading the paper says to the other, “You know, a total
test ban on testing nuclear weapons could bring a halt to the arms race” The
second man responds, “It sounds good, but the Soviets would never agree to it.”
The first replies, “They are the ones who proposed.” The second retorts, “Then
it’s out of the question!” This was demonstrated convincingly in a study by
Maoz, Ward, Katz and Ross (2002) in which Israeli Arabs and Jews rated actual
proposals put forward by the two sides in the post-Oslo negotiations, with the
putative authorship of these proposals manipulated by the experimenter. As pre-
dicted, putative authorship influences the relative attractiveness of these pro-
posals to the two groups of participants. Indeed, when the Israeli proposal was
attributed to the Palestinian side in the negotiation and vice versa, Israeli partic-
ipants rated the actual proposal of their side to be less attractive than the actual
proposal of the other side.

Our work in many conflict contexts has repeatedly prompted us to discuss
this barrier with political leaders. One such occasion was a meeting with a
Unionist official in Stormont just after the IRA had offered to allow third parties
to inspect the relevant weapon caches and verify that they were safely stored
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in some guns (that they could be bought by taking up a coll
Republican bars in Belfast of Boston),
be a source of suspicion.

ection in a few Irish
and the failure to allow inspections would

4
less so. But one source is the previously discussed phenomenon of loss aversion,

When an offer is put on the table that proposes an exchange of concessions, the
things to be given up count as losses, and are given great weight, while the things
to be gained are given less weight, especially if the losses are reckoned to be cer-

tain and immediate, and gains merely future prospects that depend on the good-
will and trustworthiness of the other side.

I1. Relational Processes and Barriers: Lessons
Learned in the Field
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ex-prisoners who had embraced political means, rather than violence, prové
especially enlightening.

Perhaps the most important benefit from these activities has been a growin
appreciation of the central role played by processes and issues that can exacerbat
the barriers discussed above or point out the steps required to help overcom

them. To some extent, the real-world lessons we learned have sharpened our pre: .
vious analyses. But, to some extent, they also have provided insights about limi:
tations in our earlier analyses—lacunae that must be addressed as we move from
investigating barriers to considering strategies for overcoming such barriers. We
offer a brief summary of five of those real-world lessons below and then turn our
attention to the central role of relationships and relationship-building, which we
increasing recognized to be the key requirement for real progress. (For an ac-
count of lessons learned and applied by members of the Harvard Negotiation
Project in the year following the publication of Getting to Yes, which sounds some
of the same themes offered in this chapter, we refer our readers to Coping with
International Conflict (Fisher, Schneider, Borgwardt, and Ganson, 1997)).

A. The Importance of Trust

For real progress in moving beyond conflict, the parties must feel that their
counterparts have both the motivation and capacity to follow through on any
agreements, A key element of trust involves the task of dealing with spoilers who
seek to undermine agreement by engaging in acts of violence or by making polit-
ical demands that violate the letter or spirit of interim agreements along the road
to peace and reconciliation. All too often the parties treat the other side’s failure
to completely curb spoilers as evidence of bad faith while insisting that the other
side recognizes the delicacy of the political problem their side has in curbing
spoilers. Patience and realism are required, but they in turn depend on trust
about long-term intentions. Building such trust, as we shall discuss in more
detail a bit later in this chapter, generally hinges on the development and com-
munication of a shared view of (and shared commitment to) a mutually bearable
future. Only when the two sides not only see a tolerable future for themselves but
also see a tolerable future for the other side will they trust each other’s expressed
willingness to embrace an agreement and show the required patience in the face
of short-term challenges by would-be spoilers.

B. The Importance of Intragroup Conflict

When there are no important divergences of goals or interests within the two
sides in a conflict, resolution of the intergroup conflict is apt either to be easy or
impossible. An important job for the practitioner is balancing the objective of
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C. The Futility of Trying to Convince People What They Can't
Afford to Understand
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stronger party and trades of concessions proposed by powerful third parties
apt be received coolly even when objectively they offer an improvement over thy
status quo. Exchanges of concessions reached by agreement rather than unilat,
eral concessions made with an accompanying demand for reciprocation can do
more harm than good because the recipient of the unilateral concession is apt to
feel that it is only getting a portion of what it is due, and it is being asked to give
up something to which the other side is not, or at least not yet, entitled.

111 Four Questions to Be Addressed in any Fruitful
Dialogue between Conflicting Parties

Both our barriers analysis and our experience in the field have led us to recognize
that improving the relationship between parties who have been involved in struggle
is essential if barriers are to be overcome. Dialogue is obviously required for repair
and rebuilding of relationship, but, as we have outlined earlier, it is often highly
frustrating and disappointing for participants who assume the candor and goodwill
are sufficient to overcome all barriers. Although dialogue typically helps parties to
individuate and humanize those on the other side and to gain a better under-
standing of each other’s history, positions, and priorities, progress in moving
toward concrete agreements and the willingness to defend those agreements to the
participants’ communities requires more than candor and goodwill. It is our expe-
rience, however, that the fruitfulness of dialogue will be enhanced if the parties at
some point in the discussion address four specific questions.

Each of these questions calls upon the parties to undertake the familiar task
of considering each other’s perceptions and feelings. Typically, parties in con-
flict are implored to walk in each other’s shoes or wear each other’s eyeglasses.
But such footwear and eyeglass metaphors ignore the problem of naive realism
described earlier. That is, the participants treat their “take” on matters, including
the history of their conflict and the outlines of a just settlement, to be veridical
and assume the views of the other side to be distorted by self-interest, ideolog-
ical blinders, and other biases. Accordingly, they come to the dialogue with
misplaced confidence about their ability to persuade. Neither party, in our ex-
perience, comes to such dialogue with the hope or expectation that they, rather
than their counterparts, will be the parties who become more enlightened and,
hence, more open to compromise. With this cautionary note regarding naive
realism in mind, let us now turn to the four questions that we have found fruitful
to pose at the outset of a dialogue process and to periodically return to in the
course of that process. We not only suggest the relevant question but reflect a
bit on conflicts and negotiations that have succeeded or failed in addressing

them.
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A.'The Question of 2 Shared Future

Ty state without homelands;
and one-person-one
consider proposals that would have mai
enforced by his one-time jailors,
the place of white South Affricans in the
made it clear, sometimes to the dismay

nonracial elections for the
-vote.” While he steadfastly refused to
ntained the apartheid power structure
he never let pass an Opportunity to talk about
new South Africa. Time and again, he

central Parliament;

of many ANC followers, that majority

In working with Israel; supporters of the peace process, we often hear wistful

“Palestinian Mandela” If the wish is for aleader on




280 UNDERSTANDING SOCIAL ACTION, PROMOTING HUMAN RIGHTS

the other side who is popular and perceived to be legitimate, but who is willin,

to make concessions that no other leader has been willing to offer, the reference -

to Mandela is misguided. Mandela made no such concessions. What he did ac
complish was to offer a view of the future that made white South Africans willing
to make concessions that they had previously claimed that they would never
make. A reasonable goal for our Israeli colleagues, therefore, would be to urge

their own government and society to adopt policies that make the emergence of -

such a “Mandela” possible.

This notion of a bearable shared future is clearly minimalist in at least one
important respect. As noted above, it does not require the parties to endorse a
shared vision of the future, one that entails agreement about the details of a new
political arrangement and the institutions and policies that would exist in that
arrangement, Tt merely requires that each party be committed to a political
process that guarantees a range of outcomes—all of which the other side could
live with, rejecting the use of violence in favor of normal political processes to
achieve desired adjustments. Normal and stable political processes take root
only when the whole range of possible futures is at least minimally acceptable to
all that might have the capacity to threaten the peace. In such a context, parties
become willing to accept political losses without abandoning the political pro-
cesses of persuasion, consensus-building, and compromise. Of course, as we
noted earlier, this desirable scenario depends upon trust—trust by the parties
both that no outcome will emerge from the political process that it would find
unbearable, and also that no outcome will occur that will move the other party
to violent rejection of the political process.

Working to develop acknowledgment of the need for a mut ly bearable
shared future entails the creation of mutual recognition that each side’s interests
are encapsulated within those of the other side. Both parties can anticipate that
its welfare will be advanced (or at least not subject to deterioration) even as both
sides pursues their own stated political goals. In short, both sides come to believe
that there is a shared interest in achieving a normal functioning society, one in
which the benefits of peace will be greater than any losses suffered in the political
process..

Initial steps in pursuing the goal of shared future are apt to be tentative and
incomplete. Agreements on broad principles (such as “land for peace” or “respect
for territorial integrity”) often mask deeper disagreements. Typically, at least in
the short run, the parties may “agree to disagree” or, more specifically, agree to
postpone discussion of some disagreements.! This may be a useful strategy when
those disagreements are likely to become less important as other issues are
resolved, and the prospective fruits of peace become more tangible. But there is
a disadvantage in such a strategy if the issue is an important one that may not be
amenable to mutual compromise. When a single zero-sum issue remains, the
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satisfaction. The immediate challenge that arises, therefore, is for each party:

do and say things to cause the other to believe that they share a commitmeng
to find a mutually acceptable shared future and are prepared to take the diffi.

cult steps required to reach that future.

B. The Question of Trustworthiness

A second question follows directly from odr analysis of the shared future ques-
tion, and it is the one that has dominated our discussions with activists on both
sides in the Middle East conflict. Can the two sides trust each other to honor their
commitments? In particular, can each party trust the other to take the interme-

diate steps that will be required to create and sustain the necessary momentum °
toward that shared future? In the context of a long-standing stalemate, each side -

is all too aware of occasions when the other has aggravated the conflict to gain
some immediate goal, not responded to initiatives, failed to honor implicit or
even explicit commitments, or otherwise proven unable or unwilling to make
the types of difficult compromises necessary for progress toward a settlement.

Both sides are apt to ask of the other: “What has changed that will make
things different this time?” “What makes it possible, indeed prudent, to trust
you to follow through and freely take the steps and make the compromises that
you were previously unwilling to make even in face of the threat of force?” “Why,
despite your past broken promises, should we trust you now?” Moreover, both
sides must believe that the other will not return to force when its goals are
thwarted or when violent means promise to be more fruitful, at least in the short
run, than nonviolent ones,

Ideally, the parties can demonstrate their own trustworthiness through con-
crete deeds. Failing that, they can at least articulate the shift that has occurred in
objective circumstances or in their calculations, and that now makes it reason-
able for the other side to trust that they will follow through on their commit-
ments. Each side must be given reason to believe that the other side will continue,
in the face of political opposition and costs, to take the intermediate steps
necessary to reach that mutually bearable future. It is worth noting that interim
steps on the road to a final settlement often leave one of the parties in a disadvan-
taged position with regard to the other. In such instances, the less advantaged
party may rightly fear that its concessions (and/or losses) will prove to be per-
manent and will not be compensated by concessions on the part of the other
side. They may fear, perhaps justifiably, that their adversaries will drag their feet
indefinitely rather than take the further steps needed to reach a longer-term,
more satisfactory settlement. If their adversaries are the more powerful party in
the conflict, and the later steps called for would jeopardize the privileges and
security that their dominance affords them, this fear may well be warranted.
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to the conclusion that their own ability to exercise political power was tied up
sharing that power with Sinn Fein. The DUP shifted their stance to a
engagement and persuaded their constituents that power-sharing was the key ;é
political normalization and Sinn Fein’s electoral mandate was as legitimate ag
their own. ' }

These were bold strategies on the part of Republicans and Loyalists alike,
and the key to maintaining their somewhat contradictory messages was a set

of initiatives that not only communicated a commitment to a shared future

but held the promise of improvement in the daily lives of their respective con.
stituencies. The strategy adopted by both sides was essentially one of recip-
rocal unilateral action. The parties sought to identify and take actions that
could be undertaken without the assistance of the other side, actions that fyr-
thered their own interests and bettered the everydéy lives of their constity-
ents and at the same time, communicated a commitment fo bring about a
future that the other side would find bearable, even if not particularly attrac-
tive. What the parties said and did throughout this process might have seemed
unexceptional to outsiders. Nevertheless, the words and deeds were things

that both sides thought they would never hear or see from

their long-time
adversary.

An even more dramatic example of signaling a change in position and the
desire for a changed relationship was Anwar Sadat’s visit to the Israeli Knesset in
1977. The journey undertaken by Sadat was one that most Israelis and even most
outsiders would have characterized as inconceivable, It is worth noting that in
his actual speech Sadat made few; if any, concessions to the Israelis. For the most
part, he reaffirmed prior positions. Nevertheless, Israelis saw his willingness to
come to Jerusalem to personally address the Knesset as evidence that Sadat was
someone with whom they could make peace. The Egyptian prime minister’s
brave act led to a breakthrough that none had foreseen. Unfortunately, it also led
to his death at the hands of spoilers who fully recognized the role he could play

in making peace.

C. The Question of “Loss Acceptance”

Negotiated agreements are bound to result in a sense ofloss because the terms
of such agreements pale in comparison to the hopes and dreams that fueled the
parties’ steadfastness during the struggle and helped them to justify their sac-
rifices. As we noted earlier, the problem is exacerbated by the phenomenon of
“loss aversion” noted by Kahneman and Tversky (1979, 1984), whereby the
combination of uncertain prospective gains and certain losses are evaluated

less positively than an objective assessment of their respective magnitudes
would merit.
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In this regard, it is instructive to compare two peace proposals that were ¢
culated during the Second (or al-Agsa) Intifada. One, the so-called Geneva 4
cord was 39 pages long, had 16 articles, contained almost 10,000 words, and
spelled out the mechanisms for resolving contentious issues in great detail and

with numerous qualifications. For example, with respect to the Palestinian ref-
ugee issue (which was described in over 2000 words and in 14 subsections), the
Palestinians were offered five options to consider. Only two of the options, how.
ever, could be exercised by the unhindered choice of the Palestinians, The |
remaining three options were circumscribed by the discretion of Israel or third

parties. Moreover, it was possible to read some of the provisions in more than -
one way. Most importantly, the highly complex document did not allow ordi-
nary citizens to see exactly what their side and perhaps, more importantly, what
the other side would be giving up.

By contrast, the other proposal, termed the Nusseibeh-Ayalon Agreement was
just a page long. The 465-word agreement specified that Israel would keep little
if any of the land it conquered in 1967 (except for mutually acceptable land
swaps) and that the Jewish state would allow Palestinians to fulfill their cher-
ished dream of an independent state with East Jerusalem as its capitol. Palestin-
ians, in turn, would give up on all demands for a collective “right of return” to
their former homeland in Israel, and the new Palestinian state would be demili-
tarized. Most important, the document makes it clear that no additional claims
would be pursued, and that upon full implementation of the agreement the
Israel-Palestinian conflict would at last be over.

Neither plan ultimately made much political headway in the face of weakened
leadership on both sides. Some peace activists championed the Geneva Accord;
others favored the Nusseibeh-Ayalon Agreement. However, virtually all the ac-
tivists and dialogue participants with whom we worked welcomed the greater
transparency of loss in the latter plan. In particular, they welcomed the fact that
the other side would have no “wiggle room” allowing it to renege on its commit-
ment to make the painful concessions called for in the agreement. The basic quid
pro quo linking each side’s prospective gains and losses was unambiguous and
not amenable to haggling about details. Neither side, it was clear, would be able
to “pocket” the gains offered to it by the plan without paying the full costs. The
advantage of such transparency in a document intended to signify the wishes of
ordinary citizens for a mutually acceptable shared future, as opposed to the inev-
itably complex provisions crafted by diplomats in a formal agreement, was ap-
parent. Hearing both ordinary citizens and prominent ones on the other side
openly and publicly—perhaps for the first time—acknowledge its willingness to
accept the most painful of the losses it would have to endure to reach a settle-
ment promised to build needed trust, as those on both sides would see that their
adversaries were at last willing to pay the full price of peace.
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D. The Question of Just Entitlements
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goal of a just society, one in which secondary goals such as bureaucratic restruc.
turing could be pursued through normal political means.

While discussions of just entitlements can undermine the task of relationship-

building, the issue of justice cannot simply be ignored. More often than not, cori.
flict, particularly violent political conflict, is foremost a struggle between
competing views of justice. When justice is understood by the parties to be get:
ting that to which they are entitled, the other side—the party whose claims and
objections thwart that goal—become the embodiment of injustice. The mantra, '
particularly for the party that has suffered most during the ongoing struggle,
becomes no peace without justice. The louder and more often that mantra is
sounded, the more likely it is that the result will simply be no peace.

'The paradox is a familiar one for the peacemaker. While a minimal sense of
justice is an indispensable aspect of any durable peace, the headlong pursuit of
justice by one or both sides is apt to be counterproductive. Indeed, if the parties
did not disagree about what a just agreement would entail, there would not be a
conflict. In our experience, it is best to direct initial attention away from conflict-
ing claims about history and the entitlements that arise from past losses and vio-
lations of human rights that had been endured.? Instead, the focus of discussion
should be two-fold. The parties should seek to rectify the most serious injustices
that are currently being endured. People of goodwill who cannot agree about the
requirements of justice can often recognize suffering that is undeserved and
unjust and can then agree on provisions to reduce such suffering. The parties
also should acknowledge the losses that a mutually acceptable settlement would
necessarily impose on at least some members of the other community as well as
their own. :

We have also found it useful to note that the relationship between peace-seeking
and justice-seeking relates to a question that all of us face daily in our lives and with
our dealings within our own families and communities. Few of us feel that the
workings of our families are entirely fair and just. Fewer still would claim that our
workplaces and communities offer anything approximating completg fairness and
justice. The question we confront therefore is whether the particular departures
from what we deem fair and just are so egregious that we are not willing to bear
them in the interests of decent working relationships and the pursuit of important
life goals. The critical question that participants in conflict similarly must ask
themselves is not whether peace—at least, any achievable peace—is fully just.
Rather, it is whether the fruits of peaceful relationships are not, in fact, worth the

feelings of imperfect justice that they, and others, will have to bear if they are to
reap those fruits.

Is there a limit to the amount of injustice that can legitimately be accepted in
order to achieve various material benefits? Are there some circumstances in
which the very notion of “give-and-take” dealmaking is a moral affront? The
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the weaker party to enter into seemingly beneficial agreements because it per-

ceives such agreements as an affront to its dignity. Moreover, in the face of such -

feelings, even minor confrontations give offense and rub salt into existip,
wounds by reminding the weaker party of its limited means of redress, Con-

flicts such as these are sustained and exacerbated by feelings of humiliation
and cannot be satisfactorily resolved until the rel

to the point where considerations of material i
affective considerations.

ations in question are repaired
nterest loom larger than such

In short, the nature of the relationship that exists between the conflicting

parties makes the relevant barriers more difficult to overcome and can itself act
as a barrier to the management or resolution of the conflict. Improving that rela-
tionship, providing a basis for trust to replace mistrust, and creating the sense
that a shared future is possible, is generally the starting point for amelioration of
a conflict that appears intractable, and for lightening the burden it imposes on
the participants. From a barriers perspective, the two specific issues to be
addressed are (1) What prevents a conflict that is currently intractable because
of enemy relationships from becoming an ordinary conflict of interest, one in
which mutually beneficial trades of concessions become possible? (2) What
prevents a demeaning and degrading relationship from becoming a relationship
in which both sides accept each other’s humanity and right to a secure and dig-
nified future? The peacemaker’s task, accordingly, is to address these relational
issues, so that “normal” interest-based hegotiation in service of a mutually ac-
ceptable future can ensue.

In this essay, we shared a number of observations that come from our ex-
periences in working with would-be peacemakers and bridge-builders
between warring communities—some of which have reinforced ideas tested
in experimental research and some of which have forced us to change our
emphases and expand the domain of our concerns. We have also identified
four questions—the question of a shared future, the question of trustworthi-
ness, the question of loss acceptance, and the question of just entitlements
that we believe provide a usefu] starting point for real-world efforts at conflict
management and resolution. We have found that dialogue between the
parties, not only at the level of diplomats and leaders but also at the level of
factional representatives, opinion leaders, and even ordinary citizens, can be
useful. But such dialogue must do more than allow the p@ reiterate
long-held positions, air grievances, and offer arguments whose cceptance

would threaten or humiliate the other side by continuing denial of basic
human rights. It must begin to deal with these questions in a forthright
manner, with each party trying its best to appreciate not only the other party’s
legitimate concerns but also its other understandable fears,
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Notes
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