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More Praise for The Handbook of Conflict
Resolution

“Professor Morton Deutsch is one of the greatest contributors of the twenty-
first century to the important and crucial field of conflict resolution. His
contributions have been in theory and practice, in attracting outstanding
people to work with him, in stimulating superb people to carry on in their
own paths. The net effect is a truly major contribution to this field, and it is
summed up beautifully in this revised and enlarged edition. Highly
informative, profoundly insightful, and, indeed, a definitive account of
conflict resolution.”

—David A. Hamburg, president emeritus, Carnegie Corporation of New York; DeWitt Wallace

Distinguished Scholar; and cochair, Social Medicine and Public Policy Programs, Department of
Psychiatry, New York Presbyterian Hospital and Cornell University Medical College

“This volume is an extraordinary resource, a much-needed comprehensive
handbook on conflict resolution.”

—Arthur E. Levine, president emeritus, Teachers College, Columbia University; president,
Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation

“This Handbook should be on the reading list of every course in peace and
conflict studies and especially on the lists used in teacher preparation
courses in peace education, a field that seeks to cultivate understanding of
constructive ways of confronting violence, alternatives to force and lethal
conflict for the pursuit of social purposes.”

—Betty Reardon, founding director emeritus, Peace Education Center, Teachers College,
Columbia University

“In the past, I have been saying to all of my students at Kyushu University
and the participants in my mediation trainings, ‘If you are serious about
mediation, read The Handbook of Conflict Resolution .’ Now seeing the
updated and enlarged edition, I would say, ‘Read it, for it will help you
become a thoughtful and insightful mediator.’”

—Hisako Kobayashi-Levin, associate professor, Faculty of Law, Kyushu University
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PREFACE

The field of conflict resolution continues to develop rapidly. As a consequence,
we have updated and revised the second edition of this Handbook. Almost all of
the chapters in the second edition have been updated; in some, the revisions have
been extensive, and in others, only minor changes seemed necessary. Also, we
have added new chapters on topics that were not covered or needed more
coverage than they received in the first two editions. Given the scope of growth
in the field, we have expanded the book considerably. And in order to make this
expansion more cost effective for the readership, we have developed a new
online section of the book.

The new chapters for this edition have an asterisk next to them in the Contents.
They are important, original contributions to the field of conflict resolution by
outstanding scholars and practitioners, as are the updated chapters from the first
two editions.

In the Preface to the first edition, we characterized the purpose of the Handbook,
its organization, professional value, and orientation. This book is meant for those
who wish to deepen their understanding of the processes involved in conflicts
and their knowledge of how to manage them constructively. It provides the
theoretical underpinnings that shed light on the fundamental social psychological
processes involved in understanding and managing conflicts at all levels:
interpersonal, intergroup, organizational, and international.

As an area of scholarship and professional practice, conflict resolution is
relatively young, having emerged as a discipline after World War II. Practice
and theory have been only loosely linked. This book aims to foster closer
connection between the two by demonstrating the relevance of theoretical ideas
and empirical research to practice. Although the link between theory and
practice is inherently bidirectional, this book primarily emphasizes the path from
theory to practice.

The theoretical ideas presented in this book were for the most part not developed
specifically in relation to understanding conflict or to facilitate professional
practice in this area. They have relevance to any area in which it is important to
understand the basic processes in social interactions of all sorts and in various
contexts—at work; in politics, schools, families, clinics, courts, and bedrooms;
on highways; and elsewhere. For the purposes of this book, the authors have
developed their chapters to bring out the relevance of the theories and research



being discussed to understanding conflict specifically.

When appropriate, chapters are organized to address three general topics. The
first deals with the theoretical ideas in the substantive area being discussed. The
second draws out the implications of these ideas for understanding conflict, and
the third is concerned with the implications of these ideas for educating or
training people to manage their conflicts more constructively.

The Handbook of Conflict Resolution is divided into parts somewhat arbitrarily,
and inevitably there is overlap among them. The introductory chapter gives
examples of real conflicts and indicates the kinds of questions one might pose to
understand what is going on in the conflicts—questions that are addressed in
many of the chapters. The Introduction also has a brief discussion of the
orientations of practitioners on the one hand and researcher-theorists on the
other, to offer some insight into the misunderstandings that often occur between
these two groups. It also contains an abbreviated history of the study of conflict
from a social psychological perspective and indicates the sorts of questions that
have been and are being addressed.

Parts 1 through 4 comprise the major portion of the book and present the
theoretical ideas that have been developed (mainly in areas of social psychology)
that are useful in understanding conflict processes as well as in helping people
learn to manage their conflicts constructively. The authors of the chapters in
these parts discuss the practical implications of their ideas for conflict, as well as
the theoretical foundations underlying the implications they draw.

Even apart from their usefulness for conflict, the theoretical ideas should be of
value to anyone interested in understanding the nature of basic social
psychological processes and involved in social interactions of any kind. The
Contents pages for parts 1 through 4 indicate the broad range of theoretical ideas
and their implications for conflict. They are grouped, arbitrarily, into
interpersonal and intergroup processes, intrapsychic and intragroup processes,
personal differences, and creativity and change. Almost all of the chapters
discuss matters that cross such arbitrary boundaries. New chapters (chapters 3,
14, and 15) respectively deal with privilege and justice, group decision making,
and gender, as they relate to conflict.

Part 5 contains four chapters that consider the relation between culture and
conflict, each from a somewhat different perspective. Chapters 25 through 27
(all new chapters) examine some of the common sorts of misunderstanding that
can arise when people from varying cultural backgrounds interact and what can
be done to help them learn to understand one another’s cultural background.



Then chapter 28 examines an influential theoretical approach to conflict
resolution developed in the United States to see how it is (or is not) applicable to
conflict in the entirely different context of China.

Part 6 is concerned with difficult conflicts. Two revised chapters (29 and 30)
examine aggression and violence and intractable conflict, respectively. Two new
chapters have been added: chapter 31 is focused on the connections between
human rights and conflicts and chapter 32 on terrorism.

Part 7 is most directly concerned with practice. Its eleven chapters are all
authored by leaders in the field and focus on theory and research behind
common models of practice such as negotiation (33), mediation (34), the
Coleman Raider model for training in constructive conflict resolution (35),
dialogue processes (36), and John Gottman’s model of conflict management
with couples (37). These chapters then go on to strategies for working with
larger groups (38), employing group relations theory (39), reconciliation
between groups (40), and employing social network theory to conflict analysis
and resolution (41). Chapter 42 focuses on using research findings in practice
and chapter 43 on nonviolence and conflict.

In part 8, we look to the future. Chapter 44 presents a framework for thinking
about research on conflict resolution training. As of this writing, there has been
little good and systematic research in this area. If the field is to develop and have
a bright future, it needs more research. Chapter 45 presents the authors’ views of
the future directions that basic research on conflict and its resolution might well
take.

The concluding chapter is an overview and commentary on the current state of
the field; it considers issues such as what substantive questions need to be
addressed that have not received the attention they warrant—that is, the practice
as well as theoretical issues.

The final (online) section contains what we have labeled our domain-specific
chapters. The expert authors of these chapters were asked to familiarize
themselves with the basic processes chapters of this Handbook and then to speak
to these models and practices in their chapters, making links to existing chapters
explicit. They include chapters in the following domains: gender conflict in
marriage (chapter 46), conflict resolution in schools (47), conflict in
organizations (48), labor relations and conflict (49), law and dispute resolution
(50), police and conflict resolution (51), participatory action research, conflict
resolution, and communities (52), religion as a third side for peace (53),
nongovernmental organizations as a vehicle for collective action (54), managing



environmental conflict (55), and international conflict resolution (56).

The contributors to this edition of The Handbook of Conflict Resolution are an
illustrious group of experts in the areas with which their chapters are concerned.
We have asked them to write chapters that can be easily understood by readers
who are not social scientists but are also credible to other experts in their areas.
Furthermore, we suggested to them that they limit considerably the number of
technical references in their chapter. Given the opaqueness of much writing in
the social sciences, it is surprising how well the contributors have succeeded in
writing clear, informative, interesting, useful, and authoritative chapters.

We believe The Handbook of Conflict Resolution is accessible and valuable to a
wide variety of groups with an interest in constructive conflict management: to
undergraduate and graduate students, as well as their professors, in a number of
academic fields such as psychology, education, sociology, political science,
business, international relations, law, social work, and health care. It is also of
value to practitioners such as conflict resolution trainers and consultants,
negotiators, mediators, and those who manage or supervise others. In editing this
Handbook, we have learned a great deal, so we believe that even those
considered experts can find much of value in it.

One final word about the orientation of this Handbook: it is concerned with
finding cooperative, win-win solutions to conflict, no matter how difficult. The
“black arts” of conflict (such as violence, coercion, intimidation, deceit,
blackmail, and seduction) are not discussed except, if at all, in the context of
how to respond to or prevent the use of such tactics by oneself or others. In our
view, such tactics are used too often, are commonly destructive and self-
defeating, and are less productive in the long run than a constructive approach.

We thank our faculty colleagues who participated in an informal seminar on
conflict resolution at Teachers College. The inspiration for this book emerged
from the lively discussions in the seminar. We also thank Elizabeth Hernandez,
Joseph Dillard, Kyong Mazzaro, Nick Redding, Christine Chung, and Regina
Kim, who typed, e-mailed, did editorial work, and provided other invaluable
services necessary to produce a completed manuscript.

January 2014
Peter T. Coleman, Morton Deutsch, and Eric C. Marcus
New York, New York



INTRODUCTION

Morton Deutsch

In this introduction, I give some examples of conflicts and indicate the kinds of
questions one might pose to understand what is going on in the conflicts—
questions that are addressed in many of the following chapters. It also includes a
brief discussion of the orientations of both practitioners and researcher-theorists
to provide some insight into the misunderstandings that often occur between
these two groups. It concludes with an abbreviated history of the study of
conflict from a social psychological perspective.

A CONFLICT BETWEEN HUSBAND AND WIFE

Some time ago, I had the opportunity to do therapeutic work with a professional
couple involved in bitter conflicts over issues they considered nonnegotiable.
The destructiveness of their way of dealing with their conflicts was reflected in
their tendency to escalate a dispute about almost any specific issue (e.g., a
household chore, the child’s bedtime) into a power struggle in which each
spouse felt that his or her self-esteem or core identity was at stake. The
destructive process resulted in (as well as from) justified mutual suspicion;
correctly perceived mutual hostility; a win-lose orientation to their conflicts; a
tendency to act so as to lead the other to respond in a way that would confirm
one’s worst suspicion; inability to understand and empathize with the other’s
needs and vulnerabilities; and reluctance, based on stubborn pride, nursed
grudges, and fear of humiliation, to initiate or respond to a positive, generous
action so as to break out of the escalating vicious cycle in which they were
trapped.

Many couples in such conflicts do not seek help; they continue to abuse one
another, sometimes violently, or they break up. The couple I worked with sought
help for several reasons. On the one hand, their conflicts were becoming
physically violent. This frightened them, and it also ran counter to their strongly
held intellectual values regarding violence. On the other hand, there were strong
constraints making it difficult for them to separate. Their child would suffer;
they felt they would be considerably worse off economically; and they had
mutually congenial intellectual, aesthetic, sexual, and recreational interests that
would be difficult to continue engaging in together if they separated. As is often
the case in such matters, it was the woman, being less ashamed to admit the need



for help, who took the initiative to seek the assistance of a skilled third party.

The wife, who worked (and preferred to do so), wanted the husband to share
equally in the household and child care responsibilities; she considered equality
of the genders to be a core personal value. The husband wanted a “traditional
marriage” with a conventional division of responsibilities in which he would be
the primary income-producing worker outside the home, while his wife would
principally do the work related to the household and child care. The husband
considered household work and child care inconsistent with his deeply rooted
image of adult masculinity. The conflict seemed nonnegotiable to the couple.
For the wife, it would mean betrayal of her feminist values to accept her
husband’s terms; for him, it would violate his sense of male adult identity to
become deeply involved in housework and child care.

Yet this nonnegotiable conflict became negotiable when, with the help of the
therapist, the husband and wife were able to listen to and really understand the
other’s feelings and how their respective life experiences had led them to the
views each held. Understanding the other’s position fully, and the feelings and
experiences behind them, made each person feel less hurt and humiliated by the
other’s position and readier to seek solutions that would accommodate the
interests of both. They realized that with their joint incomes, they could afford to
pay for household and child care help that would enable the wife to be
considerably less burdened by such responsibilities without increasing the
husband’s chores in these areas (though doing so, of course, lessened the amount
of money they had available for other purposes).

This solution was not perfect for either partner. Each would have preferred that
the other share his or her own view of what a marriage should be like. But their
deeper understanding of the other’s position made them feel less humiliated and
threatened by it and less defensive toward the other. It also enabled them to
negotiate a mutually acceptable agreement that lessened tensions despite the
continuing differences in basic perspective. (See Deutsch, 1988, for further
discussion of negotiating the nonnegotiable.)

AN INTERGROUP CONFLICT AT A SCHOOL

A conflict has developed between two groups of teachers at a high school in
New York City: the Black Teachers Caucus (BTC) and the newly formed Site-
Based Management (SBM) Committee. The SBM committee’s eighteen

members consist of the principal, the union chairperson, a representative from
the narent<’ assnciatinn a stident and an elected teacher renrecentative from
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each academic department. All of the SBM members are European American,
with the exception of an African American teacher chosen from the math
department.

At the last SBM meeting, the math teacher proposed that an official voting seat
be designated for an African American teacher. After much heated discussion,
the proposal was voted down. But the problems raised by the proposal did not go
away. Much personal bitterness has ensued.

The school has experienced a recent demographic shift from a predominantly
white student body to one that is now mainly composed of students of color.
This has occurred for two reasons. First, there has been a large influx of students
of color from the city-owned housing projects constructed in the district during
the past two years. Second, as a result, the number of science-oriented students
coming from other parts of the city has dropped.

The student population is now 40 percent African American, 30 percent Latino
American, 25 percent European American, and 5 percent Asian American. The
faculty is 90 percent European American and 10 percent African American. The
parents’ association is 100 percent European American.

The Position of the BTC

The BTC believes that the SBM committee needs its input to make the changes
needed—specifically, the curriculum is Eurocentric and many school policies are
out of touch with the cultural perspective of the current student population. In
addition, the caucus is very concerned about an increase in bias-related incidents
in the community and wants to initiate antiracism classes at all grade levels.

The members of the BTC believe that although the majority of the management
committee members are sincerely interested in bringing about positive school
change and are good, dedicated teachers, they lack personal understanding of the
impact of racism on the African American experience. Some even seem to still
value the old melting-pot approach to race relations, a position the caucus
members believe is naive and dysfunctional when it comes to positive
educational change.

The BTC believes that having its representative present as a voting member on
the committee will add a needed multicultural and antiracist perspective at this
critical time of change. The caucus wants to be part of this change and will not
take no for an answer.



The Position of the European American SBM Committee
Members

There are many reasons the European Americans voted against an African
American seat on the SBM committee, and they deeply resent the implication
that they are racists for so doing. First, they believe that if any particular black
teacher wants a seat, he or she should go through regular democratic procedures
and get elected by the respective department. New elections will be held in May.

Second, it would not be fair to give a special seat to the black teachers without
opening up other seats for the Latino, Asian, Jewish, Greek, or “you name it”
teachers. SBM is about department representation, the members say, not about
representation based on race or ethnicity.

Third, designating a seat for blacks or establishing quotas of any kind based on
race would give the appearance of catering to pressure from a special-interest
group and be difficult to explain to the rest of the faculty and the parents’
association. They believe that the best direction for the school and society as a
whole is a color-blind policy that would assimilate all races and ethnic groups
into the great American melting pot. The site management members sincerely
believe that they do not discriminate because of race, and they resent the
implication that they are incapable of teaching children of color.

The principal of the school, who is strongly committed to both site-based
management and multiculturalism, very much wants this conflict to be resolved
constructively. After several months of unproductive discussions between the
two groups, during which they become progressively hardened in their
respective positions, the principal calls in a mediator to help the groups resolve
their conflict. By various means over a period of time, she—as well as the
principal—encourages a civil problem-solving discussion of the issue. Together
the groups brainstorm and come up with twenty-seven ideas for handling the
problem. Ultimately they agree on one solution as being the best: each year the
principal will appoint seven faculty members to a multicultural task force that
reflects the student composition. Two of the task force members will also be
members of the SBM committee, one to be elected by the task force members
and one selected from the ethnic group most heavily represented in the student
population.

The solution, though not perfect, is acceptable to both sides and is implemented
to the satisfaction of the teachers. It goes on contributing to the reduction of
intergroup tensions as well as to the effectiveness of the SBM committee.



THE CONFLICT IN NORTHERN IRELAND

As Cairns and Darby (1998) point out, “The conflict in Northern Ireland is at its
most basic a struggle between those who wish to see Northern Ireland remain
part of the United Kingdom and those who wish to see the reunification of the
island of Ireland” (p. 754). The roots of the conflict go back centuries to the
period when the English colonized the island, occupied 95 percent of the land,
and introduced a community of foreigners (mainly Scottish Protestants) in
Northern Ireland. They became a majority in this area, in contrast to a Catholic
majority in the Republic of Ireland.

Cairns and Darby (1998) also state that “years of oppression by the colonists and
rebellion by the native Irish culminated in the Treaty of 1921, which partitioned
the island into two sections: the six predominantly Protestant counties of the
North, which remained an integral part of the United Kingdom, and the twenty-
six mainly Catholic counties of the South, which separated from the United
Kingdom” (p. 755) and ultimately became known as the Republic of Ireland.
Despite the partition, significant violence has occurred periodically in Northern
Ireland.

The use of the terms Catholic and Protestant to label the conflicting groups is
not meant to indicate that the conflict is primarily a religious one, although that
is an element. A small sector of the Protestant population is virulently anti-
Catholic and fears for its religious freedom if union occurs with the Republic of
Ireland, whose population is 98 percent Catholic. The Irish Roman Catholic
hierarchy has heavily influenced its laws in such matters as divorce and birth
control.

Other elements come into play as well. The Catholics mainly consider
themselves to be Irish, while the Protestants prefer to be viewed as British.
Economic inequality has been an important factor in fueling the conflict: there
has been considerably more unemployment, less education, and poorer housing
among the Catholics as compared with the Protestants. The two communities are
largely separated psychologically even though they are not always physically
separated. Each has developed separate social identities that affect how the
members in each community view themselves and the people of the community.
The social identities of the two groups have been negatively related until
recently: a perceived gain for one side is usually associated with a perceived loss
for the other.

Although the costs of the mtergroup confhct in Northern Ireland have been
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relatuvely smail compared 1o etnnic CONTIICTS 1N areas sucn as kwanaa, L.epanon,
Bosnia, Sri Lanka, Kosovo, and Syria, they have not been insignificant. Taking
into account population size, the deaths due to violence in Northern Ireland are
equivalent to 500,000 deaths in the United States. There are not only the direct
costs of violence in terms of death and injury (about 3,000 killed and 30,000
injured between 1969 and 1994) but also the indirect, harder-to-measure
economic and mental health costs. Some of these costs were borne by England:
the economic, psychological, and political toll from seeing some of its soldiers
attacked and killed in an attempt to control the violence.

Over the years, various attempts have been made to reduce the explosiveness of
the conflict, including efforts by the Northern Ireland government to improve the
economic situation of the Catholics, stimulation of intergroup contact under
favorable circumstances, conduct of intergroup workshops for influential leaders
in both groups, organization of women’s groups that conducted demonstrations
against violence, integration of some of the Catholic and Protestant schools,
recognition and honoring of the cultural traditions of both groups, and so forth.
Many of these efforts were sabotaged by extremist groups on both sides.
However, cumulatively they began to create the recognition that peaceful
relations might be possible and that continued violence would not lead to victory
for either side. Most of the ordinary people on both sides became increasingly
alienated from the perpetrators of violence.

The conditions for possible successful negotiation of a solution to the conflict
were beginning to develop. The heads of three interested and concerned
governments—President Bill Clinton of the United States, Prime Minister Tony
Blair of Great Britain, and Prime Minister Bertie Ahern of Ireland—played key
roles in getting the leaders of the various factions involved in the conflict to the
negotiating table. Appointing former US senator George Mitchell, a highly
respected and influential political figure, as a mediator was an important,
positive step. He was acceptable to both sides and was a well-practiced, skilled
political mediator.

There have been substantial popular votes in Northern Ireland as well as in
Ireland in favor of an agreement negotiated among leaders of the main Protestant
and Catholic factions in Northern Ireland that was hoped would end their
protracted, sometimes violent conflict. The agreement was developed with the
aid of a skillful mediator, and with strong pressures from the leaders of the three
interested governments in constant telephone contact with the negotiators during
the difficult phases of the process. In coming to an agreement, each of the
conflicting parties had to modify long-held positions, reduce their aspirations,



and act with greater civility toward one another, as well as bring the extremists
in their groups under control. This was difficult to do. The level of distrust
among the conflicting groups is still very high despite the agreement. Its
successful implementation over a period of time requires a high level of
vigilance among those committed to preventing misunderstandings or the actions
of extremists from unraveling it. The agreement itself was a creative attempt to
respond to the apprehensions as well as interests of the various participants in
the conflict. Its achievement was honored in 1998 by the Nobel Peace Prize,
awarded to John Hume and David Trimble, the leading negotiators for the
Catholics and Protestants, respectively.

Ed Cairns, a social psychologist at the University of Ulster in Northern Ireland,
e-mailed me on November 5, 2005, with his views of what has happened since
the agreement. He indicated that the agreement led to the setting up of a regional
parliament known as the Northern Ireland Assembly. This made a good start and
included ministers from all parties, even those initially opposed to the
agreement. However, the assembly has had a stop-start existence and has been
suspended more often than it has been in action. These suspensions came about
largely because of Protestant and Unionist perceptions that the IRA was refusing
to decommission its weapons as required by the Good Friday Agreement in
1998. No weapons were decommissioned until 2001, and the final
decommissioning was not announced until 2005. In between, however, there
were allegations that the IRA had been involved in espionage, training
Colombian guerrillas, and a major bank robbery.

Sinn Fein has also pointed out that Loyalist paramilitaries, which tend to be
smaller organizations, have not offered to decommission and are now believed to
be involved in racketeering and major crime. Furthermore, although there have
been major changes to the policing system, Sinn Fein believed that all the
reforms promised in the agreement have not yet been implemented.

The IRA’s refusal to decommission cost David Trimble, the main Unionist
leader at the time of the agreement and in the assembly, dearly. He had entered
into the government with Sinn Fein—seen by most as the political wing of the
IRA. However, Protestants felt that Catholic/Nationalists had most of their
demands met—for example, by the release of “political” prisoners and the
disbandment of the Royal Ulster Constabulary, but had given nothing in return.
The result was that in the 2003 elections, Trimble lost his seat, and his party was
virtually wiped out, being replaced by the more radical, antiagreement
Democratic Unionist Party (DUP) led by Ian Paisley. Similarly, Sinn Fein made
gains in the 2003 elections replacing the Social Democratic and Labour Party



SDLP (founded by John Hume) as the largest Catholic/Nationalist party.

Generally these electoral moves have been reflected in social surveys in which a
majority of Protestants report that in 2013 they would be unlikely to vote again
for the agreement had they the opportunity to do so. Demographic trends also
suggest a worsening of intergroup relations indicating that Northern Ireland is
entering a period of “benign apartheid,” with segregation now worse than it was
before the troubles began in 1968. Observers are in agreement, then, that one
lesson from Northern Ireland is that a peace agreement does not necessarily lead
straight to a postconflict era but instead may be followed by a postagreement
phase, which may last a considerable period of time.

Despite mostly gloomy news, the original Good Friday Agreement is still in
existence, large-scale violence is unknown, and there is general agreement that
no appetite exists among politicians, the people, or indeed the (former) terrorists
for a return to out-and-out violence.

To make recommendations for improving the situation in Northern Ireland,
Shapiro (2012) in his case study of the conflict in Northern Ireland, indicates that
the problems still exist in fully implementing the argument. He employs his
relational identity theory (RIT), which emphasizes the importance of achieving
social-emotional relationships between the conflicting parties that incorporates
two main value affiliations: building positive, cooperative relations with one
another at both the personal and collective levels, and autonomy, which means
respecting the other, including the other’s right to have existential equality to
one’s own identity, to be independent, and to have freedom. Shapiro’s important
point that the successful implementation of an agreement depends not only on
the quality of the substantive agreement but also on the social-emotional
relationship developed between the parties making the agreement.

SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT CONFLICT

Conflicts such as these three suggest many questions pertinent to conflicts of all
sorts—interpersonal, intergroup, and international. These questions relate to
fundamental processes that have been studied extensively by social
psychologists. The chapters in this book address many of the fundamental social
psychological processes involved in conflict and develop the implications of
these processes for understanding conflict and for managing conflicts more
effectively. Here is an outline of some of the processes affecting conflict that are
addressed in one or more chapters.



Cooperation-competition . Each of the conflicts I have described had a
destructive phase characterized by a win-lose or competitive orientation to
the conflict. What determines whether a conflict takes a destructive, win-lose
course or a constructive, cooperative, problem-solving one?

Social justice . All of the parties in the three conflicts had initially differing
conceptions of what would be a fair resolution. What are the important
sources of perceived injustice?

Motivation . What needs do the parties in conflict have? Are their needs the
same as their positions? What motives foster conflict, and which are fostered
by conflict and tend to perpetuate it? Which facilitate constructive conflict
resolution?

Trust . Distrust is common whenever a conflict takes a destructive course.
What processes give rise to trust, and which give rise to distrust?

Communication . Faulty communication engenders misunderstanding, which
may lead to conflict, and conflict often leads to a breakdown of
communication. What are the characteristics of effective communication in
terms of the communicator and the listener? What can be done to develop
such communication?

Language . What role does language use play in affecting the course of
conflict? Do metaphors, images, and words relating to war (e.g., battle,
struggle, fight, coercion, defeat, enemy, suspicion ) dominate the discourse
and competition relating to conflict, or does the language use reflect terms
related to cooperation and peace (e.g., constructive controversy, problem
solving, creativity, mutual enlightenment, persuasion, trust )?

Attribution processes . Our emotional responses toward the actions of
another are very much influenced by what intentions we attribute to the
other, as well as how much responsibility for the actions we attribute to that
person. What are the nature and consequences of common errors in
attribution?

Emotions . What emotions make a constructive conflict resolution less or
more likely? What gives rise to these emotions? How can one control one’s
destructive emotions during a conflict?

Persuasion . In most negotiations and conflicts, much of each party’s effort
is channeled into attempting to persuade the other of the soundness of the
former’s position. What insights into the conditions resulting in effective



persuasion have resulted from systematic research of the processes involved
in persuasion?

Self-control . Effective goal-directed actions, particularly those that have to
be sustained over a period of time, require effective self-control. During the
course of conflict, various distractions, unexpected events, and emotions
(such as rage, wounded pride, despair, anxiety) may, when uncontrolled, lead
one to lose sight of one’s important, enduring needs and goals. Knowing how
to keep oneself on course during a conflict is obviously valuable. What help
does theory provide?

Power . The distribution of power among parties in conflict and how power
is employed strongly influence conflict processes. How do the bases of each
party’s power (including economic resources, weapons, information,
legitimate authority, effective social organization) determine the type of
influence exerted during a conflict?

Violence . When conflict takes a destructive course, it sometimes leads to
violence. What factors contribute to violent behavior? What sorts of
intervention reduces the likelihood of violence?

Judgmental biases . A host of misunderstandings, misperceptions, and
potential biases interfere with the ability to resolve a conflict constructively.
What gives rise to misunderstandings and biases, and how can their
occurrence be reduced?

Personality . How do unresolved self-conflict and individual personality
characteristics affect how conflict is managed? How important is it to know
the conflictual styles of various types of people (anxious, obsessive,
analytical, and so on)?

Development . What differences typically exist in managing conflict
depending on whether it is between children, adolescents, or adults? How
does psychological development (such as acquisition of language, increase in
physical strength, and decreasing dependence on adults) affect response to
conflict?

Group problem solving and creativity . Constructive management of conflict
can be viewed as a creative, cooperative problem-solving process in which
the conflict is defined as the mutual problem to be solved. What leads to
effective group problem solving, and what enables individuals to be creative
in their approach to nonroutine problems?



Intergroup conflict . Conflict between groups that differ in ethnicity, race,
religion, gender, sexual orientation, and the like appear to have become
prevalent and salient in recent years. How do the processes involved in
intergroup conflicts differ from those in interpersonal conflicts?

Moral conflict . Conflict over basic values (for example, “pro-choice” versus
“prolife”), which are often experienced as moral conflict, are often difficult
to resolve. Why are they so difficult to resolve, and what approaches have
been developed to manage such conflicts constructively?

Religious conflict . Despite the fact that the major religions of the world
share many values, religious differences have given rise to many destructive
conflicts. Why? It is also evident that religious leaders have often been
instrumental in preventing deadly conflict. How can leaders of the different
religions be encouraged and helped to foster more cooperative relations
among the different religions and more constructive conflict resolution
within their own communities?

Family and gender conflict . Some of the most destructive interpersonal
conflicts occur within families and between genders, between spouses, and
between parents and children. What are the conflicts about, why are they so
emotionally intense, and how can the participants learn to manage their
conflicts constructively?

Organizational conflicts . Most of us spend a considerable portion of our
lives in organizations: as students in schools, as workers in economic
organizations, as citizens in community organizations, and so on. We
experience interpersonal conflicts with peers, subordinates, or
superordinates; intergroup conflicts with other groups within our
organizations; and interorganizational conflicts with other organizations.
How are such conflicts managed constructively?

Culture . How does the culture in which an individual or group is embedded
affect how conflicts develop and are managed? What problems do
negotiators from diverse cultural backgrounds face?

Intractable conflicts . Difficult, long-standing, intractable conflicts occur at
all levels—interpersonal, intergroup, and international. When are such
conflicts “ripe” for intervention? What methods of intervention are likely to
be productive? How can reconciliation and forgiveness be encouraged
between historically bitter enemies?

Mediation . Third-party intervention, such as mediation, can sometimes help



people resolve their conflicts when they are unable to do so by themselves.
When is mediation likely to be effective? What are the processes involved in
mediation?

e Managing conflict in large groups . When the conflict occurs among factions
within a large group, are there ways of bringing the total group, or its
relevant components, together so that the group as a whole can contribute to
resolving the conflict?

e Constructive controversy . Conflict can take the form of lively, constructive
controversy, which stimulates creativity and richer thought processes; yet
differences in belief and opinion often produce quarrels that lead to
hardening of positions and breakdown of relations. What leads to lively
controversy rather than deadly quarrel?

e Culture and conflict . Is conflict theory, largely developed in Western
culture, applicable elsewhere? Can it be usefully applied in China, for
example? What modifications, if any, are necessary for other cultures?

e Teaching the knowledge, attitudes, and skills of constructive conflict . What
are the methods employed by some of the most experienced educators
(practitioners and trainers to help students acquire the knowledge, attitudes,
and skills of constructive conflict resolution)?

e Research . The field of conflict resolution is relatively young. There is still
much basic research needed to acquire fundamental knowledge about all of
the issues mentioned in this list. What are the most important and urgent
questions to investigate? Also, there are many practitioners doing training
and intervening in relation to many different kinds of conflicts. There is
much need for research that helps us to know what kinds of intervention or
training, with what kinds of clients, in what sorts of circumstances, produce
what types of effects.

These and other questions relevant to all sorts of conflict are addressed in one or
more of the chapters of this Handbook—sometimes directly and sometimes
indirectly by articulating the fundamental social psychological processes that
occur in all sorts of conflict.

SOME DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE
ORIENTATION OF THEORISTS AND
PRACTITIONERS



Inevitable differences in theory and practice orientations can lead to
misunderstanding and alienation if these inherent differences are not understood.
In many disciplines of the natural as well as social sciences, the “scientist” and
the “practitioner” tend to stereotype each other: the scientist viewing the
practitioner as “unscientific” and the practitioner considering the scientist to be
“impractical.” In the hope of fostering mutual respect and understanding of each
other’s orientation, the following sections contrast several aspects of each
orientation.

Analytical versus the Synthetic Approach

The practitioner must synthesize the knowledge from many theories and research
studies; she must make a collage or mosaic of many theoretical ideas of the kind
presented in this book rather than relying on any single one. In contrast, the
theorist-researcher generates knowledge by analysis and isolation of the object
of inquiry; the focus is often narrowly defined. Breadth of theoretical knowledge
is more important for the practitioner than precision, consistency, or elegance,
although the opposite is true for the theoretically oriented researcher. Moreover,
because there are no well-established procedures for combining theories to fit
them to a given practical problem, practitioners must often work intuitively
without being able to specify precisely how they are weaving together the
theoretical ideas they are using. In contrast, the pressure on theorist-researchers
is to be explicit and specific about their ideas and procedures.

Skeptical versus Pragmatic

The practitioner is rewarded if what he does “works” even if his practice is not
grounded in well-established knowledge. Moreover, he is usually more
persuasive and effective if he has a positive, confident attitude about what he is
doing and recommending. The scientist knows very well that the path of
progress in science is littered with discarded theories and honor goes to those
who help to determine the well-established ones. Thus, it is no wonder that the
professional stance of the theorist-researcher is hesitant, self-critical, and
skeptical toward the theory and research that social technologists often use with
a confident attitude.

Enduring versus Useful Truths

The theorist has the (rarely achieved) aim of developing knowledge that is

universally true, enduringly valid for different times and places, and relevant for
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Park Avenue sophisticates. Such theoretical knowledge is usually general and
abstract, and developing its implications for specific situations requires
considerable additional thought and effort. The scientist is especially interested
in developing the surprising and thus interesting implications of a theory because
its validity and generality seem enhanced by the ability to predict the
unexpected.

In contrast, the practitioner is necessarily concerned with the mundane and
practical, namely, with those aspects of a specific situation that can be altered
with minimum cost to produce the desired consequence. Her interest is more
focused on the here-and-now, on the concrete aspects of the situation in which
she has to work, rather than on the general and abstract. Of course, the
practitioner also seeks to have general knowledge of the kind of situation and
type of people with whom her model of intervention is effective, but the focus of
attention is on what can be done to produce the desired effects. In practical work,
it is more important to know that a child’s ability to learn may be improved more
easily and economically by changing motivation rather than by modifying genes,
even though the child’s genes may play an important role in determining ability
to learn.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF SOCIAL
PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORIZING ABOUT
CONFLICT

This section of the introduction is an overview of the progress made during the
past one hundred years or so in the social psychological study of conflict. The
writings of three intellectual giants—Darwin, Marx, and Freud—dominated the
intellectual atmosphere during social psychology’s infancy. These three theorists
significantly influenced the writings of the early social psychologists on conflict
as well as in many other areas. All three appeared, on a superficial reading, to
emphasize the competitive, destructive aspects of conflict.

Darwin stressed “the competitive struggle for existence” and “the survival of the
fittest.” He wrote that “all nature is at war, one organism with another, or with
external nature. Seeing the contented face of nature, this may at first be well
doubted; but reflection will inevitably prove it is too true” (quoted in Hyman,
1966, p. 29).

Marx emphasized class struggle, and as the struggle proceeds, “the whole



society breaks up more and more into two great hostile camps, two great,
directly antagonistic classes: bourgeoisie and proletariat.” He and Engels end
their Communist Manifesto with a ringing call to class struggle: “The
proletarians have nothing to lose but their chains. They have a world to win.
Working men of all countries, unite.”

Freud’s view of psychosexual development was largely that of constant struggle
between the biologically rooted infantile id and the socially determined,
internalized parental surrogate, the superego. As Schachtel (1959) has noted,
“The concepts and language used by Freud to describe the great metamorphosis
from life in the womb to life in the world abound with images of war, coercion,
reluctant compromise, unwelcome necessity, imposed sacrifices, uneasy truce
under pressure, enforced detours and roundabout ways to return to the original
peaceful state of absence of consciousness and stimulation” (p. 10).

Thus, the intellectual atmosphere prevalent during the period when social
psychology began to emerge contributed to viewing conflict from the
perspective of “competitive struggle.” Social conditions too—the intense
competition among businesses and among nations, the devastation of World War
I, the economic depression of the 1920s and 1930s, the rise of Nazism and other
totalitarian systems—reinforced this perspective.

The vulgarization of Darwin’s ideas in the form of “social Darwinism” provided
an intellectual rationale for racism, sexism, class superiority, and war. Such
ideas as “survival of the fittest, “hereditary determinism,” and “stages of
evolution” were eagerly misapplied to the relations between human social
groups—classes and nations, as well as social races—to rationalize imperialist
policies. The influence of pseudo-evolutionary thinking was so strong that as a
critic suggested, it gave rise to a new imperialist beatitude: “Blessed are the
strong, for they shall prey upon the weak” (Banton, 1967, p. 48). The rich and
powerful were biologically superior; they had achieved their positions as a result
of natural selection. It would be against nature to interfere with the inequality
and suffering of the poor and weak.

Social Darwinism and the mode of explaining behavior in terms of innate,
evolutionary, derived instincts were in retreat by the mid-1920s. The prestige of
the empirical methods in the physical sciences, the point of view of social
determinism advanced by Karl Marx and various sociological theorists, and the
findings of cultural anthropologists all contributed to their decline. With the
waning of the instinctual mode of explaining such conflict phenomena as war,
intergroup hostility, and human exp101tat10n two others have become dominant:
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e psycnological and tne socClial-poiiuacdli-economic.

The psychological mode attempts to explain such phenomena in terms of “what
goes on in the minds of men” (Klineberg, 1964) or “tensions that cause war”
(Cantril, 1950). In other words, it explains such phenomena in terms of the
perceptions, beliefs, values, ideology, motivations, and other psychological
states and characteristics that individual men and women have acquired as a
result of their experiences and as these characteristics are activated by the
particular situation and role in which people are situated. The social-political-
economic mode, by contrast, seeks an explanation in terms of such social,
economic, and political factors as levels of armament, objective conflicts
between economic and political interests, and the like.

Although the two modes of explanation are not mutually exclusive, there is a
tendency for partisans of the psychological mode to consider that the causal
arrow points from psychological conditions to social-political-economic
conditions and for partisans of the latter to believe the reverse is true. In any
case, much of the social psychological writing in the 1930s, 1940s, and early
1950s on the topics of war, intergroup conflict, and industrial strife was largely
nonempirical, and in one vein or the other. The psychologically trained social
psychologist tended to favor the psychological mode; the Marxist-oriented or
sociologically trained social psychologist more often favored the other.

The decline of social Darwinism and the instinctivist doctrines was hastened by
the development and employment of empirical methods in social psychology.
This early empirical orientation to social psychology focused on the socialization
of the individual, in part as a reaction to the instinctivist doctrine. It led to a great
variety of studies, including a number investigating cooperation and
competition. These latter studies are, in my view, the precursors to the empirical,
social psychological study of conflict.

Field Theory, Conflict, and Cooperation-Competition

During the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s, quite independent of the work being
conducted in the United States on cooperation-competition, Kurt Lewin and his
students were theorizing and conducting research that profoundly affected later
work in many areas of social psychology. Lewin’s field theory—with its
dynamic concepts of tension systems, “driving” and “restraining” forces, “own”
and “induced” forces, valences, levels of aspiration, power fields,
interdependence, overlapping situations, and so on—created a new vocabulary
for thinking about conflict and cooperation-competition.
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As early as 1931, employing his analysis ot torce tields, Lewin (1931, 193b)
presented a penetrating theoretical discussion of three basic types of
psychological conflict: approach-approach, in which the individual stands
between two positive valences of approximately equal strength; avoidance-
avoidance, where the individual stands between two negative valences of
approximately equal strength; and approach-avoidance, meaning the individual
is exposed to opposing forces deriving from positive and negative valences. Hull
(1938) translated Lewin’s analysis into the terminology of the goal gradient, and
Miller (1937, 1944) elaborated and did research on it. Numerous experimental
studies supported the theoretical analysis.

My own initial theorizing on cooperation-competition (Deutsch, 1949b) was
influenced by Lewinian thinking on tension systems, which was reflected in a
series of brilliant experiments on the recall of interrupted activities (Zeigarnik),
the resumption of interrupted activities (Ovsiankina), substitutability (Mabhler),
and the role of ego in cooperative work (Lewis and Franklin). But even more of
my thinking was indebted to the ideas that were in the air at the MIT Research
Center for Group Dynamics. Ways of characterizing and explaining group
processes and group functioning, employing the language of Lewinian
theorizing, were under constant discussion there among the students and faculty.
Thus, it was quite natural that when I settled on cooperation-competition as the
topic of my doctoral dissertation, I employed the Lewinian dynamic emphasis on
goals and how they are interrelated as my key theoretical wedge into this topic.

Even more important, the preoccupation at the MIT center with understanding
group processes pressed me to formulate my ideas about cooperation and
competition so that they would be relevant to the psychological and
interpersonal processes occurring within and between groups. This pressure
forced my theory and research (Deutsch, 1949a, 1949b) to go considerably
beyond the prior social psychological work on cooperation-competition. My
theorizing and research were concerned not only with the individual and group
outcomes of cooperation and competition but also with the social psychological
processes that would give rise to those outcomes. This work has central
relevance to understanding the processes involved in conflict. It is summarized
in chapter 1.

Game Theory and Games

In 1944, von Neumann and Morgenstern published their now-classic work,
Theory of Games and Economic Behavior . Game theory has made a major
contribution to the work of social scientists by formulating the problem of



conflict of interest in mathematical terms. However, it is neither the mathematics
nor the normative prescriptions for minimizing losses when facing an intelligent
adversary that have made game theory of considerable value to social
psychologists. Rather, it is the core emphasis on the parties in conflict having
interdependent interests; their fates are woven together. Although the
mathematical and normative development of game theory has been most
successful in connection with pure competitive conflict (zero-sum games), game
theory also recognizes that cooperative as well as competitive interests may be
intertwined in conflict (as in coalition games or non-zero-sum games).

Game theory’s recognition of the intertwining of cooperative and competitive
interests in situations of conflict (or, in Schelling’s useful term, the mixed-
motive nature of conflict; Schelling, 1960) has had a productive impact on the
social psychological study of conflict, theoretically as well as methodologically.
Theoretically, at least for me, it helped buttress a viewpoint that I had developed
prior to my acquaintance with game theory: that conflicts were typically
mixtures of cooperative and competitive processes and that the course of conflict
would be determined by the nature of the mixture. This emphasis on the
cooperative elements involved in conflict ran counter to what was then the
dominant view of conflict as a competitive struggle.

Methodologically, game theory had an impact on an even larger group of
psychologists. The mathematical formulations of game theory had the indirect
but extremely valuable consequence of laying bare some fascinating paradoxical
situations in such a way that they were highly suggestive of experimental work.
Game matrices as an experimental device were popular because they facilitated
precise definition of the reward structure encountered by the subjects, and hence
of the way they depend on one another. Partly stimulated by and partly in
reaction to the research using game matrices, other research games for the study
of conflict were also developed. Well over one thousand studies based on
experimental games had been published by 1985. Much of this research, as is
true in other areas of science, was mindless—being done because a convenient
experimental format was readily available. But some of it has, I believe, helped
to develop systematic understanding of conflict processes and conflict
resolution. Fortunately, in recent years, experimental gaming has been
supplemented by other experimental procedures and by field studies that
overcome some of the inherent limitations of experimental gaming.

Themes in Contemporary Social Psychological Research
on Conflicts



Social psychological research and theorizing on conflict during the past fifty
years have primarily addressed fifteen major questions (see Deutsch, 1990, for
more detail about the first five):

1. What conditions give rise to a constructive or destructive process of conflict
resolution? In terms of bargaining and negotiation, the emphasis here is on
determining the circumstances that allow the conflicting parties to arrive at a
mutually satisfactory agreement that maximizes their joint outcomes. In a
sense, this first question arises from focusing on the cooperative potential
inherent in conflict. In social psychology, this question has been most
directly addressed in my work and that of my students and summarized in
my 1973 book, The Resolution of Conflict: Constructive and Destructive
Processes . All of the chapters in this Handbook are relevant; the chapters
focusing on constructive controversy and cooperation-competition are most
relevant.

2. What circumstances, strategies, and tactics lead one party to do better than
another in a conflict situation? The stress here is on how one can wage
conflict, or bargain, so as to win or at least do better than one’s adversary.
This question emerges from focusing on the competitive features of a
conflict situation. It has been mainly addressed by economists and political
scientists (e.g., Schelling, 1960). In social psychology, research related to
this question focuses on bargaining tactics such as “being ignorant,” “being
tough,” “being belligerent,” “the effects of threats,” and how to increase
one’s bargaining power. This question is treated only indirectly in this
Handbook, by inference, because of the book’s emphasis on constructive
conflict resolution.

3. What determines the nature of the agreement between conflicting parties if
they are able to reach an agreement? Here the concern is with the cognitive
and normative factors that lead people to conceive a possible agreement and
perceive it as a salient possibility for reaching a stable agreement—one that
each of the conflicting parties sees as “just” under the circumstances. This
third question is a recent one and has been addressed under the heading of
research on the social psychology of equity and justice. Chapter 2, on social
justice, is most directly relevant to this question, but other chapters bear on it
as well.

4. How can third parties be used to prevent conflicts from becoming destructive
or to help deadlocked or embittered negotiators move toward constructive
management of their conflicts? This question has been reflected in studies of



mediation and in strategies for deescalating conflict. Chapter 34, on
mediation, pertains most directly, but all of the chapters have some
relevance.

. How can people be educated to manage their conflicts constructively? This
has been a concern of consultants working with leaders in industry and
government and also with those who have responsibility for educating
children in our schools. All of the chapters bear on this question. During the
past twenty-five years, many additional questions have emerged as a focus of
work in the field of conflict resolution as the field has expanded in popularity
as well as substance.

. How and when should one intervene in prolonged, intractable conflicts?
Much of the literature in conflict resolution has been preventive rather than
remedial in its emphasis. It is concerned with understanding the conditions
that foster productive rather than destructive conflict (as in question 1) or
developing knowledge about the circumstances that lead to intractable,
destructive conflict in the hope of preventing such conflict. More recently,
the reality that many protracted, destructive conflicts exist in the world has
induced some scholars to focus their attention on this problem. In this book,
the discussions of intractable conflicts (chapter 30), mediation (chapter 34),
and intergroup conflict (chapter 1) are particularly relevant.

. How are we to understand why ethnic, religious, and identity conflicts
frequently take an intractable, destructive course? With the end of the Cold
War, there appeared to be a proliferation of such conflicts. In the past thirty
years, interest in such conflicts has been renewed. The chapters most directly
pertaining to this question are those dealing with intergroup and cultural
conflict, but almost all are relevant.

. How applicable in other cultural contexts are the theories related to conflict
that have largely been developed in the United States and Western Europe?
In recent years, there has been much discussion in the literature of the
differences that exist in how people from varying cultural backgrounds deal
with negotiations and, more generally, manage conflict. We have not
attempted to summarize the cultural differences that exist with regard to
conflict management. However, in discussing culture and conflict (chapters
27 and 28), on applying conflict theory in China, there is discussion of the
issue of cross-cultural generalizability.

. How do we foster reconciliation between parties who have been in a bitter,



deadly, destructive conflict? Since the work of the Truth and Reconciliation
Commission in South Africa, there has been considerable interest and some
research related to this question. See chapter 40 by Staub. Other chapters
have relevant discussions as well—for example, the chapters on justice, trust,
change, intractable conflict, and intergroup conflict (chapters 2, 5, 8, 22, and
30).

. How do we help people “negotiate the nonnegotiable,” as in conflicts over
identity, basic values, or religious conflict? In its more extreme form, this
question can be expressed in another way: How does one understand and
deal with fundamentalism, terrorism, and suicide bombers? While many
chapters have relevance to this question (in its less extreme form), the
chapter dealing with moral and religious conflicts are focused on this issue
(chapter 53).

. How do we understand the often implicit, theoretical presuppositions and
framework about the conflict that affect one’s orientation to and behaviors
during conflict? These presuppositions often reflect personality disposition,
cultural influences, and life experiences. The chapters on implicit theories
and conflict, personality and conflict, and culture and conflict are directly
relevant (chapters 16, 17, and 25); many other chapters have indirect
relevance.

. How do we identify ripeness, critical moments, or turning points in a
conflict? Often these crucial periods provide an opportunity to change the
direction of a conflict from a destructive process to a constructive one. No
chapter focuses on this specifically, but there are relevant discussions in the
chapters dealing with trust, intractable conflict, and mediation (chapters 5,
30, and 34).

. What are the constructive and destructive effects of emotions during
conflict? The important role of emotions during conflict has been much
neglected until recently. The chapter on emotions and conflict focuses on this
question (chapter 12), and many other chapters have some relevant
discussion.

. Terrorism . Since the terrorist attacks by Al Qaeda on September 11, 2001,
there has been increased interest in understanding such questions as: What
gives rise to terrorism? How does it get organized? What is the nature of its
leaders? What are the psychological and demographic characteristics of
those who carry out terrorist activities such as suicide bombing? Chapter 32



addresses this topic.

‘5. Evaluation research . There has been a considerable increase in research in
the area of conflict research in recent years as the field has grown. The
research has employed such different methodologies as experimental
laboratory studies, field studies, and participatory action research. Research
has focused on theory development and also on the effectiveness of various
types of intervention such as mediation to resolve conflicts; reconciliation
efforts after destructive conflict; workshops to help leaders and managers
learn to manage organization conflicts constructively in their organizations;
and education in schools to teach students at all levels the skills, knowledge,
and values of constructive conflict resolution.

Although various chapters of this book have direct relevance to the questions
listed here, the aim of this third edition of The Handbook of Conflict Resolution
is not to summarize the work done so far in the field of conflict resolution.
Rather, its aim is to enrich the field by presenting the theoretical underpinnings
that throw light on the fundamental social psychological processes in all levels
of conflict. None of the theories is adequate to deal by itself with the
complexities involved in any specific conflict or any type of conflict. As I noted
previously in this chapter, each theory is a component of the particular mosaic
that needs to be created to understand and manage a unique conflict
constructively.

References

Banton, M. Race Relations . New York: Basic Books, 1967.

Cairns, E., and Darby, J. “The Conflict in Northern Ireland: Causes,
Consequences, and Controls.” American Psychologist , 1998, 53, 754-760.

Cantril, H. (ed.). Tensions That Cause Wars . Urbana: University of Illinois
Press, 1950.

Deutsch, M. “An Experimental Study of the Effects of Cooperation and
Competition upon Group Processes.” Human Relations , 1949a, 2, 199-231.

Deutsch, M. “A Theory of Cooperation and Competition.” Human Relations ,
1949b, 2, 129-152.

Deutsch, M. The Resolution of Conflict: Constructive and Destructive Processes
. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1973.

Deutsch, M. “Commentary: On Negotiating the Nonnegotiable.” In B.



Kellerman and J. Rubin (eds.), Leadership and Negotiation in the Middle East .
New York: Praeger, 1988.

Deutsch, M. “Sixty Years of Conflict.” International Journal of Conflict
Management , 1990, 1, 237-263.

Hull, C. L. “The Goal-Gradient Hypothesis Applied to Some ‘Field Force’
Problems in the Behavior of Young Children.” Psychological Review , 1938, 45,
271-279.

Hyman, S. E. The Tangled Bank . New York: Grosset & Dunlap, 1966.

Klineberg, O. The Human Dimensions in International Relations . Austin, TX:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1964.

Lewin, K. “Environmental Forces in Child Behavior and Development.” In C.
Murchison (ed.), A Handbook of Child Psychology . Worcester, MA: Clark
University Press, 1931.

Lewin, K. A Dynamic Theory of Personality . New York: McGraw-Hill, 1935.

Miller, N. E. “Analysis of the Form of Conflict Reactions.” Psychological
Bulletin , 1937, 34 (1), 720-731.

Miller, N. E. “Experimental Studies of Conflict.” In J. M. Hunt (ed.), Personality
and the Behavior Disorders . Vol. 1. New York: Ronald Press, 1944.

Schachtel, E. G. Metamorphosis: On the Development of Affect, Perception,
Attention, and Memory . New York: Basic Books, 1959.

Schelling, T. C. The Strategy of Conflict . Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1960.

Shapiro, D. L. “Creative Problem Solving: Not Just About the Problem” In P. T.
Coleman and M. Deutsch (eds.), Psychological Components of Sustainable
Peace . New York: Springer, 2012.

von Neumann, J., and Morgenstern, O. Theory of Games and Economic
Behavior . New York: Wiley, 1944,



PART ONE
INTERPERSONAL AND INTERGROUP
PROCESSES



CHAPTER ONE
COOPERATION, COMPETITION, AND CONFLICT

Morton Deutsch

Some time ago in the garden of a friend’s house, my five-year-old son and his
chum were struggling over possession of a water hose. (They were in conflict.)
Each wanted to use it first to water the garden. (They had a competitive
orientation.) Each was trying to tug it away from the other, and both were
crying. Each was very frustrated, and neither was able to use the hose to sprinkle
the flowers as he had desired. After reaching a deadlock in this tug-of-war, they
began to punch one another and call each other names. As a result of their
competitive approach, the conflict took a destructive course for both of them—
producing frustration, crying, and violence.

Now imagine a different scenario. The garden consists mainly of two sections,
flowers and vegetables. Each kid wants to use the hose first. Let’s suppose they
want to resolve their conflict amicably. (They have a cooperative orientation.)
One says to the other, “Let’s flip a coin to see who uses the hose first.” (It is a
fair procedure for resolving the conflict.) The other agrees and suggests that the
loser be given the right to select which section of the garden he waters. They
both agree to the suggestion. (They reach a cooperative, win-win agreement.)
Their agreements are implemented, and both children feel happy and good about
one another. (These are common effects of a cooperative or constructive
approach to a conflict.)

As this example illustrates, whether the participants in a conflict have a
cooperative orientation or a competitive one is decisive in determining its course
and outcomes. This chapter is concerned with understanding the processes
involved in cooperation and competition, their effects, and the factors that
contribute to developing a cooperative or competitive relationship. It is
important to understand the nature of cooperation and competition because
almost all conflicts are mixed motive, containing elements of both cooperation
and competition.

A THEORY OF COOPERATION AND
COMPETITION

The theory being presented here was initially developed by Morton Deutsch



(1949a, 1949b, 1973, 1985, 2011) and much elaborated by David W. Johnson
(Johnson and Johnson, 2005, 2011). The Johnsons have provided the most
extensive summary of the theory and the research bearing on it; their 2005 book
and 2011 publication should be consulted for greater detail.

The theory has two basic ideas. One relates to the type of interdependence
among goals of the people involved in a given situation. The other pertains to the
type of action that the people involved take.

I identify two basic types of goal interdependence: positive (where the goals are
linked in such a way that the amount or probability of a person’s goal attainment
is positively correlated with the amount or probability of another obtaining his
goal) and negative (where the goals are linked in such a way that the amount or
probability of goal attainment is negatively correlated with the amount or
probability of the other’s goal attainment). To put it colloquially, if you’re
positively linked with another, then you sink or swim together; with negative
linkage, if the other sinks, you swim, and if the other swims, you sink.

Few situations are purely positive or negative. In most situations, people have a
mixture of goals so that it is common for some of their goals initially to be
positive and some negatively interdependent. For analytical purposes, I discuss
pure situations in this section. In mixed situations, the relative strengths of the
two types of goal interdependency, as well as their general orientation to one
another, largely determine the nature of the conflict process.

I also characterize two basic types of action by an individual: effective actions,
which improve the actor’s chances of obtaining a goal, and bungling actions,
which worsen the actor’s chances of obtaining the goal. (For the purpose of
simplicity, I use dichotomies for my basic concepts; the dichotomous types of
interdependence and the dichotomous types of actions are, I assume, polar ends
of continua.) I then combine types of interdependence and types of action to
posit how they jointly affect three basic social psychological processes that I
discuss later in this chapter: substitutability, attitudes (cathexis), and inducibility.

People’s goals may be linked for various reasons. Thus, positive
interdependence can result from people liking one another, being rewarded in
terms of their joint achievement, needing to share a resource or overcome an
obstacle together, holding common membership or identification with a group
whose fate is important to them, being unable to achieve their task goals unless
they divide up the work, being influenced by personality and cultural orientation,
being bound together because they are treated this way by a common enemy or
an authority, and so on. Similarlv. with regard to negative interdependence. it



can result from people disliking one another or from their being rewarded in
such a way that the more the other gets of the reward, the less one gets, and so
on.

In addition to positive and negative interdependence, there can be lack of
interdependence, or independence, such that the activities and fate of the people
involved do not affect one another directly or indirectly. If they are completely
independent of one another, no conflict arises; the existence of a conflict implies
some form of interdependence.

One further point: asymmetries may exist with regard to the degree of
interdependence in a relationship. Suppose that what you do or what happens to
you may have a considerable effect on me, but what I do or what happens to me
may have little impact on you. I am more dependent on you than you are on me.
In the extreme case, you may be completely independent of me and I may be
highly dependent on you. As a consequence of this asymmetry, you have greater
power and influence in the relationship than I do. This power may be general if
the asymmetry exists in many situations, or it may be situation specific if the
asymmetry occurs only in a particular situation. A master has general power
over a slave, while an auto mechanic repairing my car’s electrical system has
situation-specific power.

The three concepts of substitutability, attitudes, and inducibility are vital to
understanding the social and psychological processes involved in creating the
major effects of cooperation and competition. Substitutability (how a person’s
actions can satisfy another person’s intentions) is central to the functioning of all
social institutions (the family, industry, schools), the division of labor, and role
specialization. Unless the activities of other people can substitute for yours, you
are like a person stranded on a desert island alone: you have to build your own
house, find or produce your own food, protect yourself from harmful animals,
treat your ailments and illnesses, educate yourself about the nature of your new
environment and about how to do all these tasks, and so on, without the help of
others. Being alone, you can neither create children nor have a family.
Substitutability permits you to accept the activities of others in fulfilling your
needs. Negative substitutability involves active rejection and effort to counteract
the effects of another’s activities.

Attitudes refer to the predisposition to respond evaluatively, favorably or
unfavorably, to aspects of one’s environment or self. Through natural selection,
evolution has ensured that all living creatures have the capacity to respond
positively to stimuli that are beneficial to them and negatively to those that are



harmful. They are attracted to, approach, receive, ingest, like, enhance, and
otherwise act positively toward beneficial objects, events, or other creatures. In
contrast, they are repelled by harmful objects and circumstances and avoid, eject,
attack, dislike, negate, and otherwise act negatively toward them. This inborn
tendency to act positively toward the beneficial and negatively toward the
harmful is the foundation on which the human potentials for cooperation and
love, as well as for competition and hate, develop. The basic psychological
orientation of cooperation implies the positive attitude that “we are for each
other,” “we benefit one another”; competition, by contrast, implies the negative
attitude that “we are against one another” and, in its extreme form, “you are out
to harm me.”

Inducibility refers to the readiness to accept another’s influence to do what he or
she wants. Negative inducibility refers to the readiness to reject or obstruct
fulfillment of what the other wants. The complement of substitutability is
inducibility: you are willing to be helpful to another whose actions are helpful to
you but not to someone whose actions are harmful. In fact, you reject any
request to help the other engage in harmful actions and, if possible, obstruct or
interfere with these actions if they occur.

THE EFFECTS OF COOPERATION AND
COMPETITION

Thus, the theory predicts that if you are in a positively interdependent
relationship with someone who bungles, the bungling is not a substitute for
effective actions you intended; thus, you view the bungling negatively. In fact,
when your net-playing tennis partner in a doubles game allows an easy shot to
get past him, you have to extend yourself to prevent being harmed by the error.
But if your relationship is one of negative interdependence, and the other person
bungles (as when your tennis opponent double-faults), your opponent’s bungle
substitutes for an effective action on your part, and you regard it positively or
value it. The reverse is true for effective actions. An opponent’s effective actions
are not substitutable for yours and are negatively valued; a teammate can induce
you to help him or her make an effective action, but you are likely to try to
prevent or obstruct a bungling action by your teammate. In contrast, you are
willing to help an opponent bungle, but your opponent is not likely to induce you
to help him or her make an effective action (which, in effect, harms your chances
of obtaining your goal).

The thenrv nf conneratinn and comneatitinn then onec nn tn make fiirther



LLIC LLIL UL Y UL CUURP G ULV WL SV /U ULV LA UL U UL LU LIRS L b

predictions about different aspects of intrapersonal, interpersonal, intragroup,
and intergroup processes from the predictions about substitutability, attitudes,
and inducibility. Thus, assuming that the individual actions in a group are much
more frequently effective than bungling, among the predictions that follow from
the theory are that cooperative relations (those in which the goals of the parties
involved are predominantly positively interdependent), as compared with
competitive ones, show more of these positive characteristics:

1. Effective communication is exhibited . Ideas are verbalized, and group
members are attentive to one another, accepting of the ideas of other
members and influenced by them. They have fewer difficulties in
communicating with or understanding others.

2. Friendliness, helpfulness, trust, and lessened obstructiveness are expressed
in the discussions. Members also are more satisfied with the group and its
solutions and favorably impressed by the contributions of the other group
members. In addition, members of the cooperative groups rate themselves
high in desire to win the respect of their colleagues and in obligation to the
other members.

3. Coordination of effort, division of labor, orientation to task achievement,
orderliness in discussion, and high productivity are manifested in the
cooperative groups (if the group task requires effective communication,
coordination of effort, division of labor, or sharing of resources).

4. Feeling of agreement with the ideas of others and a sense of basic similarity
in beliefs and values, as well as confidence in one’s own ideas and in the
value that other members attach to those ideas , are obtained in the
cooperative groups.

5. Recognizing and respecting the other by being responsive to the other’s
needs .

6. Willingness to enhance the other’s power (e.g., the knowledge, skills,
resources, and so on) to accomplish the other’s goals increases. As the
other’s capabilities are strengthened, you are strengthened; they are of value
to you as well as to the other. Similarly, the other is enhanced from your
enhancement and benefits from your growing capabilities and power.

7. Defining conflicting interests as a mutual problem to be solved by
collaborative effort facilitates recognizing the legitimacy of each other’s
interests and the need to search for a solution responsive to the needs of all.



It tends to limit rather than expand the scope of conflicting interests.
Attempts to influence the other tend to be confined to processes of
persuasion.

In contrast, a competitive process has the opposite effects:

1.

Communication is impaired as the conflicting parties seek to gain advantage
by misleading the other through use of false promises, ingratiation tactics,
and disinformation. It is reduced and seen as futile as they recognize that
they cannot trust one another’s communications to be honest or informative.

Obstructiveness and lack of helpfulness lead to mutual negative attitudes,
distrust, and suspicion of one another’s intentions . One’s perceptions of the
other tend to focus on the person’s negative qualities and ignore the positive.

The parties to the process are unable to divide their work , duplicating one
another’s efforts such that they become mirror images. If they do divide the
work, they feel the need to check continuously what the other is doing.

The repeated experience of disagreement and critical rejection of ideas
reduces confidence in oneself as well as the other.

The conflicting parties seek to enhance their own power and reduce the
power of the other . Any increase in the power of the other is seen as
threatening to oneself.

The competitive process stimulates the view that the solution of a conflict can
be imposed only by one side on the other , which leads to using coercive
tactics such as psychological and physical threats and violence. It tends to
expand the scope of the issues in conflict as each side seeks superiority in
power and legitimacy. The conflict becomes a power struggle or a matter of
moral principle and is no longer confined to a specific issue at a given time
and place. Escalating the conflict increases its motivational significance to
the participants and may make a limited defeat less acceptable and more
humiliating than a mutual disaster.

As the conflict escalates, it perpetuates itself by such processes as autistic
hostility, self-fulfilling prophecies, and unwitting commitments. Autistic hostility
involves breaking off contact and communication with the other; the result is
that the hostility is perpetuated because one has no opportunity to learn that it
may be based on misunderstandings or misjudgments or to learn if the other has
changed for the better.

Self-fulfilling prophecies are those wherein you engage in hostile behavior



toward another because of a false assumption that the other has done or is
preparing to do something harmful to you; your false assumption comes true
when it leads you to engage in hostile behavior that then provokes the other to
react in a hostile manner to you. The dynamics of an escalating, destructive
conflict have the inherent quality of a folie a deux in which the self-fulfilling
prophecies of each side mutually reinforce one another. As a result, both sides
are right to think that the other is provocative, untrustworthy, and malevolent.
Each side, however, tends to be blind to how it and the other have contributed to
this malignant process.

In the case of unwitting commitments , the parties not only overcommit to rigid
positions during the course of escalating conflict but also may unwittingly
commit to negative attitudes and perceptions, beliefs, defenses against the
other’s expected attacks, and investments involved in carrying out their
conflictual activities. Thus, during an escalated conflict, a person (a group, a
nation) may commit to the view that the other is an evil enemy, the belief that
the other is out to take advantage of oneself (one’s group, nation), the conviction
that one has to be constantly vigilant and ready to defend against the danger the
other poses to one’s vital interests, and also invest in the means of defending
oneself as well as attacking the other. After a protracted conflict, it is hard to
give up a grudge, to disarm without feeling vulnerable, as well as to give up the
emotional charge associated with being mobilized and vigilant in relation to the
conflict.

As Johnson and Johnson (2005, 2011) have detailed, these ideas have given rise
to a large number of research studies indicating that a cooperative process (as
compared to a competitive one) leads to greater group productivity, more
favorable interpersonal relations, better psychological health, and higher self-
esteem. Research has also shown that more constructive resolution of conflicts
results from cooperative as opposed to competitive processes.

For understanding the nature of the processes involved in conflict, this last
research finding is of central theoretical and practical significance. It suggests
that constructive processes of conflict resolution are similar to cooperative
processes of problem solving, and destructive processes of conflict resolution are
similar to competitive processes. Because our prior theoretical and research
work gave us considerable knowledge about the nature of the processes involved
in cooperation and competition, it is evident that this knowledge provides
detailed insight into the nature of the processes entailed in constructive and
destructive conflict resolution. This kind of knowledge contributes to
understanding what processes are involved in producing good or bad outcomes



of conflict. There are many ways of characterizing the outcomes of a conflict:
the satisfaction or dissatisfaction of the parties, material benefits and costs,
improvement or worsening of their relationship, effects on self-esteem and
reputation, precedents set, kinds of lessons learned, effects on third parties (such
as children of divorcing parents), and so on. Thus, there is reason to believe that
a cooperative-constructive process of conflict resolution leads to such good
outcomes as mutual benefits and satisfaction, strengthening relationships,
positive psychological effects, and so on, while a competitive-destructive
process leads to material losses and dissatisfaction, worsening relationships, and
negative psychological effects in at least one party (the loser if it is a win-lose
outcome) or both parties (if it is a lose-lose outcome).

CONSTRUCTIVE AND DESTRUCTIVE
COMPETITION

Competition can vary from destructive to constructive: unfair, unregulated
competition at the destructive end; fair, regulated competition in between; and
constructive competition at the positive end. In constructive competition, the
losers as well as the winners gain. Thus, in a tennis match that takes the form of
constructive competition, the winner suggests how the loser can improve, offers
an opportunity for the loser to learn and practice skills, and makes the match an
enjoyable or worthwhile experience for the loser. In constructive competition,
winners see to it that losers are better off, or at least not worse off than they were
before the competition.

The major difference, for example, between constructive controversy and
competitive debate, is that in the former, people discuss their differences with
the objective of clarifying them and attempting to find a solution that integrates
the best thoughts that emerge during the discussion, no matter who articulates
them (see chapter 4 for a fuller discussion). There is no winner and no loser;
both win if, during the controversy, each party comes to deeper insights and
enriched views of the matter that is initially in controversy. Constructive
controversy is a process for constructively coping with the inevitable differences
that people bring to cooperative interaction because it uses differences in
understanding, perspective, knowledge, and worldview as valued resources. By
contrast, in competitive contests or debates, there is usually a winner and a loser.
The party judged to have “the best”—ideas, skills, knowledge, and so on—
typically wins, while the other, who is judged to be less good, typically loses.
Competition evaluates and ranks people based on their capacity for a particular



task rather than integrating various contributions.

By my emphasis throughout this chapter, I do not mean to suggest that
competition produces no benefits. Competition is part of everyday life.
Acquiring the skills necessary to compete effectively can be of considerable
value. Moreover, competition in a cooperative, playful context can be fun. It
enables one to enact and experience, in a nonserious setting, symbolic emotional
dramas relating to victory and defeat, life and death, power and helplessness,
dominance and submission—dramas that have deep personal and cultural roots.
In addition, competition is a useful social mechanism for selecting those who are
better able to perform the activities involved in the competition. Furthermore,
when no objective, criterion-referenced basis for measurement of performance
exists, the relative performance of students affords a crude yardstick.
Nevertheless, serious problems are associated with competition when it does not
occur in a cooperative context and if it is not effectively regulated by fair rules.
(See Deutsch, 1973, pp. 377-388, for a discussion of regulating competition.)

Fair competition is an essential ingredient of a democratic governance process as
well as of an effective free market economic system. In elections (e.g., if the
rules and procedures make it more difficult for those who favor one party or
candidate rather than the other to vote or have their vote counted), this
undermines a democratic governance process. Similarly, if bribery or political
influence allows one company or industry to avoid following regulations that
others are required to implement, economic efficiency and the free market are
undermined.

PATHOLOGIES OF COOPERATION

As I have indicated in my writings on cooperation and competition (Deutsch,
1949a, 1949b, 1973), there is a natural tendency for cooperation to break down
as a result of the very social psychological processes—substitutability, attitudes
(cathexis), and inducibility—that are central to cooperation. Thus,
substitutability , which enables the work of one cooperator to replace the work of
another so that they don’t have to duplicate one another’s efforts, leads to
specialization of function. Specialization of function in turn gives rise to
specialized interests and specialized terminology and language; the likely
consequence is a deterioration of group unity as those with special interests
compete for scarce resources and communicate in a language that is not fully
shared. Similarly, cathexis of other group members (the development of personal



bonds between members) can lead to in-group favoritism, clique formation,
nepotism, and so on. Here, the consequences are likely to be a weakening of
overall group cohesion as cliques develop, a deterioration of cooperation with
other groups as in-group favoritism grows, and a lessening of group
effectiveness as a result of nepotism. Inducibility , the readiness to be influenced
positively by other group members, can lead to excessive conformity with the
views of others so that one no longer makes one’s own independent, unique
contribution to the group. The cooperative process, as a result, may be deprived
of the creative contributions that can be made by each of its members; also,
those who suppress their individuality may feel inwardly alienated from
themselves and their group despite their outer conformity. In addition, free
riding or social loafing may occur in which some members shirk their
responsibilities to the group and seek to obtain the benefits of group membership
without offering the contributions they are able to make to it.

Among the procedures that are employed to prevent the impairment of
cooperation are these:

e Rotation among positions and job enlargement to retard the development of
specialized interests

e Fostering communication among individuals and groups with different
interests to facilitate perception of common interests

¢ Educating and indoctrinating members so that they become group oriented

e Developing group symbols, rituals, and occasions to foster group unity and
personal identification with the group

¢ Instituting coordinating and translating mechanisms, as well as cross-cutting
memberships in specialized subgroups

¢ Honoring and cherishing individuality and buttressing the right to differ

e Maintaining sufficient individual accountability so that shirking can be
detected and responded to with appropriate diagnostic and intervention
procedures

e Engaging in periodic, independent reviews of the way the cooperative
system is functioning and making the necessary repairs

The effort in maintaining effective cooperative systems and repairing them when
required is considerable. When cooperation is not required and individual action
is feasible, the costs of cooperation may outweigh its benefits and make the

individual action preferable. However. often individual action is insufficient and



cooperation is necessary. In such cases, the effort required to develop and
maintain an effective cooperative process may be the only sensible alternative to
the dismal consequences of failure to do so.

INITIATING COOPERATION AND COMPETITION

If we know that cooperative and competitive processes have important effects on
conflict resolution, a question follows: What initiates or gives rise to one or the
other process? I did much research (Deutsch, 1973) in an attempt to find the
answer. The results of my many studies fell into a pattern I slowly began to
grasp. They seemed explainable by an assumption I have immodestly labeled
“Deutsch’s Crude Law of Social Relations”:

The characteristic processes and effects elicited by a given type of social
relationship also tend to elicit that type of social relationship, and a typical
effect tends to induce the other typical effects of that relationship.

Thus, cooperation induces and is induced by perceived similarity in beliefs and
attitudes, readiness to be helpful, openness in communication, trusting and
friendly attitudes, sensitivity to common interests and deemphasis of opposed
interests, orientation toward enhancing mutual power rather than power
differences, and so on. Similarly, competition induces and is induced by the use
of the tactics of coercion, threat, or deception; attempts to enhance the power
differences between oneself and the other; poor communication; minimization of
the awareness of similarities in values and increased sensitivity to opposed
interests; suspicious and hostile attitudes; the importance, rigidity, and size of
issues in conflict; and so on.

In other words, someone who has systematic knowledge of the effects of
cooperative and competitive processes has systematic knowledge of the
conditions that typically give rise to such processes and, by extension, the
conditions that affect whether a conflict takes a constructive or destructive
course. My early theory of cooperation and competition is a theory of the effects
of cooperative and competitive processes. Hence, from the Crude Law of Social
Relations, it follows that this theory brings insight into the conditions that give
rise to cooperative and competitive processes.

This law is certainly crude. It expresses surface similarities between effects and
causes; the basic relationships are genotypical rather than phenotypical. The
surface effects of cooperation and competition are due to the underlying type of
interdependence (positive or negative) and type of action (effective or bungling),



the basic social psychological processes involved in the theory (substitutability,
attitudes, and inducibility), and the cultural or social medium and situational
context in which these processes are expressed. Thus, how a positive attitude is
expressed in an effective, positively interdependent relationship depends on what
is appropriate to the cultural or social medium and situational context; that is,
presumably one would not seek to express it in a way that is humiliating or
embarrassing or likely to be experienced negatively by one’s partner.

Similarly, the effectiveness of any typical effect of cooperation or competition as
an initiating or inducing condition of a cooperative or competitive process is not
due to its phenotype but rather to the inferred genotype of the type of
interdependence and type of action. Thus, in most social media and social
contexts, perceived similarity in basic values is highly suggestive of the
possibility of a positive linkage between oneself and the other. However, we are
likely to see ourselves as negatively linked in a context that leads each of us to
recognize that similarities in values impel seeking something that is in scarce
supply and available for only one of us. Also, it is evident that although threats
are mostly perceived in a way that suggests a negative linkage, any threat
perceived as intended to compel you to do something that is good for you or that
you feel you should do is likely to be suggestive of a positive linkage.

Although the law is crude, my impression is that it is reasonably accurate;
phenotypes often indicate the underlying genotypes. Moreover, it is a
synthesizing principle, which integrates and summarizes a wide range of social
psychological phenomena. The typical effects of a given relationship tend to
induce that relationship; similarly, it seems that any of the typical effects of a
given relationship tend to induce the other typical effects. For example, among
the typical effects of a cooperative relationship are positive attitudes, perception
of similarities, open communication, and orientation toward mutual
enhancement. One can integrate much of the literature on the determinants of
positive and negative attitudes in terms of the other associated effects of
cooperation and competition. Thus, positive attitudes result from perceptions of
similarity, open communication, and so on. Similarly, many of the determinants
of effective communication can be linked to the other typical effects of
cooperation or competition, such as positive attitudes and power sharing.

SUMMARY OF THE THEORY OF CONFLICT
RESOLUTION
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effective cooperative problem-solving process in which the conflict is the mutual
problem to be resolved cooperatively. It also equates a destructive process of
conflict resolution with a competitive process in which the conflicting parties are
involved in a competition or struggle to determine who wins and who loses;
often the outcome of the struggle is a loss for both parties. The theory further
indicates that a cooperative-constructive process of conflict resolution is fostered
by the typical effects of cooperation. The theory of cooperation and competition
outlined thus far in the chapter is a well-verified theory of the effects of
cooperation and competition and thus allows insight into what can give rise to a
constructive or destructive process.

The theory cannot serve as a cookbook for a practitioner in the field of conflict
resolution. It is a general intellectual framework for understanding what goes on
in conflicts and how to intervene in them. In addition, understanding and
intervening in a specific conflict requires specific knowledge about the
conflicting parties, their social and cultural contexts, their aspirations, their
conflict orientations, the social norms, and so on.

Cooperation-competition, although of central importance, is only one factor
influencing the course of conflict. The other chapters in this Handbook detail
some of the other ingredients affecting conflict: power and influence, group
problem solving, social perception and cognition, creativity, intrapsychic
conflict, and personality. A practitioner must develop a mosaic of theories
relevant to the specific situation of interest rather than relying on any single one.
The symptoms or difficulties in one situation may require emphasis on the
theoretical theme related to power; in another, it may require focusing on
problem-solving deficiencies.

IMPLICATIONS OF THE THEORY FOR
UNDERSTANDING CONFLICT

Kurt Lewin, a famous psychologist, used to tell his students, of whom I was one,
that “there is nothing so practical as a good theory.” To this point, I have
presented the basic ideas of a good theory; in what follows, I indicate their
usefulness in conflict situations.

The Importance of a Cooperative Orientation

The most important implication of cooperation-competition theory is that a
coonerative or win-win arientation tn resnlvino a conflict enormaonslv facilitates
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constructive resolution, while a competitive or win-lose orientation hinders it. It
is easier to develop and maintain a win-win attitude if you have social support
for it. The social support can come from family, friends, coworkers, employers,
the media, your community, and the culture in which you are embedded.

To have a win-win attitude in a hostile environment, it is valuable to become
part of a network of people or a member of groups with similar orientations that
can extend social support to you. It is also helpful to develop the personal
strengths and skills that are useful in bucking the tide.

If you are the manager in a system (e.g., a principal in a school, a CEO in a
company, a parent in a family), it is worthwhile to recognize that basic change in
the system involves more than educating students, employees, or children to
have a win-win orientation. It also involves educating yourself and other key
people in the system, such as supervisors, staff, teachers, and parents, so that
their actions reflect and support a win-win orientation. In addition, it often
requires fundamental change in the incentive structure so that the rewards,
salaries, grades, perks, and so on in the system do not foster a win-lose
relationship among the people in it.

Reframing

The second most important implication of the theory has to do with the
cooperative process that is involved in constructive conflict resolution. At the
heart of this process is reframing the conflict as a mutual problem to be resolved
(or solved) through joint cooperative efforts. Reframing helps to develop a
cooperative orientation to the conflict even if the goals of the conflicting parties
are initially seen to be negatively interdependent. A cooperative orientation to
what is initially a win-lose conflict leads the parties to search for just procedures
to determine who the winner is, as well as for helping the loser gain through
compensation or other means. Reframing has inherent within it the assumption
that whatever resolution is achieved, it is acceptable to each party and
considered to be just by both. This assumption is made explicit when one or both
parties to a conflict communicate to the other something like, “I won’t be
satisfied with any agreement unless you also feel satisfied with it and consider it
to be just, and I assume that you feel the same way. Is my assumption correct?”

Thus, consider a school that is developing site-based management (SBM)
procedures but faces a conflict (the second opening vignette of the Introduction
to this Handbook). One group of teachers, mainly white, insists on having
teachers elected to the SBM executive committee from the various academic



departments by majority vote. Another group of teachers, the Black Teachers
Caucus (BTC), demands that several members of the committee be from
minority groups to represent their interests. This conflict can be reformulated as
a joint problem: how to develop SBM procedures that empower and are
responsive to the interests and needs of faculty, parents, and students from
minority groups without abandoning the regular democratic procedures whereby
teachers are elected to the SBM committee by their respective departments.

This joint problem is not easy to solve, but many organizations have faced and
resolved similar problems. There is reason to believe that if the conflicting
groups—the SBM committee members elected by their departments and the
BTC—define the conflict as a joint problem to be resolved cooperatively, they
can come up with a solution that is mutually satisfactory. (See chapter 2 for a
discussion of resolving conflicts about what is just.)

The Norms of Cooperation

Of course, the parties are more likely to succeed in reframing their conflict into a
mutual problem if the participants abide by the norms of cooperative behavior,
even when in conflict, and have the skills that facilitate effective cooperation.
The norms of cooperative behavior basically are similar to those for respectful,
responsible, honest, empowering, and caring behavior toward friends or fellow
group members. Some of these norms, particularly relevant to conflict, are the
following:

¢ Placing the disagreements in perspective by identifying common ground and
common interests.

e When there is disagreement, addressing the issues and refraining from
making personal attacks.

e When there is disagreement, seeking to understand the other’s views from
his or her perspective; trying to feel what it would be like if you were on the
other’s side.

¢ Building on the ideas of the other, fully acknowledging their value.

e Emphasizing the positive in the other and the possibilities of constructive
resolution of the conflict. Limiting and controlling expression of your
negative feelings so that they are primarily directed at the other’s violation of
cooperative norms (if that occurs) or at the other’s defeatism.

e Taking responsibility for the harmful consequences—unwitting as well as



intended—of what you do and say; seeking to undo the harm as well as
openly accepting responsibility and making sincere apology for it.

e If the other harms you, be willing to forgive if the other accepts
responsibility for doing so, sincerely apologizes, and is willing to try to undo
it; seeking reconciliation rather than nurturing an injury or grudge.

¢ Being responsive to the other’s legitimate needs.

e Empowering the other to contribute effectively to the cooperative effort;
soliciting the other’s views, listening responsively, sharing information, and
otherwise helping the other—when necessary—to be an active, effective
participant in the cooperative problem-solving process.

¢ Being appropriately honest. Being dishonest, attempting to mislead or
deceive, is of course a violation of cooperative norms. However, one can be
unnecessarily and inappropriately truthful. In most relationships, there is
usually some ambivalence, a mixture of positive as well as negative thoughts
and feelings about the other and about oneself. Unless the relationship has
developed to a very high level of intimacy, communicating every suspicion,
doubt, fear, and sense of weakness one has about oneself or the other is
likely to be damaging to the relationship—particularly if the communication
is blunt, unrationalized, and unmodulated. In effect, one should be open and
honest in communication but appropriately so, realistically taking into
account the consequences of what one says or does not say and the current
state of the relationship.

e Throughout conflict, remaining a moral person—therefore, a person who is
caring and just—and considering the other as a member of one’s moral
community—therefore, as a person who is entitled to care and justice.

In the heat of conflict, there is often a tendency to violate the norms of
cooperation. For example, you begin to attack the other as a person (“you’re
stubborn,” “you’re selfish,” “you’re unreasonable,” “you’re inconsiderate,”
“you’re narcissistic,” “you’re paranoid”). Recognize when you start to do this,
stop, apologize, and explain what made you angry enough to want to belittle and
hurt the other. If the other starts to do this to you, then interrupt, explain why
you are interrupting, and try to resume a mutually respectful dialogue: “You’re
calling me names; that’s making me angry and makes me want to retaliate, so
pretty soon we’ll be in a name-calling contest and that will get us nowhere. Let’s
stick to the issues and be respectful of one another. If you’re angry with me, tell
me why. If I’'m at fault, I’ll remedy it.”
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It is wise to recognize that you, as well as the other, have hot buttons that, if
pressed, are likely to evoke strong emotions. The emotions evoked may be
anxiety, anger, rage, fear, depression, withdrawal, and so on. It is important to
know your own hot buttons and how you tend to react when they are pressed, so
that you can control your reactions in that event. Sometimes you need to take
time out to control your emotional reactions and consider an appropriate
response to what elicits them. Similarly, it is valuable to know the other’s hot
buttons so as to avoid pressing them and provoking disruptive emotions in the
other.

The Values Underlying Constructive Conflict Resolution

The norms of cooperation and constructive conflict resolution reflect some basic
values, to which people who are “profoundly divided by reasonable religious,
philosophical, and moral doctrines” can adhere (Rawls, 1996, p. xxxix). A
reasonable doctrine includes conceptions of the values and norms with regard to
conflict that people who adhere to another reasonable doctrine (as well as those
who adhere to one’s own) can endorse and be expected to follow during conflict.
Thus, pro-life and pro-choice advocates in the abortion conflict may have
profoundly differing views, but they are both components of reasonable
doctrines if the adherents to each are willing to follow common values in dealing
with their conflict about abortion. Among such values are reciprocity, human
equality, shared community, fallibility, and nonviolence. A brief discussion of
these interrelated values follows.

Reciprocity.

This is the value in the maxim, “Do unto others as you would have others do
unto you.” My understanding of the maxim as it applies to conflict requires each
party to treat the other with the fairness that it would normatively expect if in the
other’s position. It assumes reciprocity from the other—fairness to and from the
other. The fairness in behavior, process, and outcomes expected is normative. As
defined by one’s culture, it is how the conflicting parties should or should not
behave toward one another if they are, at a minimum, to avoid a destructive
conflict or, more positively, to promote constructive management of their
conflict. The norms against violence, disrespect, deceit, and irresponsibility are
widespread standards for avoiding destructive conflict.

Human Equality.

This value implies that all human beings are equally entitled to just and



respectful treatment, with consideration for their needs and to such basic liberties
as freedom of conscience, thought, and expression, as well as freedom from
coercion. You are entitled to this from the other, and the other is entitled to this
from you too. Human equality does not imply that people necessarily have the
same status, privileges, power, needs, or wealth. It does imply that such
differences are not the consequence of one’s violation of the other’s
entitlements.

Shared Community.

Implicit in constructive conflict resolution is mutual recognition of being part of
a broader community that members wish to preserve, a community sharing some
key values and norms. Such recognition occurs despite important differences
between oneself and the other.

Fallibility.

The sources of disagreement between reasonable people are manifold.
Disagreements may arise from such sources as the nature of the evidence, the
weight to be given to types of evidence, and the vagueness of the moral or other
concepts involved, as well as from differences in basic values or worldviews.
Reasonable people understand that their own judgment as well as the judgment
of others may be fallible.

Nonviolence.

This value implies that neither you nor the other use coercive tactics to obtain
agreement or consent. Such tactics include physical or psychological violence
(e.g., humiliation), destruction of property or other valued goods, harm to one’s
life chances (a potential career), and harm to one’s loved ones.

IMPLICATIONS FOR MANAGING CONFLICT

In prior sections, discussion focused on the attitudes, norms, and values that
foster cooperation. These are necessary but not in themselves sufficient.
Knowledge and skills are also important in promoting constructive resolution of
a conflict. This is the thesis underlying this Handbook. Knowledge of the theory
offers a useful framework for organizing one’s thinking about the social
psychological consequences of cooperation and competition, as well as the
conditions that lead to one rather than the other. It is a way of orienting oneself
to new situations. Along with the other theories discussed in this book, it



enlarges one’s knowledge of the range of conditions to be considered as one
wishes to develop and maintain a constructive, cooperative process of conflict
resolution and prevent developing a destructive process.

Skills are also vitally important for developing and implementing successfully an
effective, cooperative problem-solving process. There has not been much
systematic discussion of the skills involved in constructive solutions to conflict.
There are, I believe, three main kinds useful to the participants in a conflict as
well as to third parties (such as mediators, conciliators, counselors, or therapists)
who are called on to provide assistance to conflicting parties. For convenience, I
label them rapport-building skills, cooperative conflict resolution skills, and
group process and decision-making skills.

First, there are the skills involved in establishing effective working relationships
with each of the conflicting parties and between the conflicting parties if you are
the mediator or with the other if you are a participant. Some of the components
of this broad category include such skills as breaking the ice; reducing fears,
tensions, and suspicion; overcoming resistance to negotiation; establishing a
framework for civil discourse and interaction; and fostering realistic hope and
optimism. Thus, before negotiations begin between two individuals or groups
perceiving each other as adversaries, it is often useful to have informal social
gatherings or meetings in which the adversaries can get to know one another as
human beings who share some similar interests and values. Skill in breaking the
ice and creating a safe, friendly atmosphere for interaction between the
adversaries is helpful in developing the prenegotiation experiences likely to lead
to effective negotiations about the issues in dispute.

A second, related set of skills concerns developing and maintaining a
cooperative conflict resolution process among the parties throughout their
conflict. These are the skills that are usually emphasized in practicum courses or
workshops on conflict resolution. They include identifying the type of conflict in
which you are involved; reframing the issues so the conflict is perceived as a
mutual problem to be resolved cooperatively; active listening and responsive
communication; distinguishing between needs and positions; recognizing and
acknowledging the other’s needs as well as your own; encouraging, supporting,
and enhancing the other; taking the perspective of the other; identifying shared
interests and other similarities in values, experiences, and so on; being alert to
cultural differences and the possibilities of misunderstanding arising from them;
controlling anger; dealing with difficult conflicts and difficult people; being
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tendencies to be emotionally upset and misperceiving if they are pressed so that
these can be controlled.

A third set of skills is involved in developing a creative and productive group
problem-solving and decision-making process. These include skills pertinent to
group process, leadership, and effective group discussion, such as goal and
standard setting; monitoring progress toward group goals; eliciting, clarifying,
coordinating, summarizing, and integrating the contributions of the various
participants; and maintaining group cohesion. This third set also includes such
problem-solving and decision-making skills as identifying and diagnosing the
nature of the problem confronting the group; acquiring the relevant information
necessary for developing possible solutions; creating or identifying several
possible alternative solutions; choosing the criteria for evaluating the alternatives
(such as the “effects” on economic costs and benefits, on relations between the
conflicting parties, and on third parties); selecting the alternative that optimizes
the results on the chosen criteria; and implementing the decision through
appropriate action.

People are not novices with regard to conflict. From their life experiences, many
have developed some of the component skills involved in building rapport,
constructive conflict resolution, and effective group process and problem
solving. However, some are not aware that they have the skills or how and when
to use them in a conflict. The fact that everyone has been a participant and
observer in many conflicts from childhood on results in implicit knowledge,
preconceptions, attitudes, and modes of behavior toward conflict that may be
deeply ingrained before any systematic training occurs. Many of a person’s
preexisting orientations to conflict and modes of behavior in it reflect those
prevalent in his or her culture, but some reflect individual predispositions
acquired from unique experiences in the contexts of family, school, watching
TV, and the like.

Before students can acquire explicit competence in conflict resolution, they have
to become aware of their preexisting orientations to conflict as well as their
typical behaviors. Awareness and motivation are developed by having a model
of good performance that students can compare with their preconscious,
preexisting one. Internalization comes from guided and repeated practice in
imitating the model. Feedback on the students’ successfulness gradually shapes
their behavior to be consistent with the model, and frequent practice leads to its
internalization. Once the model has been internalized, recurrence of earlier
incompetent orientations to conflict is experienced as awkward and out of place
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internalized model. In tennis, if you have internalized a good model of serving,
internal cues tell you if you are deviating from it (say, by throwing the ball too
high). If self-taught tennis students have internalized poor serving models,
training should be directed at making them aware of this and providing a good
model. So too in conflict resolution.

In summary, the discussion in this and the preceding sections has centered on the
orientation, norms, values, and skills that help to develop a cooperative,
constructive process of conflict resolution. Without competence in the skills,
having a cooperative orientation and knowledge of conflict processes is often
insufficient to develop a cooperative process of conflict resolution. Similarly,
having the skills is insufficient to develop a cooperative process without the
cooperative orientation and motivation to apply the skills or without the
knowledge of how to apply the skills in various social and cultural contexts.

IMPLICATIONS FOR TRAINING

The material already presented in this chapter has several implications for
training. They center on the social context of learning, the social context of
applying one’s learning, the substantive content of the training, and the reflective
practitioner.

The Social Context of Learning

The theory described in this chapter suggests that the social context of learning
be one in which cooperation, constructive conflict resolution, and creative
controversy are strongly emphasized. The teaching method employed should
take the form of cooperative learning, and the conflictual interactions within the
classroom or workshop between teacher and students and among students should
model those of creative controversy and constructive conflict resolution. The
social context of learning should walk the talk, and in so doing offer students the
experiences that support a cooperative orientation, exemplify the values and
social norms of cooperation, and model the skills in constructive management of
conflict.

The Social Context of Application

It can be anticipated that many social contexts are unfavorable to a cooperative
orientation and the use of one’s skills in constructive conflict resolution. In some
social contexts, an individual who has such skills may expect to be belittled by



friends or associates as being weak, unassertive, or afraid. In other contexts, she
may anticipate accusations of being “disloyal,” a “traitor,” or an “enemy lover”
if she tries to develop a cooperative problem-solving relationship with the other
side. In still other contexts, the possibility of developing a constructive conflict
resolution process seems so slim that one does not even try to do so. In other
words, if the social context leads you to expect to be unsuccessful or devalued in
employing your skills, you are not likely to use them; you will do so if it leads
you to expect approval and success.

This explanation suggests that in unfavorable social contexts, skilled conflict
resolvers often need social support as well as two additional types of skill. One
relates to the ability to place yourself outside or above your social context so that
you can observe the influences emanating from it and then consciously decide
whether to resist them personally. The other type involves the skills of a
successful change agent—someone who is able to help an institution or group
change its culture so that it facilitates rather than hinders constructive conflict
resolution. I mention these additional skills because it is important to recognize
that institutional and cultural changes are often necessary for an individual to
feel free to express his or her constructive potential.

The common need for social support after training has occurred has implications
for who are selected for training and also for posttraining contacts. There are
several ways to foster a social context that is supportive: train all of the
participants in it, train the influential people, or train a cohort of people of
sufficient size to provide effective mutual support in the face of resistance.
Posttraining contacts with the training institution and its trainers may also yield
the social support necessary to buttress the individual in a hostile environment.

The Substantive Content of Training

In prior sections of this chapter, I have outlined what I consider to be the
attitudes, knowledge, and skills that amount to a framework for education in
constructive conflict resolution. A skillful trainer fleshes out such a framework
with substantive content that is sufficiently vital and intellectually compelling to
engage the interest and motivation of the student, is relevant to his or her most
common and most difficult conflicts, and is sufficiently diverse in content and
social context to facilitate generalizing and applying the training in a variety of
situations. To accomplish these objectives, a trainer must not only have a clear
framework for training, but also must be open and creative so that he or she can
respond to the students’ needs effectively.



The Reflective Practitioner

One of the important goals of education in this area is to help the student, as well
as the trainer, become a reflective practitioner of constructive conflict resolution.
I refer to two kinds of reflection: on managing the conflicts that you are
experiencing and on the framework of conflict resolution that you are
employing. Self-reflection about how you are handling conflicts is necessary to
continuing improvement and also to prevent old habits, your hot spots, social
pressure, and the like from making you regress to less constructive modes of
conflict resolution.

Conlflict resolution as a field of study is relatively young; it is going through a
period of rapid intellectual development. It is experiencing an upsurge in
research, theoretical development, and practical experience that I hope results in
improvement of the frameworks that are used for training in conflict resolution.
The reflective practitioner, by reflecting on his or her practice, can learn from as
well as contribute to this growing body of knowledge and reflected-on
experience.

Suppose the Other Does Not Want to Cooperate; What
Then?

Suppose the other wants to win and does not want to cooperate to resolve the
conflict constructively. What then? Or suppose the other agrees to negotiate a
resolution of the conflict but engages in dirty tricks to try to triumph in the
negotiations. How do you respond? These are difficult questions, and it should
be clear that in some instances, it may be impossible to establish a cooperative
conflict resolution process or prevent the other from employing dirty tricks
during a negotiation. Nevertheless, as the cases in the Introduction to this
Handbook indicate, difficult, deep-rooted conflicts can be resolved or managed
well. I next briefly discuss some suggestions for managing each of the two
difficult types of situations.

The Other Refuses to Cooperate.

There are two main reasons for not wanting to cooperate: (1) you think it would
be futile, a waste of time and energy, or (2) you feel you are the dominant power
and are satisfied with the existing situation and will lose something of value
(e.g., power, status, identity, wealth, religious doctrine) if you do. Before
attempting to influence the other in either case, it is crucial to seek to understand
the other—the other’s position, reasons, emotions, social context, and



experiences that have led to and support the other’s position. This requires the
development of communication with the other and active, nonjudgmental
listening to the other. After achieving some understanding of the other, one will
seek to influence the other to be willing to cooperate; influence attempts
commonly involve the use of persuasion strategies or nonviolent power
strategies, or both.

Persuasive strategies involve three types of appeals: to moral values, self-
interest, or self-fulfillment.

A moral appeal to another person (group, organization, or nation) who feels it is
futile to attempt cooperation might be: “If you are a moral person, you should try
to achieve the good even if it is difficult or the chances of success are small. If
you see a child drowning near you, you should try to rescue him even if the
chances of success are small and it is difficult to do. Similarly, it is your moral
obligation to try to resolve your conflict with the other in a cooperative manner
even though you think the chances of success are small and it may be a difficult
process.”

Appeals to the moral values of the dominant power assumes they are not fully
aware of the negative impact of their power on the low-power person or group.
For example, one might appeal to values related to justice, religion, or the
welfare of one’s grandchildren, to name a few. Engaging high-power members
to see the discrepancy between their practices and their moral values or
conscience could move them to take action and change their behavior.

Self-interest appeals emphasize the gains that can be obtained and losses that can
be prevented when there is cooperation to resolve the conflict. It is important
that such messages be carefully constructed so as to clearly state the specific
actions and changes requested of the other and to highlight the values and
benefits to the other by cooperating and the potential losses of not cooperating
(Deutsch, 2006).

Appeals to self-actualization focus on enhancing the sense that one’s better self
—a self that one has wanted to be—is being actualized. In a sense, these are a
type of self-interest appeal. The gain for the other is the feelings associated with
an actualized self. In considering ways that one might share one’s power over
others, one might emphasize the use of one’s power to further common interests;
the spiritual emptiness of power over others; the fulfillment of creating
something that goes well beyond self-benefit. By creating power with others
rather than maintaining noncooperation or power over (Follett, 1973), you may
actually increase your power.



Low-power individuals or groups seeking change in those who have a vested
interest in maintaining their power sometimes find it difficult to employ
persuasion strategies because of rage or fear. Rage, as a result of the injustices
they have experienced, may lead them to seek revenge, to harm or destroy those
in power. Fear of the power of the powerful to inflict bearable harm may inhibit
efforts to bring about change in the powerful.

Given the possibility of the prevalence of rage or fear among low-power groups,
it would be the goal of change agents (group leaders, mediators, conciliators,
therapists) who seek to foster cooperation, rather than rage or fear, to harness the
energy created by feelings of rage and fear and convert it into effective
cooperative action. (See Gaucher and Jost, 2011.) By engaging large numbers of
people through social media and other communication methods, you channel the
energy generated by feelings of rage or fear toward effective action. Here the
task of the change agent is to help people realize that they are more likely to
achieve their goals through effective action, including cooperation with potential
allies among members of high-power groups. It is important for the change agent
to recognize the power of the motivational energy of low-power groups,
regardless of its source.

A potentially effective strategic starting point using persuasive strategies would
be for low-power groups to use social influence strategies by seeking out and
creating alliances with those members of high-power groups, as well as other
prestigious and influential people and groups, who are sympathetic to their
efforts of building cooperation (Deutsch, 2006). Developing allies is a key
method of increasing a low-power group’s power and increasing its influence
and credibility with those in power.

It is useful for change agents to understand the psychological implications of
appealing to the power needs of members of high-power groups—understanding
how to convince those in power that their power needs can be fulfilled through
fostering a common good.

Nonviolent power strategies involve enhancing one’s own power (by developing
the latent power in one’s self and one’s group, as well as developing allies),
employing the power of the powerful against the powerful, and reducing the
power of the powerful. Gene Sharp (1973, 2005) has elaborated in great detail
the many tactics available to those who seek to employ nonviolent power
strategies and also discussed the strategy in producing successful nonviolent
change in facing dominating, exploiting others. There are three types of
nonviolent actions:



1. Acts of protest such as have been occurring recently in the Middle East

2. Noncooperation such as in Aristophanes’ Lysistrata when the women
withhold sex from their spouses until war is abolished

3. Nonviolent intervention such as general strikes and other methods of
disrupting the economy and other components of the status quo

The employment of nonviolent methods against a potentially violent, autocratic,
resistance to change in power often requires considerable courage, discipline,
and stamina as well as effective preplanning and organization.

There is a difference between persuasive strategies and nonviolent strategies.
Nonviolent strategies are often used when persuasion strategies by themselves
are not effective in bringing about change. The aim of nonviolent strategies is to
open those in power so that they can be persuaded to change: resistance to and
interference with the implementation of the power of the high-power group
makes its power ineffective and could open it to the possibility of persuasion.
Both are useful in altering the status quo in service of developing cooperation.
However, in contrast to violent strategies, neither persuasion nor nonviolence
seeks to destroy those in high power: they seek to change the relationship so that
power is shared and used to benefit both sides.

There are two major problems with the use of violence: it commonly leads to
increasing destructive cycles of reciprocating violence between the conflicting
parties, and it can transform those using violent methods into mirror images of
one another, so if a low-power group employs violence to overthrow a tyrannical
high-power group, it may become tyrannical itself. I am suggesting that violence
is never necessary to stop unrelenting tyranny. As Mandela (1995), indicated, if
violence is thought to be necessary to motivate the other, it should be employed
only against nonhuman targets, such as bridges or communication facilities,
only.

Facing Dirty Tricks during Cooperative Negotiation.

Suppose the other agrees to negotiate cooperatively to resolve the conflict but
engages in dirty tricks to advantage itself during negotiations, such as lying,
misrepresenting, spreading false rumors, undermining your power, or amassing
its own power to threaten and coerce you. What do you do? First, you openly
confront the other with what you consider to be his dirty trick in a
nonantagonistic manner and give the other a chance to respond and explain. He
might persuade you that you are mistaken, and if so, you would apologize. If he
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conflict cooperatively. Here the involvement of neutral third parties such as a
judge, mediator, or therapist may be of value or necessary. If the other pleads
guilty, apologizes, and pledges not to continue to engage in dirty tricks but you
are not completely reassured, it may be necessary to establish a mutually agreed-
on neutral, independent individual or system that can detect dirty tricks (by you
or the other) as well as verify or falsify accusations of dirty tricks and provide
sufficient positive and negative incentives to deter their occurrence.

Whether or not the other is willing to engage in fair cooperation, one’s own
approach throughout should employ the four Fs: be firm, fair, flexible, and
friendly;

Firm in the sense that you will strongly protect yourself from being
disadvantaged unfairly

Fair , in the sense that you will treat the other fairly and not attempt to
disadvantage the other by dirty tricks

Flexible in the sense that you will not commit yourself to rigid positions and
will respond flexibly to the legitimate interests of the other

Friendly , in the sense that you are always open, even after some difficulties,
to fair, amiable, mutual cooperation.

CONCLUSION

The central theme of this chapter is that a knowledgeable, skillful, cooperative
approach to conflict enormously facilitates its constructive resolution. However,
there is a two-way relation between effective cooperation and constructive
conflict resolution. Good cooperative relations facilitate constructive
management of conflict. The ability to handle constructively the inevitable
conflicts that occur during cooperation facilitates the survival and deepening of
cooperative relations.
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CHAPTER TWO
JUSTICE AND CONFLICT

Morton Deutsch

That’s not fair” expresses a feeling that frequently leads to conflict. A younger
brother cries out that his older brother is getting “a bigger piece of cake than I
am.” An applicant for a job feels that the selection procedures are biased against
members of her race, gender, or ethnic group. A politician thinks the election
was lost because his opponent stuffed the ballot boxes. A wife feels that her
husband doesn’t help sufficiently with the household chores. These all involve
issues of justice, which may give rise to conflict. Conflict can lead to changes
that reduce injustice, or it can increase injustice if it takes a destructive form, as
in war.

It is useful to make a distinction between injustice and oppression. Oppression is
the experience of repeated, widespread, systemic injustice. It need not be
extreme and involve the legal system (as in slavery, apartheid, or the lack of
right to vote) or violent (as in tyrannical societies). Harvey (1999) has used the
term “civilized oppression” to characterize the everyday processes of oppression
in normal life. Civilized oppression

is embedded in unquestioned norms, habits, and symbols, in the
assumptions underlying institutions and rules, and the collective
consequences of following those rules. It refers to the vast and deep
injustices some groups suffer as a consequence of often unconscious
assumptions and reactions of well-meaning people in ordinary interactions
which are supported by the media and cultural stereotypes as well as by the
structural features of bureaucratic hierarchies and market mechanisms.
(Young, 1990, p. 41)

Structural oppression cannot be eliminated by getting rid of the rulers or by
making some new laws, because oppressions are systematically reproduced in
the major economic, political, and cultural institutions. While specific privileged
groups are the beneficiaries of the oppression of other groups and thus have an
interest in the continuation of the status quo, they do not typically understand
themselves to be agents of oppression. (See Deutsch, 2006, for a fuller
discussion on oppression.)



THE FORMS THAT INJUSTICE TAKES

I consider here six types of injustice: distributive injustice, procedural injustice,
the sense of injustice, retributive and reparative injustice, moral exclusion, and
cultural imperialism. To identify which groups of people are oppressed and what
forms their oppression takes, each of these six types of injustices should be
examined. (For a comprehensive discussion of social psychological research
related to the following topics, see Tyler and associates, 1997.)

The scholarly literature on injustice has the following focuses:

e Distributive injustice , which is concerned with the criteria that lead you to
feel you receive an unfair outcome. (The boy receives an unfair share of the
pie being distributed.)

e Procedural injustice , concerned with unfair treatment in making and
implementing the decisions that determine the outcome. (Is the politician
being treated with dignity and respect? Has he lost the election fairly?)

e The sense of injustice , centering on what factors determine whether an
injustice is experienced as such. (If the wife does more than her fair share of
the household chores, what will determine whether she feels it is unjust?)

e Retributive and reparative injustice , concerned with how to respond to the
violation of moral norms and how to repair the moral community that has
been violated (as in the case of job discrimination against an applicant
because of race).

e Moral exclusion , or the scope of injustice, is concerned with who is included
in the moral community and who is thought to be entitled to fair outcomes
and fair treatments. Generally you do not include such creatures as ticks and
roaches in your moral community—and some people think of other ethnic
groups, heretics, or those with differing sexual orientation as “vermin” who
are not entitled to justice.

e Cultural imperialism , which occurs when a dominant group imposes its
values, norms, and customs on subordinated groups so that members of these
subordinated groups find themselves defined by the dominant others. To the
extent that women, Africans, Jews, Muslims, homosexuals, the elderly, and
so on must interact with the dominant group whose culture mainly provides
stereotyped images of them, they are often under pressure to conform to and
internalize the dominant group images of their group.
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considerable overlap among them.

Distributive Justice

Issues of distributive justice pervade social life. They occur not only at the
societal level but also in intimate social relations. They arise when something of
value is scarce and not everyone can have what they want or when something of
negative value (a cost, a harm) cannot be avoided by all. In the schools, such
questions arise in connection with who gets the teacher’s attention, who gets
what grades, and how much of a school’s resources are to be allocated for
students who are physically disabled or socioeconomically disadvantaged.
Similarly, distribution of pay, promotion, benefits, equipment, and space are
common problems in work settings. Issues of distributive justice are involved in
health care and medical practice as well: How is a scarce or expensive medical
resource, such as a heart transplant, to be allocated?

Scholars have identified a large number of principles that could be used in
distributing grades, pay, scarce medical resources, and the like. Discussions
focus on three key principles—equity, equality, and need—and their variants:

e The equity principle asserts that people should receive benefits in proportion
to their contribution: those who contribute more should receive more than
those who contribute less.

e The equality principle states that all members of a group should share its
benefits equally.

e The need principle indicates that those who need more of a benefit should
get more than those who need it less.

In any particular allocation situation, the three principles may be in conflict.
Thus, paying the members of a work group according to their individual
productivity may conflict with paying all the members of a work group equally,
and these two principles may conflict with paying them according to their need,
such as giving higher pay to those with more dependents. Only if all are equally
productive and equally needy is there no conflict among the principles.

The principles of distributive justice may be favored differently among
individuals, groups, social classes, ideologies, and so forth. For example, in a
collectivist community such as an Israeli kibbutz, the members have essentially
the same pay and standard of living no matter how much they differ in their

individual work productivity. In contrast, in an individualistic society such as the
IInited States the CFO of a nrafit-making firm mav oget naid more than a
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thousand times what an individual worker makes. Conflict within the kibbutz
arises if individuals feel that their standard of living does not adequately reflect
their unusually valuable contribution to the community; conflict within the
American firm is likely if workers feel that they are not getting a fair share of the
profits.

Theory and research (Deutsch, 1985) suggest that the principles are usually
salient in different social contexts. Equity is most prominent in situations in
which economic productivity is the primary goal; equality is dominant when
social harmony, cohesiveness, or fostering enjoyable social relations is the
primary emphasis; and need is most salient in situations where encouraging
personal development and personal welfare is the major goal.

Many times, all three goals are important. In such situations, the three principles
can be applied in a manner that is either mutually supportive or mutually
contradictory. In a mutually supportive application, the equity principle leads to
recognizing individual differences in contribution and honoring those who make
uniquely important contributions. In a socially harmonious honoring, no
invidious distinctions are drawn between those who are honored and those who
are not; the equal divine or moral value of everyone in the cooperative
community is affirmed as the community honors those who give so much to it.
Similarly, the equal moral worth of every individual leads to special help for
those who are especially needy.

Thus, if a football player helps his team win by an unusually skillful or
courageous feat, he is honored by his teammates and others in such a way that
they feel good rather than demeaned by his being honored. His being honored
does not imply that they have lost something; it is not a win-lose or competitive
situation for them. If, in contrast, the equity principle is applied in a manner that
suggests those who produce more are better human beings and entitled to
superior treatment generally, then social harmony and cohesiveness are
impaired. If the equality principle leads to a sameness or uniformity in which the
value of unique individual contributions is denied, then productivity as well as
social cohesion are impaired. It is a delicate balance that often tilts too far in one
direction or the other.

The judgment that you have received a fair outcome is determined not only by
whether the appropriate distributive principles are employed but also by whether
your outcome is in comparative balance with the outcomes received by people
like you in similar situations. If you (a woman) and a male coworker are equally
productive, do you each receive the same pay raise? Are all members of a club



invited to a party given by the club leader? If it’s my turn to receive a heart
transplant, is someone else—maybe a wealthy benefactor of the hospital—given
higher priority?

The theory of relative deprivation indicates that the sense of deprivation or
injustice arises if there is comparative imbalance: egoistical deprivation occurs if
an individual feels disadvantaged relative to other individuals, and fraternal
deprivation occurs if a person feels her group is disadvantaged relative to other
groups. The sense of being deprived occurs if there is a perceived discrepancy
between what a person obtains of what she wants and what she believes she is
entitled to obtain. The deprivation is relative because one’s sense of deprivation
is largely determined by past and current comparisons with others as well as by
future expectations.

There is an extensive literature on the determinants of the choice of other
individuals or groups with whom one chooses to compare oneself. This literature
is too extensive to summarize here, but it clearly demonstrates that people’s
feelings of deprivation are not simply a function of their objective
circumstances; they are affected by a number of psychological variables. Thus,
paradoxically, members of disadvantaged groups (such as women, low-paid
workers, ethnic minorities) often feel less deprived than one might expect, and
even less so than those who are more fortunate, because they compare
themselves with “similar others”—other women, other low-paid workers. In
contrast, men and middle-income workers who have more opportunities may
feel relatively more deprived because they are comparing themselves with those
who have enjoyed more success in upward mobility. Also, there is evidence that
discontent, social unrest, and rebellion often occur after a period of improvement
in political-economic conditions that leads to rising expectations regarding
entitlements if they are not matched by a corresponding rise in one’s benefits.
The result is an increased perceived discrepancy between one’s sense of
entitlement and one’s benefits; this is sometimes referred to as the revolution of
rising expectations.

Procedural Justice

In addition to assessing the fairness of outcomes, individuals judge the fairness
of the procedures that determine the outcomes. Research evidence indicates that
fair treatment and procedures are a more pervasive concern to most people than
fair outcomes. (See Lind and Tyler, 1988, for a comprehensive discussion of
procedural justice.) Fair procedures are psychologically important for several
reasons, first in encouraging the assumption that thev give rise to fair outcomes



in the present and also in the future. When it is not clear what fair outcomes
should be, fair procedures are the best guarantee that the decision about
outcomes is made fairly. Research indicates that one is less likely to feel
committed to authorities, organizations, social policies, and governmental rules
and regulations if the procedures associated with them are considered unfair.
Also, people feel affirmed if the procedures to which they are subjected treat
them with the respect and dignity they feel is their due; if they are so treated,
they find it easier to accept a disappointing outcome.

Questions with regard to the justice of procedures can arise in various ways.
Consider, for example, the evaluation of teacher performance in a school. Some
questions immediately come to mind:

e Who has voice or representation in determining whether such evaluation is
necessary?

e How are the evaluations to be conducted?
¢ Who conducts them?

e What is to be evaluated?

e What kind of information is collected?

¢ How is the accuracy and validity of the information ascertained, and how are
its consistency and reliability determined?

e What methods of preventing incompetence or bias in collecting and
processing information are employed?

e Who constitutes the groups that organize the evaluations, draw conclusions,
make recommendations, and make decisions?

e What roles do teachers, administrators, parents, students, and outside experts
have in the procedures?

e How are the ethicality, considerateness, and dignity of the process protected?

Implicit in these questions are some values with regard to procedural justice.
One wants procedures that generate relevant, unbiased, accurate, consistent,
reliable, competent, and valid information and decisions, as well as polite,
dignified, and respectful behavior in carrying out the procedures. Also, voice and
representation in the processes and decisions related to the evaluation are
considered desirable by those directly affected by the decisions. In effect, fair
procedures yield good information for use in the decision-making processes,
voice in the nrocesses for those affected hv them. and considerate treatment as
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the procedures are being implemented.

The Sense of Injustice

Whether an injustice takes the form of physical abuse, discrimination in
employment, sexual harassment, or disrespectful treatment, there will always be
some people who are insensitive to the injustice and hence seemingly unaware of
it. Here we examine factors that influence the sense of injustice.

Victims and Victimizers.

Distributive as well as procedural injustice can advantage some people and
groups and disadvantage others. Those who benefit from injustice are, wittingly
or unwittingly, often its perpetrators or perpetuators, and they are usually not
fully aware of their complicity. Awareness brings with it such unpleasant
emotions as guilt, fear of revenge, and sometimes feelings of helplessness with
regard to their ability to bring about the social changes necessary to eliminate the
injustice. As one might expect, the disadvantaged are more likely to be aware of
the injustice. Associated with this awareness are feelings such as anger (outrage,
indignation), resentment, humiliation, depression, and a sense of helplessness.
Positive emotions related to self-esteem, sense of power, and pride are
experienced by those who are engaged in effective actions to eliminate injustice,
whether they are advantaged or disadvantaged.

There seems to be a straightforward explanation for the asymmetry in sensitivity
to the injustice of the disadvantaged (the victims) and the advantaged (the
victimizers). The victims usually have relatively little power compared to the
victimizers; the latter are more likely to set the terms of their relationship and,
through their control of the state and other social institutions, establish the legal
and other reigning definitions of justice.

Thus, the victimizers, in addition to gains from their exploitative actions,
commonly find reassurance in official definitions of justice and the support of
such major social institutions as the church, the media, and the schools, to
deaden their sensitivity to the injustices inherent in their relations with the
victim. The victim may, of course, be taken in by the official definitions and the
indoctrination emanating from social institutions and, as a result, lose sensitivity
to her situation of injustice. However, the victim is less likely than the victimizer
to lose sensitivity to injustice because she is the one who is experiencing its
negative consequences. She is also less likely to feel committed to the official
definitions and indoctrinations because of her lack of participation in creating



them.

This explanation of differential sensitivity in terms of differential gains and
differential power is not the complete story. There are, of course, relations in
which the victimizer is not of superior power; even so, he avoids experiencing
guilt for his actions. Consider a traffic accident in which a car hits a pedestrian.
The driver of the car often perceives the accident so as to place responsibility for
it on the victim. Seeing the victim as responsible enables the driver to maintain a
positive image of himself. Projecting the blame onto the victim enables the
victimizer to feel blameless.

If we accept the notion that most people try to maintain a positive conception of
themselves, we can expect differential sensitivity to injustice in those who
experience pain, harm, and misfortune and those who cause it. If I try to think
well of myself, I shall minimize my responsibility for any injustice that is
connected with me or minimize the extent of injustice that has occurred if I
cannot minimize my responsibility. If instead I am the victim of pain or harm, I
have to believe that it was not my due to think well of myself; it is not just
desserts for a person of my good character. Thus, the need to maintain positive
self-esteem leads to opposite reactions in those who cause an injustice and those
who suffer from it. There is also the possibility that a victim may seek to
maintain her self-esteem by denying or minimizing the injustice she is suffering;
denial may not be completely conscious. Resort to denial is less likely to occur if
there are other similar victims who are prepared to acknowledge and protest their
own victimization.

Although the need to maintain positive self-regard is common, it is not universal.
If she views herself favorably, the victim of injustice may be outraged by her
experience and attempt to undo it; in so doing, she may have to challenge the
victimizer. If the victimizer is more powerful than she is and has the support of
legal and other social institutions, she will realize that it is dangerous to act on
her outrage—or even to express it. Under such circumstances, in a process that
Anna Freud (1937) labeled “identification with the aggressor,” the victim may
control her dangerous feelings of injustice and outrage by denying them and
internalizing the derogatory attitudes of the victimizer toward herself as well as
toward others who are similar to her (other women, other disadvantaged groups).
Paradoxically, by identifying with the aggressor, you feel more powerful as you
attack or aggress against others on whom you project the “bad” characteristics in
yourself that you have suppressed because of your fear of being attacked by
someone with the power to harm you. We can see this phenomenon in parents
who were abused as children going on to abuse their own children and in



traditionally submissive women derogating independent, assertive women.

From this discussion, it is evident that for numerous reasons, victims as well as
their victimizers may be insensitive to injustices that are occurring. I turn now to
a brief discussion of how the sense of injustice may be activated in the victim
and the victimizer. (See Deutsch and Steil, 1988, for an extended discussion.)

Activating the Sense of Injustice.

The process entails falsifying and delegitimating officially sanctioned
ideologies, myths, and prejudices that “justify” the injustices. I am referring to
such myths as these:

e Women like men to make sexual passes at them, even at work, because it
makes them feel attractive.

e African Americans are morally and intellectually inferior to European
Americans.

e The poor deserve to be poor because they are lazy.

e Everyone in the United States has equal opportunity in the competition to
achieve success.

The activation process also involves exposing the victims and victimizers to new
ideologies, models, and reference groups that support realistic hope about the
possibility that the injustice can be eliminated. Because of the anxieties they
elicit, one can anticipate that the changes necessary to eliminate an injustice
produce resistance from others—and sometimes in oneself. It is easier to manage
resistance and anxiety by becoming aware of the value systems that support the
change and of models of successful change as well as of the social support you
can get from groups and individuals who support the change. You feel less
vulnerable if you know that you are not alone, that others are with you.

In addition, the process entails the work necessary to make oneself and one’s
group effective forces for social change. There is internally directed work, aimed
at enhancing cohesiveness, trust, and effective organization among those who
favor change. There is also external work, involved in building up one’s political
and economic strength as well as one’s bargaining power. Doing so enables
effective action to increase the incentives for accepting change among the
advantaged who are content with the status quo and among those who desire
change but are fearful of the consequences of seeking change. However, some
victims of injustice may have to free themselves from the seductive satisfaction
of feeling morallv sunerior to the victimizers hefore thev can fullv commit to
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and be effective in their struggle against injustice. (See Deutsch, 2006, for a
more detailed discussion of overcoming oppression and injustice.)

Retributive and Reparative Justice

A study comparing responses to injustice and to frustration (reported in Deutsch,
1985) found that an injustice that is experienced, whether to oneself or to
another, involves one not only personally but also as a member of a moral
community whose moral norms are being violated; it evokes an obligation to
restore justice. The psychology of retributive and reparative justice is concerned
with the attitudes and behavior of people in response to moral rule breaking.

It is reasonable to expect a person’s response to be influenced by the nature of
the transgression, the transgressor, the victim, and the amount of harm the victim
experiences, as well as by the person’s relations to the transgressor and victim. A
transgression such as murder evokes a different response from violation of
customary norms of courtesy and politeness. In the United States, a white
murderer is less likely to be executed than a black one. Similarly, beating and
raping a black woman is less likely to result in widespread media attention than
in the case of a white victim. Burning a synagogue is considered a more serious
offense than painting swastikas on its walls. An Israeli Jew is less likely to be
concerned about Israeli discrimination against Palestinians than Arabs are, and
Arabs are unlikely to be as concerned about discrimination against Jews in their
countries as Israeli Jews are.

A number of means are employed to support and reestablish the validity of
moral rules once they are violated. They generally call for one or a combination
of these actions on the part of the violator: full confession, sincere apology,
contrition, restitution, compensation, self-abasement, or self-reform. They also
may involve various actions by the community addressed to the violator, such as
humiliation, physical punishment, incarceration, or reeducation. These actions
may be addressed not just to the violator but also to others related to the violator,
such as his children, family, or ethnic group.

Retribution can serve a number of functions:

¢ Violation of a moral code tends to weaken the code. One of the most
important functions of retribution is to reassert the continuing strength and
validity of the moral rule that has been violated. For example, many
communities are experiencing a breakdown of the rules of courtesy and
respect because children and adolescents are no longer taught these rules and



there is no appropriate response when they are violated.

e Retribution can serve a cathartic function for members of the moral
community who have been affronted and angered by the transgression.

e Punishment of the violator may have a deterrent effect against future
violation as well as a cathartic effect.

e Retribution may take the form of compulsory reeducation and reform of the
transgressor so that he is no longer likely to engage in immoral behavior.

e Retribution in the form of restitution, in addition to its other functions, may
serve to help the victim recover from the losses and damages that he or she
has suffered.

There are considerable variations among cultures and subcultures with regard to
the nature of moral rules and how to respond to violations of them. Ignorance
with regard to the moral rules of another culture as well as ethnocentrism are
likely to give rise to misunderstanding as well as conflict if one violates the
moral code of the other’s group.

Moral Exclusion

Moral exclusion, or scope of justice, refers to who (and what) is included in
one’s moral community. Who is and is not entitled to fair outcomes and fair
treatment by inclusion or lack of inclusion in one’s moral community? Albert
Schweitzer included all living creatures in his moral community, and some
Buddhists include all of nature. Most of us define a more limited moral
community.

Individuals and groups who are outside the boundary in which considerations of
fairness apply may be treated in ways that would be considered immoral if
people within the boundary were so treated. Consider the situation in Bosnia.
Prior to the breakup of Yugoslavia, the Serbs, Muslims, and Croats in Bosnia
were more or less part of one moral community and treated one another with
some degree of civility. After the start of civil strife (initiated by power-hungry
political leaders), vilification of other ethnic groups became a political tool, and
it led to excluding others from one’s moral community. As a consequence, the
various ethnic groups committed the most barbaric atrocities against one
another. The same thing happened with the Hutus and Tutsis in Rwanda and
Burundi.

At various periods in history and in different societies, groups and individuals
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by colonialists, blacks by whites, Jews by Nazis, women by men, children by
adults, the physically disabled by those who are not, homosexuals by
heterosexuals, political dissidents by political authorities, and one ethnic or
religious group by another.

Lesser forms of moral exclusions, marginalization, occur also against whole
categories of people—women, the physically impaired, the elderly, and various
ethnic, religious, and racial groups—in many societies where barriers prevent
them from full participation in the political, economic, and social life of their
societies. The results of these barriers are not only material deprivation but also
disrespectful, demeaning, and arbitrary treatment, as well as decreased
opportunity to develop and employ their individual talents. (For extensive
research and writing in this area, see the work of Susan Opotow, 2001, a leading
scholar in this area.)

Three central psychological questions arise with regard to moral exclusion:

1. What social conditions lead an individual or group to exclude others from the
individual or group’s moral community?

2. What psychological mechanisms enable otherwise moral human beings to
commit atrocities against other human beings?

3. What determines which individuals or groups are likely to be excluded from
the moral community?

Existing knowledge to answer these questions adequately is limited; their
seriousness deserves fuller answers than space allows here.

Social Conditions.

Studies of political, ethnic, and religious violence have identified several social
conditions that appear particularly conducive to developing or intensifying
hatred and alienating emotions that permit otherwise nonviolent members of a
society to dehumanize victims and kill (Gurr, 1970; Staub, 1989).

The first of these conditions is emergence of, or increase in, difficult life
conditions , with a corresponding increase in the sense of relative deprivation.
This may happen as a result of defeat in war, economic depression, rapid social
change, or even physical calamity. The resulting decrease in living standards
often leads to a sense of insecurity and a feeling of being threatened by potential
rivals for scarce jobs, housing, and the like.



The second condition is an unstable political regime whose power may be under
challenge. In such situations, those in power may use scapegoating as a means of
deflecting criticism and attacking potential dissidents and rivals.

Third, there may be a claim for superiority— national, racial, gender, class,
cultural, religious, genetic—that justifies treating the other as having inferior
moral status.

The fourth condition is when violence is culturally salient and sanctioned as a
result of past wars, attention in the media, or availability of weapons.

Fifth, there may be little sense of human relatedness or social bonding with the
potential victims because there is little in the way of cooperative human contact
with them.

The sixth condition consists of social institutions that are authoritarian . Here,

nonconformity and open dissent against violence sanctioned by authority are
inhibited.

Finally, hatred and violence are intensified if there is no active group of
observers of the violence , in or outside the society, who strongly object to it and
serve as a constant witness and reminder of its injustice and immorality.

Psychological Mechanisms.

There are many mechanisms by which reprehensible behavior toward another
can be justified. One can do so by appealing to a higher moral value (killing
physicians who perform abortions to discourage abortion and “save unborn
children”). Or one can rationalize by relabeling the behavior (calling physical
abuse of a child “teaching him a lesson”). Or one can minimize the behavior by
saying it is not so harmful (“It hurts me more than it does you”). Or one can
deny personal responsibility for the behavior (your superior has ordered you to
torture the prisoner). Or one can blame the victim (it is because they are hiding
the terrorists in their village that the village must be destroyed). Or one can
isolate oneself emotionally or desensitize oneself to the human consequences of
delegitimating the others, as many do in relation to beggars and homeless people
in urban areas.

Selection of Targets for Exclusion.

We are most likely to delegitimate others whom we sense as a threat to anything
that is important to us: our religious beliefs, economic well-being, public order,
sense of reality, physical safety, reputation, ethnic group, family, moral values,



Institutions, and so on. 1t harm by the other was experienced in the past, we are
likely to be increasingly ready to interpret ambiguous actions of the other as
threats. A history of prior violent ethnic conflict predisposes a group to be
suspicious of another’s intentions. We also delegitimate others whom we exploit,
take advantage of, or otherwise treat unfairly because of their deviance from
normative standards of appearance or behavior. However, there is an asymmetry
such that the ability to exclude the other is more available to the powerful as
compared to the weak; the powerful can do this overtly, the weak only covertly.
Thus, the targets for exclusion are likely to be those with relatively little power,
such as minority groups, the poor, and “social deviants.”

Sometimes suppressed inner conflicts encourage individuals or groups to seek
out external enemies. There are many kinds of internal needs for which a hostile
external relationship can be an outlet:

e It may amount to an acceptable excuse for internal problems; the problems
can be held out as caused by the adversary or by the need to defend against
the adversary.

e It may be a distraction so that internal problems appear less salient.

¢ [t can provide an opportunity to express pent-up hostility arising from
internal conflict through combat with the external adversary.

¢ It may enable one to project disapproved aspects of oneself (which are not
consciously recognized) onto the adversary and to attack those aspects
through assault on the adversary. The general tendency is to select for
projection those who are weaker, those with whom there is a prior history of
enmity, and those who symbolically represent the weaker side of the internal
conflict. Thus, someone who has repressed his homosexual tendencies,
fearing socially dangerous consequences for acting on them, may make
homosexuals into an enemy group.

e Especially if it has dangerous undertones, conflict can serve to counteract
such personal feelings as aimlessness, boredom, lack of focus, lack of
energy, and depression. It can give a sense of excitement, purpose,
coherence, and unity as well as energize and mobilize oneself for struggle. It
can be an addictive stimulant masking underlying depression.

¢ [t may permit important parts of oneself—including attitudes, skills, and
defenses developed during conflictual relations in one’s formative stages—to
be expressed and valued because relations with the present adversary
resemble earlier conflictual relations.



Cultural Imperialism

“Cultural imperialism involves the universalization of a dominant group’s
experience and culture and establishing it as the norm” (Young, 1990, p. 59).
Those living under cultural imperialism find themselves defined by the dominant
others. As Young points out, “Consequently, the differences of women from
men, American Indians or Africans from Europeans, Jews from Christians,
becomes reconstructed as deviance and inferiority” (p. 59). Culturally dominated
groups often experience themselves as having a double identity—one defined by
the dominant group and the other coming from membership in one’s own group.
Thus, in my childhood, adult African American men were often called “boy” by
members of the dominant white groups, but within their own group, they might
be respected ministers and wage earners. Culturally subordinated groups are
often able to maintain their own culture because they are segregated from the
dominant group and have many interactions within their own group, which are
invisible to the dominant group. In such contexts, the subordinated culture
commonly reacts to the dominant culture with mockery and hostility fueled by
their sense of injustice and of victimization.

IMPLICATIONS FOR UNDERSTANDING
CONFLICT

There are several interrelated implications for conflict in this discussion:
e Perceived injustice is a frequent source of conflict.

e If the processes or outcomes of a conflict are perceived to be unjust, the
resolution of a conflict is likely to be unstable and give rise to further
conflict.

¢ Conflict may exist about what is “just.”

e Paradoxically, justifying as a negotiation technique—that is, blaming the
other for an injustice and claiming special privilege because of the injury one
has presumably suffered—is likely to lead to conflict escalation unless the
other agrees that she has been unjust and takes responsibility for remedying
it. Blaming tends to be inflaming.

Injustice as the Source of Conflict

A paradigmatic example of procedural as well as distributive injustice is two
nennle whn have tn chare ecnmethino tn whirch each ic eaanallyr entitled (forind
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cash, space, equipment, inherited property) and the one who gets at it first takes
what he wants of it and leaves the remainder (a smaller or less valuable portion)
to the other. Thus, if two children have to share a piece of cake and the one who
divides it into two portions takes the larger one, then the other child is likely to
get mad. If not afraid of the other, the child may challenge the unfair division
and try to restore equality. If afraid, the child may be unwilling to admit the
injustice, but will be resentful and try to get even covertly. Thus, conflict
continues even though the episode ends.

There is a clear procedural way to avoid this sort of injustice (see also the later
section, “Inventing Solutions™), in which the person who divides the cake (or
whatever) does not get first choice with regard to his or her portion of the
division. There is also final-offer arbitration, a form sometimes employed when
the parties cannot resolve conflict by themselves. It is based on a similar notion:
creating an incentive for making fair offers. Each party to a conflict agrees to
binding arbitration and secretly informs the arbitrator of his or her last and best
offer for an agreement. The arbitrator then selects the one that is the fairest.

Suppose two ethnic groups in a country are in conflict over how many
representatives they are each allocated in the national parliament. One group
wants to make the allocations in terms of the proportion of each ethnic group in
the population; the other group wants to do it in terms of the proportion of the
territory occupied by each ethnic population. Ethnic group A, which has fewer
people but more land, makes its final offer a bicameral legislature in which one
legislative body would be elected by per capita vote and the other in proportion
to the size of the territory. Ethnic group B makes a final offer of a simple
legislative body based on per capita vote.

Injustice in the Course of Conflict

Unfair procedures employed in resolving conflict undermine confidence in the
institutions that establish and implement the policies and rules regulating
conflict. Thus, people become alienated from political institutions if they feel
that elections are not conducted fairly, or that their interests are ignored and they
have no voice in affecting social policies and how they are implemented, or that
they are discriminated against such that they are likely to be the losers in any
political conflict. Similarly, people lose confidence in legal and judicial
institutions and third-party procedures such as mediation and arbitration if the
police, judges, and other third parties are biased, if they are not treated
courteously, if competent legal representation is not available to them, or if they
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Trust in organizations and groups as well as in interpersonal relations is also
undermined if, when conflict occurs, one is abused, not given opportunity to
voice one’s concerns and views, treated as an inferior whose rights and interests
have legitimacy only as they are bestowed by others, or otherwise not respected
as a person.

Alienation and withdrawal of commitment are not the only possible forms of
response to unjust processes of conflict resolution. Anger, aggression, rebellion,
sabotage, and assertive attempts to remove the injustice are some other forms of
response. Depending on the perceived possibilities, one may become openly or
covertly active in attempting to change the institutions, relations, and situations
giving rise to the injustice. Conflict is central in the functioning of all institutions
and relations. If the processes involved in conflict resolution are unfair,
pressures to bring about change arise; they may take a violent form if there are
no socially recognized and available procedures for dealing with grievances.

Conflict About What Is Just

Many conflicts are about which principle of justice should be applied or how a
given principle should be implemented. Thus, disputes about affirmative action
often center on whether students (or employees) should be selected on the basis
of individual relative merit as measured by test scores, academic grades, and
prior work experience, or selected so as to reflect racial and ethnic diversity in
the population. Each principle, in isolation, can be considered just. However,
selection by the criterion of relative merit as measured by test scores and grades
often means that ethnic diversity is limited. Selection so as to achieve ethnic
diversity frequently means that some individuals from the majority group, with
higher relative standing on tests, are not selected even as some minority group
members with lower standing are. These results are possible even when only
well-qualified applicants are chosen.

Conflict over affirmative action may not only be about principles of justice; it
also concerns the justness of the procedures for measuring merit. Some claim
that the standard measures of merit—tests, grades, prior work experience—are
biased against individuals who are not from the dominant culture. Others assert
that the measures are appropriate since selection is for performance in a setting
—a college or workplace—that reflects the dominant culture.

The BTC-SBM conflict described in the Introduction to this Handbook is
between two principles of justice. Should teacher representatives on the school
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council be selected to represent thelr academic department by vote ot the
department members? Or should they be selected to represent their academic
departments but also chosen to represent the ethnic diversity of the teachers?

In dealing with conflict between reasonable principles of justice, it is well to
apply the notions advanced in the chapter 1. Specifically, you want to turn the
conflict into a win-win one in which it is perceived to be a mutual problem to be
resolved cooperatively. In the illustration of affirmative action, there are many
ways in which both claims—for diversity and for merit—can be represented in
selection policies. It is better to discuss how these two principles can be
combined, so that the claims of each can be adequately realized, than to create a
win-lose conflict by denying the claims of one side so that the other’s can be
victorious.

“Justifying” as a Negotiation Tactic

“Justice” can be employed as a tactical weapon during negotiations to claim
higher moral ground for oneself. Doing so claims greater morality for your
position as compared to the other’s. This form of justifying commonly has
several effects. It hardens your position and makes it inflexible as you become
morally committed to it as well as increasingly self-righteous. It leads to blaming
the other and implicit denigration of the other as morally inferior. It produces a
similar effect in the other and escalates the conflict into a conflict about
morality.

As this happens, the conflicting parties often lose sight of the actual interests
underlying their respective positions and the conflict becomes a win-lose one
that is not likely to advance the interests of either side. It is not the justifying or
giving reasons for your interests that is harmful but rather the claim of moral
superiority, with its explicit or implicit moral denigration of the other. Whatever
justifying takes place, it should be in the context of full recognition of one
another’s equal moral status.

IMPLICATIONS FOR TRAINING

There are several important implications here for training in constructive conflict
resolution:

e Knowledge of the intimate connection between conflict and injustice has to
be imparted. (This chapter is an introduction to the knowledge in this area.)



¢ Training should help to enlarge the scope of the student’s moral community
so that he or she perceives that all people are entitled to care and justice.

e It should help increase empathic capacity so that the student can sense and
experience in some measure what the victims of injustice experience.

e Given the nature of the many embittered conflicts between groups that have
inflicted grievous harm, we need to develop insight into the processes
involved in forgiveness and reconciliation.

¢ Training should help to develop skill in inventing productive, conflict-
resolving combinations of justice principles when they appear to be in
conflict.

Many training programs deal in some measure with the first three implications,
but few if any deal with the last two. Before turning to a more extended
consideration of the latter implications, I briefly consider the first three.

Knowledge of Systematic Forms of Injustice in Society

Some injustices are committed by people with full realization that they are acting
unjustly. Most are unwitting participants in a system—a family, community,
social organization, school, workplace, society, or world—in which there are
established traditions, structures, procedures, norms, rules, practices, and the like
that determine how one should act. These traditions, structures, and so on may
give rise to profound injustices that are difficult to recognize because they are
taken for granted since they are so embedded in a system in which one is
thoroughly enmeshed.

How can we help become aware of systemic injustices? I suggest taking each
type of injustice (distributive, procedural, retributive, and morally exclusionary)
discussed at the beginning of the chapter and using them to probe the system we
wish to examine to heighten awareness of its structural sources of injustice.
[lustrations for each type of injustice follow.

Distributive Injustice.

Every type of system—from a society to a family—distributes benefits, costs,
and harms (its reward systems are a reflection of this). One can examine such
benefits as income, education, health care, police protection, housing, and water
supplies, and such harms as accidents, rapes, physical attacks, sickness,
imprisonment, death, and rat bites, and see how they are distributed among
categories of people: males versus females, employers versus employees, whites



versus blacks, heterosexuals versus homosexuals, police officers versus teachers,
adults versus children. Such examination reveals some gross disparities in
distribution of one or another benefit or harm received by the categories of
people involved. Thus, blacks generally receive fewer benefits and more harm
than whites in the United States. In most parts of the world, female children are
less likely than male children to receive as much education or inherit parental
property, and they are more likely to suffer sexual abuse.

Procedural Injustice.

One can probe a system to determine whether it offers fair procedures to all. Are
all categories of people treated with politeness, dignity, and respect by judges,
police, teachers, parents, employers, and others in authority? Are some but not
others allowed to have voice and representation, as well as adequate information,
in the processes and decisions that affect them?

Retributive and Reparative Injustice.

Are “crimes” by different categories of people less likely to be viewed as crimes,
to result in an arrest, to be brought to trial, to result in conviction, to lead to
punishment or imprisonment or the death penalty, and so on? Considerable
disparity is apparent between how “robber barons” and ordinary robbers are
treated by the criminal justice system, between manufacturers who knowingly
sell injurious products to many (obvious instances are tobacco and defective
automobiles) and those who negligently cause an accident. Similarly, almost
every comparison of the treatment of black and white criminal offenders
indicates that if there is a difference, blacks receive worse treatment.

Moral Exclusion.

When a system is under stress, are there differences in how categories of people
are treated? Are some people likely to lose their jobs, be excluded from
obtaining scarce resources, or be scapegoated and victimized? During periods of
economic depression, social upheaval, civil strife, and war, frustrations are often
channeled to exclude some groups from the treatment normatively expected
from others in the same moral community.

Enlarging the Scope of One’s Moral Community

The previous discussion of the scope of justice suggests several additional,
experientially oriented foci for training. A good place to start is to help students
hecome aware of their own sncial identities: national racial ethnic religinns
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class, occupational, gender, sexual, age, community, and social circle. Explore
what characteristics they attribute to being American, or white, or Catholic, or
female, and so on and what they attribute to contrasting identities, such as being
Muslim or black. Help them recognize which of these identities claim an implicit
moral superiority and greater privilege in contrast to people who have
contrasting identities. Have them reverse roles, assuming an identity that is
frequently viewed as morally inferior and less entitled to customary rights and
privileges. Then act out, subtly but realistically, how they are treated by those
who are now assuming the morally superior and privileged identity. Such
exercises help students become more aware of implicit assumptions about their
own identity as well as other relevant contrasting identities and more sensitive to
the psychological effects of considering others to have identities that are morally
inferior and less privileged.

Intergroup simulations can also be used to give students an experience in which
they start developing prejudice, stereotypes, and hostility toward members of
competing groups—even as the students have full knowledge that they have
been randomly assigned to the groups. Many such experiences can be employed
to demonstrate how a moral community is broken down and to illustrate the
psychological mechanisms that people employ to justify this hostility toward
out-group members.

It is also useful to give students the experience of how their moral community
can expand or contract as a function of temporary events. Thus, research has
demonstrated that people are likely to react to a stranger with trust after being
exposed by radio broadcasts to “good” news about people (such as acts of
heroism, altruism, and helpfulness) and with suspicion after “bad” news (such as
murder, rape, robbery, assault, and fraud). By helping students become aware of
the temporary conditions, inside as well as outside themselves, that affect the
scope of their moral community, they gain the capacity to resist contracting their
moral community under adverse conditions.

Increasing Empathy

Empathic concern allows you to sympathetically imagine how someone else
feels and put yourself in his or her place. It is a core component of helpful
responsiveness to another. It is most readily aroused for people with whom we
identify, with those we recognize as people who are like ourselves and belong to
our moral community. Empathy is inhibited by excluding the other from one’s
moral community, dehumanizing him, and making him into an enemy or a devil.
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help; dehumanization encourages neglect, derogation, or attack.

Enlarging one’s moral community increases one’s scope of empathy. However,
empathy can occur at different levels. The fullest level contains all of several
aspects of empathy: knowing what the other is feeling; feeling in some measure
what the other is feeling; understanding why the other is feeling the way she
does, including what she wants or fears; and understanding her perspective and
frame of reference as well as her world. Empathic responsiveness to another’s
concern helps the other feel understood, validated, and cared for.

Role playing, role exchanging or role reversal, and guided imagination are three
interrelated methods commonly employed in training people to become
empathically responsive to others. Role playing involves imagining that you are
someone else—seeing the world through his eyes, wanting what he wants,
feeling the emotions he feels, and behaving as he would behave in a particular
situation or in reaction to someone else’s behavior. Role exchange or role
reversal is similar to role playing, except that it involves reversing or exchanging
roles with the person with whom you are interacting in a particular situation (as
during a conflict). In guided imagination , you help the student take on the role
of the other by stimulating the student to imagine and adopt various relevant
characteristics (not caricatures) of the role or person being enacted, such as how
he walks, talks, eats, fantasizes, dresses, and wakes up in the morning.

Forgiveness and Reconciliation

After protracted, violent conflicts in which the conflicting parties have inflicted
grievous harm (humiliation, destruction of property, torture, assault, rape,
murder) on one another, those parties may still have to live and work together in
the same communities. This is often the case in civil wars, ethnic and religious
conflicts, gang wars, and even family disputes that have taken a destructive
course. Consider the slaughter that has taken place between Hutus and Tutsis in
Rwanda and Burundi; between blacks and whites in South Africa; between
Bloods and Crips of Los Angeles; and among Serbs, Croats, and Muslims in
Bosnia. Is it possible for forgiveness and reconciliation to occur? If so, what
fosters these processes?

There are many meanings of forgiveness in the extensive and growing literature
concerned with this topic. I shall use the term to mean giving up rage, the desire
for vengeance, and a grudge toward those who have inflicted grievous harm on

you, your loved ones, or the groups with whom you identify. It also implies a



willingness to accept the other into one’s moral community so that he or she is
entitled to care and justice. As Borris (2003) has pointed out, it does not mean
you have to forget the evil that has been done, condone it, or abolish punishment
for it. However, it implies that the punishment should conform to the canons of
justice and be directed toward the goal of reforming the harm doer so that he or
she can become a moral participant in the community.

There has been rich discussion in the psychological and religious literature of the
importance of forgiveness to psychological and spiritual healing as well as to
reconciliation (see Minow, 1998; Shriver, 1995). Forgiveness is, of course, not
to be expected in the immediate aftermath of torture, rape, or assault. It is
unlikely, as well as psychologically harmful, until one is able to be in touch with
the rage, fear, guilt, humiliation, hurt, and pain that have been stored inside. But
nursing hate keeps the injury alive and active in the present instead of permitting
it to take its proper place in the past. Doing so consumes psychological resources
and energy that is more appropriately directed to the present and future.
Although forgiveness of the other may not be necessary for self-healing, it seems
to be very helpful, as well as an important ingredient in the process of
reconciliation.

A well-developed psychological and psychiatric literature deals with
posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD), that is, the psychological consequences of
having been subjected or exposed to grievous harm, and a growing literature is
emerging from workshop experiences centering on forgiveness and
reconciliation. These literatures are too extensive and detailed for more than a
brief overview of the major ideas here.

Treatment of PTSD (Basoglu, 1992; Foa, Keane, and Friedman, 2000; Ochberg,
1988) essentially (1) gives the stressed individuals a supportive, safe, and secure
environment (2) in which they can be helped to reexperience, in a modulated
fashion, the vulnerability, helplessness, fear, rage, humiliation, guilt, and other
emotions associated with the grievous harm (medication may be useful in
limiting the intensity of the emotions being relived), thus (3) helping them
identify the past circumstances and contexts in which the harm occurred and
distinguish current realities from past realities; (4) helping them understand the
reasons for his emotional reactions to the traumatic events and the
appropriateness of their reactions; (5) helping them acquire the skills, attitudes,
knowledge, and social support that make them less vulnerable and powerless;
and (6) helping them develop an everyday life characterized by meaningful,
enjoyable, and supportive relations in their family, work, and community.
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involved in conflict resolution training. Still, it is well for students of conflict to
be aware that exposure to severe injustice can have enduring harmful

psychological effects unless the posttraumatic conditions are treated effectively.

Forgiveness and reconciliation may be difficult to achieve at more than a
superficial level unless the posttraumatic stress is substantially relieved. Even so,
the processes involved in forgiveness and reconciliation may also play an
important role in relieving PTSD. The causal arrow is multidirectional; progress
in forgiveness or reconciliation or posttraumatic stress reduction facilitates
progress in the other two.

There are two distinct but interrelated approaches to developing forgiveness.
One centers on the victim and the other on the relationship between the victim
and the harm doer. The focus on the victim, in addition to providing some relief
from PTSD, seeks to help the victim recognize the human qualities common to
victim and victimizer. In effect, various methods and exercises are employed to
enable victims to recognize the bad as well as good aspects of themselves, that
they have “sinful” as well as “divine” capabilities and tendencies. In other
words, one helps victims become aware of themselves as total persons—with no
need to deny their own fallibility and imperfections—whose lifelong experiences
in their family, schools, communities, ethnic and religious groups, and
workplaces have played a key role in determining their own personality and
behavior. As the victim comes to accept his or her own moral fallibility, he or
she is likely to accept the fallibility of the harm doer as well and to perceive both
the good and the bad in the other.

Both victims and harm doers are often quite moral toward those they include in
their own moral community but grossly immoral to those excluded. Thus, Adolf
Eichmann, who efficiently organized the mass murder of Jews for the Nazis, was
considered a good family man. The New England captains of the slave ships,
who transported African slaves to the Americas under the most abominable
conditions, were often deacons of their churches. The white settlers of the United
States, who took possession of land occupied by Native Americans and killed
those who resisted, were viewed as courageous and moral within their own
communities.

Recognition of the good and bad potential in all humans, the self as well as the
other, facilitates the victim’s forgiveness of the harm doer. But it may not be
enough. Quite often, forgiveness also requires interaction between the victim and
harm doer to establish the conditions needed for forgiving. This interaction
sometimes takes the form of negotiation between the victim and harm doer. A



third party representing the community (such as a mediator or judge) usually
facilitates the negotiation and sets the terms if the harm doer and victim cannot
reach an agreement. In some European courts, such negotiations are required in
criminal cases before the judge sentences the convicted criminal.

Obviously the terms of an agreement for forgiveness vary as a function of the
nature and severity of the harm as well as the relationship between the victim
and harm doer. As I suggested earlier in this chapter, the victim may seek full
confession, sincere apology, contrition, restitution, compensation, self-
abasement, or self-reform from the harm doer. (For an excellent discussion of
apology and other related issues, see Lazare, 2004.) The victim may also seek
some form of punishment and incarceration for the harm doer. Forgiveness is
most likely if the harm doer and the victim accept the conditions, whatever they
may be.

Reconciliation goes beyond forgiveness in that it not only accepts the other into
one’s moral community but also establishes or reestablishes a positive,
cooperative relationship among the individuals and groups estranged by the
harms they inflict on one another. Borris (2003) has indicated: “Reconciliation is
the end of a process that forgiveness begins.” (For excellent discussions of
reconciliation processes, see Nadler, 2003; chapter 40 in this Handbook.)

In chapter 1, I discussed in detail some of the factors involved in initiating and
maintaining cooperative relations—that discussion is relevant to the process of
reconciliation. Here, I consider briefly some of the special issues relating to
establishing cooperative relations after a destructive conflict. In the following
list, I outline a number of basic principles:

e Mutual security . After a bitter conflict, each side tends to be concerned with
its own security, without adequate recognition that neither side can attain
security unless the other side also feels secure. Real security requires that
both sides have security as their mutual goal. If weapons have been involved
in the prior conflict, mutually verifiable disarmament and arms control are
important components of mutual security.

e Mutual respect . Just as true security from physical danger requires mutual
cooperation, so does security from psychological harm and humiliation. Each
side must treat the other side with the respect, courtesy, politeness, and
consideration normatively expected in civil society. Insult, humiliation, and
inconsiderateness by one side usually lead to reciprocation by the other and
decreased physical and psychological security.



e Humanization of the other . During bitter conflict, each side tends to
dehumanize the other and develop images of the other as an evil enemy.
There is much need for both sides to experience one another in everyday
contexts as parents, homemakers, schoolchildren, teachers, and merchants,
which enables them to see one another as human beings who are more like
themselves than not. Problem-solving workshops, along the lines developed
by Burton (1969, 1987) and Kelman (1972), are also valuable in overcoming
dehumanization of one another.

e Fair rules for managing conflict . Even if a tentative reconciliation has
begun, new conflicts inevitably occur—over the distribution of scarce
resources, procedures, values, and so on. It is important to anticipate that
conflicts will occur and to develop beforehand the fair rules, experts,
institutions, and other resources for managing such conflicts constructively
and justly.

e Curbing the extremists on both sides . During a protracted and bitter conflict,
each side tends to produce extremists committed to the processes of the
destructive conflict as well as to its continuation. Attaining some of their
initial goals may be less satisfying than continuing to inflict damage on the
other. Extremists stimulate extremism on both sides. The parties need to
cooperate in curbing extremism on their own side and restraining actions that
stimulate and justify extremist elements on the other side.

e Gradual development of mutual trust and cooperation . It takes repeated
experience of successful, varied, mutually beneficial cooperation to develop
a solid basis for mutual trust between former enemies. In the early stages of
reconciliation, when trust is required for cooperation, the former enemies
may be willing to trust a third party (who agrees to serve as a monitor,
inspector, or guarantor of any cooperative arrangement) but not yet willing to
trust one another if there is a risk of the other failing to reciprocate
cooperation. Also in the early stages, it is especially important that
cooperative endeavors be successful. This requires careful selection of the
opportunities and tasks for cooperation so that they are clearly achievable as
well as meaningful and significant.

Inventing Solutions

It is helpful in trying to resolve any problem constructively (as with a conflict
between principles of justice) to be able to discover or invent alternative
solutions that go beyond win-lose outcomes such as selecting the more powerful
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party’s principle or ripping a coin to determine the winner. 11pping a coin
provides equal opportunity to win, but it does not result in satisfactory outcomes
for both sides.

For simplicity’s sake, let us consider a conflict over possession of a valuable
object, say, a rare antique clock bequeathed to two sons who live in separate
parts of the world. Each wants the clock and feels equally entitled to it. Unlike
the cake in an earlier example, the clock is not physically divisible. However,
they could agree to divide possession of the clock so that they share it for equal
periods, say, six months or one year at a time. Another solution is to sell the
clock and divide the resulting money equally.

Let us assume, though, that the mother’s will has prohibited sale of the clock to
anyone else. Here is an alternative: the two sons can bid against one another in
an auction, and the higher bidder gets the clock while the other gets half the
price of the winner’s bid. The auction can offer open bidding against one another
or a closed, single, final bid from each person. Thus, if the winning bid is
$5,000, the winner gets the clock but has to pay the other $2,500; each ends up
with equally valued outcomes. The winner’s net value is $2,500, but the loser
also ends up with $2,500.

Another procedure employs a version of the divide-and-choose rule. A pool to
be divided between the sons comprises the clock and an amount of money that
each son contributes equally to the pool, say, $3,000. One son divides the total
pool (the clock and $6,000 in cash) into two bundles of his own devising,
declares the contents of the bundles, and lets the other party choose which
bundle to take. Thus, if the son who values the clock at $5,000 is the divider, he
might put the clock and $500 in one bundle and $5,500 in the other. Doing so
ensures that he receives a gross return of $5,500 and a net return of $2,500
($5,500 minus $3,000), no matter which bundle the other chooses. The chooser
can also obtain a net return of $2,500 if he chooses the cash bundle; presumably
he would do so if he values the clock at less than $5,000. Such an outcome
would be apt to be seen as fair to both sons.

The outcome of the divide-and-choose approach as well as the auction procedure
seem eminently fair. Both sons win. The one who wants the clock more obtains
it, and the other gets something of equivalent value. Other win-win procedures
can undoubtedly be invented for types of conflict that at first glance seem to
allow only win-lose outcomes. (See Bram and Taylor, 1996, for a very useful
discussion of developing fair outcomes.) Training creates readiness to recognize
the possibility that win-win procedures can be discovered or invented. Skill in
develoning such nrocedures can he cultivated. T further helieve. hv showing
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students illustrations and modeling this development as well as giving them
extensive practice in attempting to create them.

CONCLUSION

The relationship between conflict and justice is bidirectional: injustice breeds
conflict, and destructive conflict gives rise to injustice. Preventing destructive
conflict requires more than training in constructive conflict resolution. It also
necessitates reducing the gross injustices that characterize much of our social
world at the interpersonal, intergroup, and international levels. Such reduction
requires changes in how various institutions of society—political, economic,
educational, familial, and religious—function so that they recognize and honor
the values underlying constructive conflict resolution described in chapter 1:
human equality, shared community, nonviolence, fallibility, and reciprocity.
Adherence to these values not only eliminates gross injustices but also reduces
the likelihood that conflict itself takes a destructive course and, as a
consequence, gives rise to injustice.
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CHAPTER THREE

A DELICATE AND DELIBERATE JOURNEY
TOWARD JUSTICE

Challenging Privilege: Building Structures of
Solidarity

Michelle Fine
Alexis Halkovic

We live in a time when structures and relations of inequity are being
(re)produced breathlessly and relentlessly on global, national, and local scales.
Slowly we grow anesthetized by claims of “progress” and forget to notice the
dispossession left behind (Fine and Ruglis, 2009). As inequalities swell within
and across nations, the logics of global capitalism permeate social and workplace
relations, while competition and individualism are assumed the natural way one
might think about “what’s fair.” In this political moment, it is important to
remember that many scholars, practitioners, and activists have argued that
distributions are made and can be unmade and remade. There are multiple ways
—some more progressive and some more regressive—to conceptualize, design
policy, structure organizations, and organize movements for redistributive
justice. Morton Deutsch, in particular, has encouraged researchers,
policymakers, organizers, and managers to consider how social policies and
justice frameworks might challenge rather than reproduce privilege, and to
facilitate policies and organizations that support shared fates rather than ruthless
individualism.

However, we know well from history and contemporary politics that privilege
has long refused to recognize itself; inequality gaps are stubborn, and unequal
outcomes are increasingly viewed as natural, unfortunate, and yet inevitable.
While newspapers and the Internet and the popular imagination are saturated
with images of revolutions in Syria and Egypt, the courageous persistence of
Rosa Parks and Nelson Mandela, the fall of apartheid in South Africa, the
collapse of the Berlin Wall, and groundbreaking legal struggles including Brown
v. Board of Education and other civil rights victories, little is known about
midlevel social movements, social policies, and organizational strategies
launched by coalitions of privileged and marginalized activists, designed to
reduce inequality gaps, cultivate a sense of solidarity, and build coherent



structures for material and psychological shared fates.

This chapter is written to help readers review the inevitability of privilege;
cultivate conditions for solidarity; and enjoy case studies of workplaces, schools,
and public projects designed for shared ownership, diminished inequality gaps,
and deep and democratic participation. We focus in particular on the role that
persons of relative privilege can play in delicate coalition to challenge
inequality, contest privilege, and build cultures of solidarity. We ally ourselves
with writer bell hooks (1989) who argues, “Even in the face of powerful
structures of domination, it remains possible for each of us, especially those of
us who are members of oppressed and/or exploited groups as well as those
radical visionaries who may have race, class, and sex privilege, to define and
determine alternative standards, to decide on the nature and extent of
compromise” (p. 81).

While we recognize that persons of privilege do not inherently share the
commitments and struggles of those who have been marginalized, we believe
that many are discomforted by unfair advantage; many would be willing to
sacrifice some privilege for more justice, and quite a few would engage in
activism or structural reforms, or both, to promote distributive justice. There is
indeed a substantial psychological literature arguing that persons of privilege are
motivated to amass, retain, and justify privilege at all costs. Yet at the same time,
the media report social movements that include persons of privilege spreading
across Spain, Greece, Israel, Egypt, Central and South America, South Africa,
New Zealand, Australia, India, Burma, the United States, and England, insisting
on the redistribution of power, resources, opportunities, and participation. In this
chapter, we invite you to consider the second half of this vision: that privileged
persons, once provoked to recognize injustice, can be mobilized to join with
allies to pursue more equitable social relations.

We review briefly the social psychological literature on privilege and solidarity
and present three case studies of social organizations—schools, workplaces and
advocacy organizations—that have taken bold steps toward challenging
inequality gaps and confronting privilege. We offer these examples as delicate
and provisional windows through which researchers, practitioners, educators,
activists, and policymakers might take up critical responsibility for movements
and reforms that seek to diminish inequality gaps and heighten a sense of shared
responsibility for our collective fates.

THEORIZING JUSTICE FRAMEWORKS:



DENATURALIZING INEQUALITY AND
PRIVILEGE

In 1975, Deutsch published a now-classic essay challenging the untroubled
assumption within the discipline of psychology that individuals conceptualize
justice as capitalist economists might—by calculating and maximizing “what’s
in it for me.” Deutsch implored psychologists to theorize and research varied
principles of justice; he firmly challenged the taken-for-granted assumption that
equity beliefs are “normal,” that greed and personal accumulation are primary
motives, and that persons of privilege are comfortable with unfair advantage.

Defining distributive justice as the distribution of conditions and goods that
affect psychological, physiological, economic, and social aspects of well-being,
Deutsch distinguished three frameworks for conceptualizing justice: economic,
solidarity, and caring. While these orientations may coexist (and may conflict
with one another) within a single society, there is always a dominant orientation.
In capitalist countries, the economically oriented value system has
overwhelmingly determined social policy, institutional arrangements, and social
relationships.

Deutsch was concerned at the time that psychologists had simply imported this
logic into the discipline as if it were the natural way to conceptualize justice:
individuals are motivated toward personal advantage, and unequal outcomes are
therefore a “just” distribution is proportional to personal inputs. Deutsch asked
us to recognize that while most workplaces are organized around equity, there
are also public and some private institutions organized around equality and need,
including libraries, trade unions, public education, and credit unions, along with
clean air and water; parks and civil rights legislation based on notions of
equality; and social security, disability insurance, healthy family dynamics, and
college financial aid based on need. All of these goods are accessible based on a
distinct principle of distributive justice. Susan Opotow (2011), in extending
Deutsch’s theorizing, has demonstrated that these distinct justice frameworks
have profound consequences for influencing a nation’s, community’s, or
person’s scope of justice, arguing that justice principles of deserving are
extended only to those who are considered to be a part of one’s own moral
community. Thus, the narrower one’s sense of community is, the narrower is
one’s scope of justice.

Deutsch elaborated on the social psychological consequences of the economic
and equity dlstrlbutlon pr1nc1p1e people are viewed in terms of use value and
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are made to those who begin with advantage and then appear to be more
productive or better able to manage resources; and those in power
disproportionately allocate more to themselves, making the system conflictful,
precarious, and ultimately dysfunctional. When people are assessed in terms of
use value, the bonds of collective well-being are severely threatened: safety nets
fray; elite communities build gates, walls, and prisons, and the poor are left to
suffer on their own, often out of sight, sometimes with the “help” of charity. The
very fabric of democracy is at stake.

In a solidarity-oriented society, policies and structures emphasize equal status
relations or the “optimum distribution of status for the mutual support of self-
esteem” (Deutsch, 1975, p. 146). In such contexts, including labor unions, credit
unions, food co-ops, housing cooperatives, and planned communities, for
instance, participants enjoy mutual respect and engage through a shared fates
orientation. At the moment in the United States, libraries, parks, public services,
the right to clean air and water, and civil and human rights are distributed, at
least in the abstract, with a solidarity orientation.

Deutsch argues that in a caring-oriented society, distribution of resources,
opportunities, and dignity is based on need, such that there is a sense of shared
responsibility for the collective well-being of all members of a society, even if
distributions are, at any moment in time, technically unequal. Our social security
system in the United States, veterans’ benefits, and Medicare have been
organized as need-based, and respect-filled, systems that serve all of those
deemed eligible based on their needs. Inclusion and deservingness are assumed.
When natural disasters occur, presumably our government attends to people
based on need, not income. And yet the neglect of survivors of Hurricane
Katrina forces us to understand how race and class dynamics systematically
influence who is considered deserving and who is excluded from the moral
community of the deserving (Opotow, 2011).

In the United States, we are living at a time of enormous contradiction. We
believe ourselves to be a nation premised on equality and care, and yet economic
values penetrate every aspect of our daily life as we witness all things public
being handed over to the private sector. Swelling inequality gaps abound,
government-funded safety nets are fraying, and the very public institutions that
have bound us together—public education, public housing, civil rights
protections, trade unions, higher education, environmental protections, public
parks, and health care—are threatened by disinvestment. At the same time,
however, there is ample evidence that people—even people with privilege—are



organizing throughout the United States and globally to demand more just social
arrangements and a redistribution of resources, opportunities, and dignity. Just as
infants crave relationships (Winnicott, 1971), we believe that the desire for
solidarity is natural and essential to our collective well-being.

ROOTING SOLIDARITY IN (OUR) NATURE

We begin with a simple and well-researched premise that shared fates and
solidarities are critical to collective well-being and sustainability. We offer initial
thoughts about our natural roots in solidarity.

Sylvia Cremer is an evolutionary biologist studying the social life of ants. Her
experiments have demonstrated that if one ant in a colony is contaminated with
smallpox, the other ants do not exclude the sick one but instead organize to lick
her clean until she is healthy (Konrad et al., 2012). And what Cremer has found
is that not only does the one ant survive in more than 90 percent of the cases, but
the collective immunity of the colony rises.

Similar findings come from the writings of science writer Janine M. Benyus
(1997), who places human problems under a microscope and asks, “How would
nature solve this?” (Elizabeth and Goldsmith, 2011). Benyus has studied, for
instance, how trees survive natural disasters, including Katrina, and she tells us
that in every forest, there are sacrifice trees (you know these sacrifice trees too
well). But she also tells us that the secret to survival lives in the mighty oaks.
Oak trees, standing tall, almost unbowed, grow in communities, expansive, bold,
and comfortably taking up lots of space. Although they appear autonomous and
free-standing, the truth is that they are held up by a thick, entwined maze of
roots, deep and wide. These intimate underground snuggles lean on each other
for strength even, and especially, in times of natural disaster. Beynus and
Cremer, like Deutsch, implore us to understand that we are profoundly
interdependent; we are only as strong as our weakest members and strengthened
by licking others’ smallpox away. Moving from nature to realpolitik, we see
“revolting” evidence of intersectional solidarities across the globe.

Consider the Occupy movement, engaged by a wide range of young and old, rich
and working class, people with summer homes and people with no home at all.
In legal struggles for gay marriage or undocumented youth to be granted
citizenship, there have been significant stories of heterosexual “allies” and
American Indian/Native-born people fighting for the Dream Act. In Checkpoint
Watch , journalist Amira Hess writes about coalitions of Jewish women standing



arm in arm with Palestinian women, bearing witness to the occupation at
checkpoints into the occupied territories, to make visible their rejection of and
outrage against the occupied territories (Keshet, 2006). In community-based
activist and consciousness-raising groups of white antiracist organizing, or Men
Organized against Rape, young adults of racial or gender privilege are
interrogating the damage done by racial or gender hierarchies and presumptions
of superiority, by colluding in white or male privilege and passively ignoring the
violence of inequality gaps. CEOs of flourishing corporations are increasingly
deciding to sell their companies to the workers and convert the business into a
worker-owned cooperative, because “if I like owning and making a profit, they
probably would too.” And of course many were relieved to hear Bill Gates and
Warren Buffett, two of the wealthiest men in the country, advocate taxing
wealthy Americans more heavily than they have been.

Thus, in this chapter, we join Noam Chomsky who explained to a reporter from
the Observer (2003):

Responsibility I believe accrues through privilege. People like you and me
have an unbelievable amount of privilege and therefore we have a huge
amount of responsibility. We live in free societies where we are not afraid
of the police; we have extraordinary wealth available to us by global
standards. If you have those things, then you have the kind of responsibility
that a person does not have if he or she is slaving seventy hours a week to
put food on the table; a responsibility at the very least to inform yourself
about power. Beyond that, it is a question of whether you believe in moral
certainties or not.

And so we in turn ask, under what conditions do persons of privilege take up this
responsibility, linking arms with others, for redistributive justice and collective
dignity?

UNDER WHAT CONDITIONS DO PERSONS OF
PRIVILEGE CHALLENGE UNJUST SOCIAL
ARRANGEMENTS?

Much of social psychology would tell us that persons of privilege are unwilling
to relinquish their power (Jost, Banaji, and Nosek, 2004; Sidanius and Pratto,
1999). Ample studies demonstrate that elites, whites, Christians, heterosexuals,
and men, compared to their less powerful counterparts, hold more rigid and
resistant views about existing social relations and justifv their advantage as



though it were meritorious and legitimate inequities as “the ways things have
always been.” College football coach Barry Switzer said it well: “Some people
are born on third base and go through life thinking they hit a triple” (Shatel,
1986). Marx too was doubtful that elites could ever be induced to act in
solidarity with workers. And yet we would argue that the complex sympathies,
contradictory identifications, and varied activisms enacted by persons of
privilege have been underestimated, undertheorized, and understudied.

The classic experiments on “equity motive,” designed by Walster, Berscheid,
and Walster (1973), discovered that people, if unrestrained , will maximize their
own benefits at the expense of others, but that groups are better off if group
members behave equitably and will therefore develop policies that will lead to
more equitable behavior. They proposed that those who discover that they
benefit from inequitable relationships will feel distress and try to resolve the
inequity.

This line of work on elite and oppressed class consciousness has been advanced
more recently by Jost and colleagues (2004) studying what they call system
justification and by Sidanius and Pratto, who advance social dominance theory.
They argue that the institutional nature of social dominance—the structural
assurance of cumulative privilege in laws, systems, and structures that benefit
the dominant group in a society both materially and psychologically—requires
almost no activity by individuals in order to maintain group dominance.
According to Pratto and Stewart (2012), social reproduction is effortless: “No
one intends for group dominance to occur” (p. 32). A decade earlier, critical race
theorist Beverly Tatum (2003) published Why Are All the Black Kids Sitting
Together in the Cafeteria? where she unpacked the historic, effortless
reproduction of racism in schools, conjuring the metaphor of the automatic
walkway in an airport. In order to participate in a racist society, Tatum explains,
all one has to do is step on. No one has to start the engine. Participation in
injustice is passive; resistance, however, requires activity (see Stetsenko, 2012).

Together these researchers argue that the historic, structural, institutional, and
intimate nature of inequality facilitates a cloud of denial by many dominant
group members who can move unencumbered through a system that normalizes
and reinforces their privilege as if earned. In other words, these researchers
argue that privileged people typically cannot see their own unearned advantage.
The greater the inequality gaps are, the less likely they are to interact
meaningfully with those experiencing oppression. Unaware and seemingly

unaffected by inequitable historic and structural arrangements, these women and
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likelihood without realizing that they are perpetuating injustice. However—and
this is crucial—when inequities are made visible, members of dominant groups
may become uncomfortable and advocate for change.

A number of justice researchers have begun to investigate how to most
effectively induce persons of privilege to confront injustice. Iyer and Ryan
(2009) found that men are most willing to engage with women on gendered
grievances when they experience sympathy and identification with women and
perceive the grievances to be highly legitimate. In analogous research on the
willingness of white people to act on behalf of Aboriginal grievances, Leach,
Iyer, and Pedersen (2006) found anger about ingroup advantage to be a stronger
predictor of willingness to act than guilt about outgroup disadvantage. Powell,
Branscombe, and Schmitt (2005) also discovered that focusing on white
privilege rather than black disadvantage was correlated with higher levels of
collective guilt and lower levels of racism. Taken together, this body of research
suggests that persons of privilege are more likely to act against injustice when
they view the problem as unfair advantage rather than unfair disadvantage.

Within the social psychology literature, however, studies on the motivations for
those with greater privilege to act in solidarity with groups having less privilege
are limited. The topic of solidarity, or the conditions under which people will act
as groups versus as individual actors in order to achieve social mobility, was
addressed in Tajfel’s (1975) early work on intergroup dynamics. Subsequent
work has narrowed, unfortunately, and in lopsided fashion, into studies of
intergroup conflict rather than solidarity. Even the vibrant literatures on
liberation psychology focus primarily on the consciousness and action of
historically oppressed persons, with seemingly little hope for action by members
of the privileged or oppressor group (Martin-Baro, 1994; Freire, 2007).

This does not mean that relatively privileged people are irrelevant to social
movements for justice. Indeed, the research of SubaSi¢, Schmitt, and Reynolds
(2011) on solidarity of consumers with sweatshop workers suggests that
consumers who share a sense of common injustice, or “co-victimization,” with
sweatshop workers report an inclusive social identity that increases their
willingness to act in solidarity. Similarly, in a variety of field studies, social
psychologist Maria Elena Torre (2009) has documented how “contact zones” of
differentially positioned persons, that is, those living in privilege and those in
more oppressive social conditions, can be mobilized to take up collectively
important questions of power, difference, and solidarity. Relations of solidarity

are not automatic; they must be cultivated in deep, power-sensitive collaboration
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by organizing and strategic attention to challenging dominant narratives,
stereotypes, and ideologies (Burton and Kagan, 2009; Tuhiwai Smith, 1999).

Thus, a growing number of experimental and field studies suggest that persons
of privilege do indeed experience discomfort about their unfair advantage,
particularly when their advantage is made salient, or when collaborating with
others on projects rooted in shared action for social justice. We may actually be
living in a “control condition” where there is a virtual blackout of policy, media,
and social science attention to examples of, and evidence from, intersectional
coalitions for justice. This chapter is written in part to expose and circulate these
images, pierce the anesthesia that naturalizes injustice and our powerlessness to
promote social change, and break the silence on the social psychological
dynamics of inclusive coalition work.

CHALLENGING INEQUALITY, CONFRONTING
PRIVILEGE

At this historic moment, when local, national, and global inequalities seem
inevitable and irreversible, it is important to make visible and accessible
concrete examples of how and why everyday people have joined together to
redesign work spaces toward greater equality, more inclusion, and deeper
participation. We present three case studies of strategic designs for solidarity,
situated within and across social organizations, launched by coalitions of
historically privileged and marginalized persons. Allied with larger movements
for social justice, these initiatives are located within the efforts of everyday
people trying to create more just workplaces, schools, and public agencies. We
sketch three prototypes:

1. Policy changes initiated to reduce inequality gaps: Policies and practices
designed to compress social and organizational hierarchies toward the
redistribution of opportunities, resources, and power

2. Psychoeducational strategies designed to foster inclusion: Policies and
practices designed to transform organizational culture to be more inclusive,
participatory, and diverse at all levels

3. Organizational transformation and development: The redesign of companies
into worker-owned cooperatives to facilitate the redistribution of finances
and ownership, democratize participation, and cultivate material and
psychological shared fates



The Equality Trust: Structural Policies Desighed to Reduce
Inequality Gaps

The Equality Trust is a national advocacy organization, located in London,
designed to produce research, develop policy, and advocate for “more equal”
societies and organizations. Over decades, director Richard Wilkinson and
colleague Kate Pickett have amassed a wealth of evidence demonstrating that
more equal nations, states, cities, and organizations have better outcomes than
unequal societies in terms of rates of infant mortality, life expectancy,
incarceration rates, high school completion, teen pregnancy, obesity, and
diabetes. Their argument is simple and their evidence compelling: advanced
economic democracies with relatively narrow inequality gaps enjoy a higher
level of collective well-being than nations, states, cities, and organizations with
wide inequality gaps.

In 2011, Wilkinson and Pickett published The Spirit Level: Why Greater
Equality Makes Societies Strong in which they demonstrated that severely
unequal societies produce high rates of social pain: adverse outcomes including
school dropout, teen pregnancy, mental health problems, lack of social trust,
high mortality rates, violence and crime, and low social participation. Their book
challenges the belief that the extent of poverty in a community alone predicts
negative outcomes. They assert instead that the size of the inequality gap sculpts
the material and psychological contours of the chasm between the wealthiest and
the most impoverished, enabling various forms of social suffering and
dissociation to saturate a community and appearing natural. In societies with
large gaps, one finds rampant state and socially reproduced disregard,
dehumanization, policy neglect, and abuse. As one might guess, the inequality
gap of the United States ranks among the highest in their international
comparisons and, in comparison to other “developed nations,” we suffer a
disproportionate share of social problems ranging from infant mortality to
incarceration, homelessness and civic disengagement, obesity and diabetes, teen
pregnancy, homicide and violence, and poor academic performance. Wilkinson
and Pickett demonstrate that the size of the gap, even more than the proportion
living in poverty, predicts negative social outcomes.

With the reduction of inequality gaps as their political goal, the Equality Trust
has mobilized a national and international campaign, throughout the United
Kingdom and beyond, to expose top-to-bottom pay ratios for major corporations
and public sector organizations in the country. The trust publishes the salary
ratio of the lowest-and highest-paid civil servants in an agency and has inspired,
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limit the ratio of the top salary to the lowest wage earners among civil servants.
These public agencies not only reduce their internal gaps but pledge to contract
only with private firms that also have relatively small wage gaps. By so doing,
the Equality Trust has activated a national campaign to regulate top wages,
advocate for livable wages, and maintain economically responsible and ethical
public institutions and contractors.

In 2010, the Equality Trust website reported: “The Greater London Assembly
have voted in favour of Darren Johnson’s proposal to limit pay ratios within the
GLA and associated bodies to 1:20—with a long term goal of reducing them to
1:10.”

In the United States, pay disparities between CEOs and employees has
accelerated swiftly over the past twenty years jumping from a ratio of 201:1 in
1992 to 354:1 in 2012 (AFL-CIO, 2013).

A year later, Crabtree (2011) wrote, “Wall Street has deployed an army of
lobbyists to try to whittle away as much of the Dodd-Frank financial reform bill
as possible, spending $242.2 million on 712 hired guns to press their message on
Capitol Hill since the beginning of 2010, according to a new report by Public
Citizen.”

The Equality Trust is a compelling example of a national, and increasingly
global, advocacy organization dedicated to limiting economic hierarchy through
policy change and public campaigns. It addresses a range of topics, including
state policy, tax reform, and health disparities but also livable-wage campaigns
and the intimate dynamic relationship between those at the top and those at the
bottom.

Bringing Social Justice Home to School: Psychosocial
Education for Diversity and Inclusion

We turn now to a case study of a school that has dedicated resources toward
maximizing a culture of inclusion as a way to challenge themselves to identify
and undo all forms of social inequity, systems of unearned privileges, and
acknowledging the existence of racial preferences and bias. Through interviews
with a teacher, a psychological consultant (the school psychologist), and the
director of diversity, we track the transformation of an independent school with
espoused beliefs in diversity and multiculturalism to the implementation of a
social justice and civil rights mission. The work was accomplished through the
cumulative mobilization of many individuals and their networks of support



within and outside the school and the accumulation of struggle over time that
organically widened the net of those engaged in the work. Over time a dedicated
minority of school faculty and staff became committed to developing a social
justice orientation of diversity at the school. Essential to this work was a
consistent focus on structural inequality and interpersonal and group dynamics,
as well as the inclusion of multiple perspectives through the consensus model of
decision making.

Brooklyn Friends School (BFS) is a pre-K through 12 Society of Friends school
in Brooklyn that was founded in 1867 by a community long recognized for a
courageous commitment to the abolition movement. While diversity is a value of
Quaker education, antiracism, or the contestation of power and privilege at the
structural level, has not necessarily been part of that tradition.

In 2000, a student of color and a white student were both caught in the same
infraction. By all accounts, the white student got a slap on the wrist, while the
school was attempting to suspend the student of color. Parents in the community
said, “Enough is enough,” and initiated a walkout from the school.

Beginning his job at BFS as psychological consultant in this climate, Jeffrey Cox
stepped in and announced that the students needed affinity groups—safe spaces
for students of color and spaces where white students can learn to become allies.
Cox was shocked that the call for segregated spaces was met with outrage from
the teachers. Quaker culture has long struggled with a belief in the universal
human community and internal tensions around racial identity and class power.
The school culture reflected this larger dynamic: although embracing diversity
was a schoolwide value, some teachers, staff, and administrators viewed the
implementation of structures to support students of color as a departure from the
traditions of the Quaker community. He said, “They rode on the laurels of—we
have such a diverse population—a diverse school community—more than any
other private school, therefore racism doesn’t exist—we’re racially tolerant of
each other. The denial was based on the belief that being a faith-based institution
took care of any racism.” The implementation of diversity programs was seen as
the admission that the school was falling short of their Quaker values.

Looking for ways to address the internal challenges, Cox attended the People’s
Institute for Survival and Beyond’s (PISAB) Undoing Racism (UR) training
where he had an epiphany: “I thought, oh, yes—this is an institutional thing—a
systemic thing. It’s not individual and one person can’t fix it.” Wanting to share
this perspective, Cox convinced three colleagues to attend the UR training and
convinced the head of school to make this training available to all faculty and
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upper school teacher, engaged in antiracist work and became an ally in the
struggle to implement affinity groups and hire a diversity director. Out of those
who attended the UR workshop over the next several years, a core group
developed who held monthly meetings in their homes, usually over dinner. This
multiracial group, the “cofacilitators,” currently numbers around fifteen and has
become an important piece of a structure that sustains community as it
challenges the leaky dynamics of power and privilege at BFS.

Wishing to engage a larger community in dialogues about race, power, and
privilege, Cox enlisted the help of one of the PISAB trainers to facilitate a
“privilege 101” workshop at BFS that included a discussion of Tim Wise’s book
White Like Me (2007). While participants appeared positive during the workshop
itself, several teachers after the session expressed anger at having to read the
book. The head of school also kicked off the school year by having the faculty
read an article about black boys and the achievement gap, meaning that dialogue
has been opening up in a variety of spaces even as there continues to be
resistance.

Phillips-Fein was on both the all-school diversity committee, the group that was
asked to make a recommendation about whether to hire a diversity director, as
well as the committee that made a final recommendation to the head of school to
hire Eddie Moore Jr. for the position. The committee, which represented faculty
and staff from the various divisions of BFS, used the consensus process to reach
a hiring decision. This process is used for all decision making in the Quaker
school and was seen as being extremely important to the culture of the
organization. It ensures that dissenting voices are heard, and it seeks to find
unity among the members of the organization as a guiding force for the head of
school to act on. The head of school took up the committee’s recommendation
and hired Moore.

Hiring Eddie Moore Jr. constituted a decisive shift in organizational values.
Moore is the founder of the White Privilege Conference, an annual antiracist
conference in its fourteenth year where educators and activists get together in
order to share material to try to get to the roots of racism. Putting Moore at the
helm of the school’s diversity initiatives indicated a transformation from
thinking simply about diversity to reframing the school’s mission to encompass
social justice and civil rights. While hiring a diversity director had been on the
table for more than five years, the decision to hire occurred only after a critical
mass of faculty had become engaged in antiracist work, shifting their perspective
on what diversity should be to a social justice and civil rights focus. This new
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logical; it would not have been had the groundwork been laid through the
involvement of faculty in trainings and conversations around power and
privilege. Individuals and structures both within and beyond the school led to
Moore’s becoming the head of diversity, and together these structures and
individuals provide the infrastructure for antiracist work at BFS.

Moore does not characterize his work as addressing inequality gaps, which he
considers “too monumental and entrenched in our society” to possibly address.
The gaps that he hopes to close fester in the space between potential and actual
performance for children of color. “I want to get little Eddie from a 2.5 to a 3.8,”
said Moore, indicating the type of achievement gap that is often discussed in US
schools.

Phillips-Fein attributes these achievement gaps in part to the dominance of white
culture in schools: “School is a place of white culture—it’s not just going to
school in a culture that’s different from your own, but it’s also that the dominant
culture is built to serve white people and white supremacy, necessarily at the
expense of everyone else.” Addressing power and privilege in the school context
takes the form of curriculum that begins in the pre-K classes and extends
through high school. Today Moore and Phillips-Fein are central to a schoolwide
commitment to rigorous antiracism training for educators, curriculum for youth,
and culture for the community. But we are getting ahead of ourselves.

In interviews with Moore, Phillips-Fein, and Cox, we asked about the extent to
which Quaker culture created fertile grounds for systematic interrogation of
privilege, power, and diversity. We were initially confused and then delighted
when both Moore and Phillips-Fein referred to Quakerism as being synonymous
with whiteness, and Moore proceeded to explain that “white privilege allows
people to feel as if they can do something to address inequality gaps” (whereas
Moore, as an African American does not) “and that’s a beautiful thing about
whiteness.” White people tend to expect justice. Moore contends that whiteness,
a form of power from which antiracist activists often distance themselves, is
actually a resource that enables people to have a greater impact.

While Moore was unclear about what motivates white antiracists, Phillips-Fein
felt that with a provocative awareness of injustice, “they can see that this is
messed up (how unequal things are) and it is really eating people up inside.”
This ethical sense that things should be and are not just leads to anger, which can
be a powerful motivator to act. She continued:

Anger—having a certain attitude about what’s justice. The ability to be
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horrible mistakes and not wanting to see it and having people walk me
through seeing it. It’s brutal, but whiteness is such a blind spot, really.
Yeah, I think uh—Anger, I think is a crucial, crucial emotion—I think rage
really propelled me for a long time, but it’s not sustainable.

These emotional reasons for committing to action connect closely to those
hypothesized in recent research looking at motivations for solidarity (e.g., Iyer
and Ryan, 2009), but they do not complete the picture as there are many in the
same position who have not become engaged in antiracist work (Phillips-Fein
estimated that 15 to 20 percent of the teachers at BFS are), a proportion that is
no doubt well above the rest of the population, which gives hope that the actions
of individuals within organizations can lead to significant social change. She
also described her own motivation for the work coming out of a place of love—
love for both marginalized and dominant groups—as well as a belief in the
possibility of a different world. It is this belief in the ability to effect change that
fuels faculty and administrators’ commitment to the work. While all
acknowledge that there is still much work to do, Cox, Phillips-Fein, and Moore
vacillate between hope and despair, but so far, the hope is still winning.

Praxis Consulting Group: Building Employee-Owned
Cooperatives by Addressing Inequality

Social psychologist Ginny Vanderslice (president) and Alex Moss, cofounders
and principles of Praxis Consulting in Philadelphia, provide organizational
consultation to employee-owned companies (through employee stock ownership
plans) and worker cooperatives, for profit and nonprofit, to help redesign
organizations or their internal processes toward increased worker participation
control and greater economic equity. Providing some history, they explained that
worker-owned organizations in the United States are modeled in part after
Mondragon, the “embodiment of the cooperative movement,” launched in 1956
in the Basque region of Spain and founded on the principles of cooperation,
participation, social responsibility, and innovation. Vanderslice and Moss then
referenced research on worker cooperatives that workplaces where employees
share ownership and participate significantly in decision making are healthier
organizations in terms of return on equity, low employee turnover, growth in
revenue, job retention in economic downturns, and organizational sustainability.

A 2012 survey of restaurant employees conducted by Restaurant Opportunities
Centers United, for example, found that restaurants that treated their employees,
particularly undocumented employees, with respect and job security had higher



profits and lower employee turnover than restaurants rated as having poor
management-employee relations. The report states:

The restaurant industry is one of the largest and fastest-growing sectors of
the national economy. In 2009 it accounted for $277 billion of U.S. Gross
Domestic Product and employed nearly 1 in 12 private-sector workers.
While the industry has grown rapidly, its long-term stability is threatened
by poor job quality. Restaurant workers have the lowest wages of any
occupational category, and 90% of restaurant workers do not receive paid
sick days, paid vacation, or health insurance through their employer.
Moreover, there is often little career mobility and racial segregation keeps
people of color disproportionately in the lowest paid positions. These
factors increase employee turnover and decrease employee loyalty and
productivity, which in turn reduce the quality of food and service.
Moreover, restaurant patrons are exposed to contagion when workers
cannot afford to stay home when sick.

[lustrating the direct link between job quality and the long-term success
and stability of a restaurant, this report provides concrete examples of
restaurateurs who have created “win-win-win” solutions for workers,
diners, and employers alike. Other restaurant employers can learn from the
experiences and insights of these successful business owners.

Studies place the cost of turnover between $4,000 and $14,000 per

employee turnover, and the National Restaurant Association has placed the
cost at $7,000, in current dollars. (ROC United, 2012)

When asked. “Why would a CEO try to steer a hierarchical organization toward
employee ownership?” Vanderslice and Moss provided a range of responses:

e Some CEOs or managers really want to flatten an organization and move
away from organizational hierarchy. Often these are people of some
privilege, with progressive politics, who are dedicated to equalizing power
among workers or members and who believe workers ought to have the right
to share in the wealth they are creating through their work.

e Some cooperatives, like artist cooperatives or farmer cooperatives, are
initiated by individuals who seek to build nonhierarchical organizations
rooted in economic, social, and political interdependence in which
consumers (food co-op) or producers (artist or dairy co-ops) become the
shareholders.

e Some CEOs find themselves running an organization that has a 100 percent



employee stock ownership plan (ESOP), which legally pays no taxes on
profits, and are eager to learn more about how to manage such an
organization with economic interdependence, but begin with little knowledge
about worker ownership or participation.

Vanderslice and Moss explained that while the traditional corporation is driven
primarily by a profit motive, today a growing number of corporations and
organizations are driven by commitments to the three Ps: people, profit, and the
planet. Careful to avoid a romantic interpretation of the proliferation of
organizations dedicated to the three Ps, they were generous in describing a
variety of organizational strategies for narrowing inequality gaps, fostering a
sense of collective ownership, and facilitating broad-based participation:

So we got a call a couple of weeks ago from the CEO [of a hybrid ESOP]
and he said, “You know, we’ve just come to the end of a one-year
compensation design process and we’ve done the market studies and we’ve
figured out what I as CEO ought to be paid relative to my workers because
we’ve benchmarked this against a lot of other companies and the Board
thinks we’re done, but I don’t think we’re done and the reason I don’t think
we’re done is because we haven’t asked the question, is this fair? What
does pay fairness mean? . . . Should I have a ratio of four-to-one? Four
hundred disgusts me. Four to one probably ties my hands—and I’m not
worried about me, I’'m worried about hiring these guys [gestures toward
leadership team on diagram] who will become me. Can I attract and retain
people with the kind of experience and talent? . . . The board is saying fair
is market—you’ve got market comp.” And the CEO said no, market is
market—that is not fairness. We’re not going to define fairness as market.
But they don’t know what [fair] is and so they’re arguing about it.

They sketched a fuller model of shared ownership, economics, and participation
when they described the Cooperative Home Care Association (CHCA) in New
York City, a cooperative initiated by a Latina woman and Anglo man committed
to organizing home health care workers, primarily low-wage-earning black and
Latina women, into a for-profit collective for workers’ rights, quality home care,
and community development. Over almost thirty years, the association has built
a strong infrastructure of shared governance, quality care, and strong advocacy
for increased pay and benefits. For the first fifteen years, CHCA was funded
through support from philanthropic foundations. It has been financially self-
sustaining for the past ten years. Dedicated to quality care through quality jobs,
one of the founders transitioned out of his management role and launched a
501(c)(3) organization for organizing and coordinating high-qualitv services for



persons with disabilities. CHCA and this organization, working for disability
justice, invited the health care workers’ union, 1199, to organize their workers in
order to help them address grievances, pay disputes, and benefits and to
participate in worker-management initiatives to improve working conditions.

Clear that worker participation and protection do not derive automatically from
shared ownership, Praxis encourages organizations to pursue organizational
strategies that simultaneously address structural and economic change in
ownership and financial interdependence and practices that support the
psychological participation and well-being of the workers. “Being an owner
doesn’t protect your worker interests,” says Moss. “It doesn’t give you a right to
make grievances.” With insight for organizations and movements working on
structural change, Vanderslice and Moss are clear that any strategic design to
narrow inequality gaps must deliberately and explicitly address both the material
conditions of organizational life (economics and structure) and the social
psychological dynamics (participation and engagement).

Reciting studies that link high worker engagement with high organizational
effectiveness, the Praxis consultants explained that ESOPs, which now comprise
more than 10 percent of the US workforce (although this is usually a minute
percentage of total ownership, especially in publicly traded companies), serve as
an economic platform on which conversations about joint ownership,
participation, and justice can be launched. Building and leading organizational
cultures of shared ownership, strong participation, and authentic inclusion,
however, requires dedicated leadership, as we saw in BFS. Vanderslice explains
that ESOPs are increasingly popular; given the financial incentives of 100
percent ESOPs paying no taxes on profits, the ranks are swelling. But in an
ESOP, employees who have been granted additional economic rights develop
heightened expectations for participation and involvement in governance.
Vanderslice explained that the leadership challenges are great for maintaining a
relatively equitable and participatory organization across status and hierarchy.

Finally, Vanderslice and Moss described an emergent social movement of
certified B Corporations—for-profit corporations that have earned a recognized
certification for social responsibility based on workforce and social and
environmental metrics. Essentially these corporations replace the dominant
bottom-line-only-focused organizational mission with high standards of purpose,
sustainability, and transparency. The inclusion of social responsibility in the
organizational mission constitutes a radical shift in business philosophy.

Fourteen states now have laws that recognize benefit corporation status, which
reanirec that hnarde nf dirertnre have an nhlioatinn tn rancider nat nanlv the
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stakeholders’ well-being and profit maximization but also the well-being of
employees and the environment.

CONCLUSION

With quite distinct strategies, the Equality Trust, the Brooklyn Friends School,
and Praxis expand our cultural understanding of how social policies, social
movements, and work-based organizations can be redesigned to diminish
inequality gaps, contest privilege, deepen cooperation, and maximize
participation. The Equality Trust argues that policies and procedures that
encourage organizations to pledge to threshold inequality gaps will alter social
arrangements, and they have much evidence to back them up. The leadership of
the Brooklyn Friends School has explored how a school can fundamentally
transform its culture, challenging white privilege and endorsing diversity,
through the painstaking work of individual and institutional consciousness
raising. Praxis Consulting facilitates processes whereby traditional organizations
can be reengineered to enhance economic interdependence, democratize
ownership, diversify leadership, and cultivate the dynamics of shared fate.

Each of these organizations has bold leadership, processes for democratic
participation, and a strong and relentless goal to challenge privilege and build
diverse equitable communities, and each is linked to a broader social movement
for redistribution: the inequality gap campaign, the white allies’ antiracist
movement, and struggles for labor justice and B Corporations. Each organization
also confronts internal and external resistance and yet persists, fueled by a vision
of redistribution, radical inclusion, and deep participation.

We end ironically hopeful in these dark days of political filibuster, stalemates,
counterrevolutions, war, violence, and Wall Street abuse. Diverse coalitions are
mobilizing globally and locally on the streets in the halls of Congress and
Parliament, through social media and Twitter, in for-profit and nonprofit
workplaces, schools, community based organizations, universities, and union
halls—contesting inequality, challenging privilege, and building always
precarious nests for solidarity and sustainability. As researchers, consultants,
educators, and practitioners, we have a responsibility to pierce the anesthetizing
weight of inevitability, circulate images of equity, educate the public about these
sweet experiments in democratic ownership and equitable wage structures, and
provoke our collective imagination for what could be a far more democratic,
just, and participatory society.
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CHAPTER FOUR
CONSTRUCTIVE CONTROVERSY The Value of

Intellectual Opposition
David W. Johnson
Roger T. Johnson
Dean Tjosvold

Since the general or prevailing opinion on any subject is rarely or never the
whole truth, it is only by the collision of adverse opinion that the remainder
of the truth has any chance of being supplied.

—John Stuart Mill

An airline flight crew is taking its large passenger jet with over 150 people on
board in for a landing. The instruments indicate the plane is still five thousand
feet above the ground, and the pilot sees no reason to doubt their accuracy. The
copilot thinks the instruments are malfunctioning and the plane is actually much
lower. Will this disagreement endanger the passengers and crew by distracting
the pilot and copilot from their duties? Or will it illuminate a problem and
increase the safety of everyone on board?

We know what Thomas Jefferson would have said. He noted, “Difference of
opinion leads to inquiry, and inquiry to truth.” Jefferson had a deep faith in the
value and productiveness of constructive controversy. He is not alone. Conflict
theorists of many persuasions have posited that conflict could have positive as
well as negative benefits. Freud, for example, indicated that extra psychic
conflict was a necessary (but not sufficient) condition for psychological
development. Developmental psychologists have proposed that disequilibrium
within a student’s cognitive structure can motivate a shift from egocentrism to
accommodation of the perspectives of others and what results is a transition from
one stage of cognitive and moral reasoning to another. Motivational theorists
believe that conceptual conflict can create epistemic curiosity, which motivates
the search for new information and the reconceptualization of the knowledge one
already has. Organizational theorists insist that higher-quality problem solving
depends on constructive conflict among group members. Cognitive
psychologists propose that conceptual conflict may be necessary for insight and
discovery. Educational psychologists indicate that conflict can increase

achievement. Karl Marx believed that class conflict was necessary for social
nrooress Fraom almost everv sncial srience theoricte have taken the nogition that
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conflict can have positive as well as negative outcomes.

Despite all the theorizing about the positive aspects of conflict, there has been
until recently very little empirical evidence demonstrating that the presence of
conflict can be more constructive than its absence. Guidelines for managing
conflicts tend to be based more on folk wisdom than on validated theory. Far
from being encouraged and structured in most interpersonal and intergroup
situations, conflict tends to be avoided and suppressed. Creating conflict to
capitalize on its potential positive outcomes tends to be the exception, not the
rule. In the late 1960s, therefore, building on the previous work of Morton
Deutsch and others, we began a program of theorizing and research to identify
the conditions under which conflict results in constructive outcomes. One of the
results of our work is the theory of constructive controversy.

This chapter provides an integration of theory, research, and practice on
constructive controversy for individuals who wish to deepen their understanding
of conflict and how to manage it constructively. The first part of the chapter
provides the definitions and procedure and a theoretical framework that
illuminates fundamental processes involved in creating and using conflict at the
interpersonal, intergroup, organizational, and international levels. The second
half of the chapter is aimed at helping readers use constructive controversy
effectively in their applied situations.

WHAT IS CONSTRUCTIVE CONTROVERSY?

The best way ever devised for seeking the truth in any given situation is
advocacy: presenting the pros and cons from different, informed points of
view and digging down deep into the facts.

—Harold S. Geneen, Former CEO, ITT

Constructive controversy exists when one person’s ideas, information,
conclusions, theories, and opinions are incompatible with those of another and
the two seek to reach an agreement. Constructive controversies involve what
Aristotle called deliberate discourse (i.e., the discussion of the advantages and
disadvantages of proposed actions) aimed at synthesizing novel solutions (i.e.,
creative problem solving). Related to controversy is cognitive conflict, which
occurs when incompatible ideas exist simultaneously in a person’s mind or when
information being received does not seem to fit with what one already “knows”
(Johnson and Johnson, 2007).



Structured constructive controversies are most commonly contrasted with
concurrence seeking, debate, and individualistic learning. Concurrence seeking
occurs when members of a group inhibit discussion to avoid any disagreement or
arguments, emphasize agreement, and avoid realistic appraisal of alternative
ideas and courses of action. Concurrence seeking is close to Janis’s (1982)
concept of groupthink , when members of a decision-making group set aside
their doubts and misgivings about whatever policy is favored by the emerging
consensus so as to be able to concur with the other members. Debate exists when
two or more individuals argue positions that are incompatible with one another
and a judge declares a winner on the basis of who presented his or her position
the best. An example of debate is when each member of a group is assigned a
position as to whether more or fewer regulations are needed to control hazardous
wastes and an authority declares as the winner the person who makes the best
presentation of his or her position to the group. Individualistic efforts exist when
individuals work alone without interacting with each other, in a situation in
which their goals are unrelated and independent from each other (Johnson,
Johnson, and Holubec, 2008). The meta-analysis that follows compares these
four forms of conflict. First, however, we review the theory of constructive
controversy.

CONSTRUCTIVE CONTROVERSY THEORY

There is no more certain sign of a narrow mind, of stupidity, and of
arrogance, than to stand aloof from those who think differently from us.

—Walter Savage Landor

Structure-process-outcome theory (Watson and Johnson, 1972) posits that the
structure of the situation determines the process of interaction, and the process of
interaction determines the outcomes (e.g., attitudes and behaviors of the
individuals involved). The way in which a controversy is structured in learning
and decision-making situations determines how group members interact with
each other, which in turn determines the quality of the learning, decision
making, creativity, and other relevant outcomes. Conflict among group
members’ ideas, opinions, theories, and conclusions may be structured along a
continuum (Johnson and Johnson, 2007) with constructive controversy at one
end and concurrence seeking at the other (see table 4.1 and figure 4.1 ).

Table 4.1 Process of Controversy and Concurrence Seeking

Source: Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (2007). Creative Controversy: Intellectual Challenge in the



Classroom . Edina, MN: Interaction Book Company. Reprinted by permission.

Controversy

Organizing what is known into an
initial conclusion

Presenting, advocating, elaborating
at least two positions and rationale

Being challenged by opposing
views, which results in conceptual
conflict and uncertainty about the
correctness of one’s own views

Conceptual conflict, uncertainty,
disequilibrium result

Epistemic curiosity motivates active
search for new information and
perspectives

Reconceptualization, synthesis,
integration resulting in consensus
consisting of best joint reasoned
judgment reflecting all points of
view

Concurrence Seeking

Organizing what is known into an initial
conclusion

Presenting, advocating, elaborating
dominant position and rationale

Majority pressures dissenting group
members to conform to majority position
and perspective, creating a conflict
between public compliance and private
belief

Conflict between public and private
position

Seeking confirming information that
strengthens and supports the dominant
position and perspective

Consensus on majority position—often
false consensus due to members’ publicly
agreeing while privately disagreeing
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Figure 4.1 Theory of Controversy
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Classroom . Edina, MN: Interaction Book Company. Reprinted by permission.
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expectations that define appropriate and inappropriate ways for individuals to
interact with each other in the situation, as well as other situational influences,
such as the number of people involved, spatial arrangements, hierarchy of
prestige, social sanctions, power, and the nature of activities to be conducted
(Watson and Johnson, 1972). Changes in any or all of these factors lead to
changes in the processes of the system and the interactions of the members,
which subsequently change the attitudes and behavior and the other outcomes of
the individuals involved.

Structuring Constructive Controversy.

In constructive controversy, individuals research their position, present the best
case they can for it, challenge the opposing positions, step back and see the issue
from all sides, and then arrive at their best reasoned judgment. Constructive
controversy is structured by

1. Establishing a cooperative contex t (i.e., structuring positive
interdependence). Participants to come to an agreement (i.e., one answer)
that reflects their best reasoned judgment as to solution to the problem, the
best course of action to take to solve the problem, or an answer.

2. Establishing the constructive controversy procedure . Participants are
required to (1) research and prepare a position; (2) present and advocate their
position; (3) analyze, critically evaluate, and (often after further research)
refute the opposing positions while rebutting criticisms of one’s own
positions; (4) reverse perspectives to communicate that they can see the issue
from all points of view; and (5) synthesize and integrate information into
factual and judgmental conclusions that are summarized into a joint position
to which all sides can agree (Johnson and Johnson, 2007). This is an
advocacy-based-inquiry procedure. In engaging in this procedure,
participants advocate a position and challenge opposing positions to gain
increased understanding of the issue so that an agreement reflecting their
best reasoned judgment can be made. here is a reliance on argumentative
clash to develop, clarify, expand, and elaborate one’s thinking about the
issues being considered. Advocacy and critically challenging the opposing
positions are key elements in engaging in inquiry to discover the best course
of action.

3. There are a number of roles that each participant needs to assume
adequately: researcher, advocate, devil’s advocate, learner, perspective taker,



and synthesizer. Participants need to be effective advocates, persuasively
presenting the best case possible for their positions. Participants also need to
be effective devil’s advocates, critically analyzing opposing positions,
pointing out their weaknesses and flaws in information and logic. No
position should be unchallenged. Participants need to be able to learn
thoroughly the opposing positions and their rationales. This facilitates their
critical analysis as devil’s advocates, but also facilities their performance of
the role of perspective taker. Finally, participants need to be effective
synthesizers, integrating the best information and logic from all positions
into a new, novel position that all participants can agree to.

4. Participants need to adhere to a set of normative expectations . Participants
need to follow and internalize the norms of seeking the best reasoned
judgment, not winning; being critical of ideas, not people; listening to and
learning everyone’s position, even if they do not agree with it; differentiating
positions before trying to integrate them; and changing their mind when
logically persuaded to do so.

Structuring Concurrence Seeking.

In concurrence seeking, individuals present their position and its rationale. If it
differs from the dominant opinion, the dissenters are pressured by the majority
of members to conform to the dominant opinion; if the dissenters do not, they
are viewed as nonteam players who obstruct team effectiveness and therefore
subjected to ridicule, rejection, ostracism, and being disliked (see Johnson and
Johnson, 2007). If they concur, they often seek out confirming information to
strengthen the dominant position and view the issue only from the majority’s
perspective, thus eliminating the possible consideration of divergent points of
view. Thus, there is a convergence of thought and a narrowing of focus in
members’ thinking. A false consensus results, with all members agreeing about
the course of action the group is to take, while privately some members may
believe that other courses of action would be more effective. Concurrence
seeking is structured in these ways:

1. A cooperative context is established (i.e., structuring positive
interdependence). Participants are to come to an agreement based on the
dominant position in the group.

2. The concurrence-seeking procedure is established . The dominant position is
determined, and all participants are encouraged to agree with it. Both
advocacy of opposing positions and critical analysis of the dominant position



are avoided. Participants are to “be nice” and not disagree with the dominant
position. Doubts and misgivings are to be hidden and outward conformity in
supporting the dominant position, whether you believe in it or not, is
encouraged.

. There are a number of roles that each participant needs to assume
adequately: Supporter, persuader. Participants need to be supporters of the
dominant position and persuaders of dissenters to adopt the dominant
position.

. There is a set of normative expectations that participants need to adhere to .
Participants need to follow and internalize the norms of hiding doubts and
criticisms about the dominant position, being willing to quickly compromise
to avoid open disagreement, expressing full support for the dominant
position, never disagreeing with other group members, and maintaining a
harmonious atmosphere.

PROCESSES OF INTERACTION

Constructive controversy and concurrence seeking promote different processes
of interaction among individuals, which in turn promote different outcomes
(Johnson and Johnson, 1979, 1989, 2000, 2003, 2007, 2009; Johnson, Johnson,
and Johnson, 1976) (see table 4.1 and figure 4.1).

Constructive Controversy

The process through which constructive controversy creates positive outcomes
involves the following theoretical assumptions:

e When individuals are presented with a problem or decision, they have an
initial conclusion based on categorizing and organizing incomplete
information, their limited experiences, and their specific perspective. They
have a high degree of confidence in their conclusions (i.e., they freeze the
epistemic process).

When individuals present and advocate positions to others (who are
advocating opposing positions), they engage in cognitive rehearsal, deepen
their understanding of their position, and use higher-level reasoning
strategies. The more they attempt to persuade others to agree with them, the
more committed they may become to their position. The intent is to convert
the other group members to one’s position. Knowing that the presenting



individual is trying to convert them, the other individuals involved may
scrutinize the person’s position and critically analyze it as part of their
resistance to being converted. Hearing opposing views being advocated
stimulates new cognitive analysis and frees individuals to create alternative
and original conclusions. Even being confronted with an erroneous point of
view can result in more divergent thinking and the generation of novel and
more cognitively advanced solutions because they unfreeze the epistemic
process.

e When individuals challenge the positions of opposing advocates, they
attempt to refute opposing positions while rebutting attacks on their own
position. To do so, they critically analyze one another’s positions in attempts
to discern weaknesses and strengths. Individuals tend to evaluate information
more critically. In other words, dissenters tend to stimulate divergent
thinking and the consideration of multiple perspectives. Members start with
the assumption that the dissenter is not correct. If a dissenter persists,
however, it suggests a complexity that stimulates a reappraisal of the issue.
The reappraisal, often including additional information, involves divergent
thinking and a consideration of multiple sources of information and ways of
thinking about the issue. It also breaks the tendency of groups to try to
achieve consensus before all available alternatives have been thoroughly
considered. On balance, challenging and being challenged tend to increase
knowledge and understanding, the creativity of thinking, and the quality of
decision making.

e When individuals are confronted with different conclusions based on other
people’s information, experiences, and perspectives, they become uncertain
as to the correctness of their own views, and a state of conceptual conflict or
disequilibrium is aroused. Hearing other alternatives being advocated, having
one’s position criticized and refuted, and being challenged by information
that is incompatible with and does not fit with one’s conclusions leads to
conceptual conflict, disequilibrium, and uncertainty. The greater the
disagreement among group members, the more frequently disagreement
occurs, the greater the number of people disagreeing with a person’s
position, the more competitive the context of the controversy, and the more
affronted the person feels, the greater the conceptual conflict, disequilibrium,
and uncertainty the person experiences.

e When individuals are faced with intellectual opposition within a cooperative
context, they tend to ask one another for more information, seek to view the



information from all sides of the issue, and use more ways of looking at
facts. Conceptual conflict motivates an active search (called epistemic
curiosity ) for more information and new experiences (increased specific
content) and a more adequate cognitive perspective and reasoning process
(increased validity) in hopes of resolving the uncertainty. Indexes of
epistemic curiosity include individuals’ actively searching for more
information, seeking to understand opposing positions and rationales, and
attempting to view the situation from opposing perspectives.

e By adapting their cognitive perspective and reasoning through understanding
and accommodating new information as well as the perspective and
reasoning of others, individuals derive a new, reconceptualized, and
reorganized conclusion. Novel solutions and decisions that on balance are
qualitatively better are detected. The positive feelings and commitment of
individuals as they create a solution to the problem together is extended to
each other, and interpersonal attraction increases. A bond is built among the
participants. Their competencies in managing conflicts constructively tend to
improve. The process may begin again at this point, or it may be terminated
by freezing the current conclusion and resolving any dissonance by
increasing confidence in the validity of the conclusion.

When overt controversy is structured by identifying alternatives and assigning
members to advocate the best case for each alternative, the purpose is not to
choose one of the alternatives. Rather, is to create a synthesis of the best
reasoning and conclusions from all the alternatives. Synthesizing occurs when
individuals integrate a number of different ideas and facts into a single position.
It is the intellectual bringing together of ideas and facts and engaging in
inductive reasoning by restating a large amount of information into a conclusion
or summary. Synthesizing is a creative process that involves seeing new patterns
within a body of evidence, viewing the issue from a variety of perspectives, and
generating a number of optional ways of integrating the evidence. This requires
probabilistic (i.e., knowledge is available only in degrees of certainty) rather
than dualistic (i.e., there is only right and wrong and authority should not be
questioned) or relativistic thinking (i.e., authorities are seen as sometimes right
but right and wrong depend on your perspective). The dual purposes of synthesis
are to arrive at the best possible decision and find a position that all group
members can commit themselves to implement. When consensus is required for
decision making, the dissenting members tend to maintain their position longer,
the deliberation tends to be more robust, and group members tend to feel that
justice has been better served.



Concurrence Seeking

The process through which concurrence seeking creates outcomes involves the
following theoretical assumptions (Johnson and Johnson, 2007) (see figure 4.1 ):

1. When faced with a problem to be solved or a decision to be made, the group
member with the most power (i.e., the boss) or the majority of the members
derive an initial position from their analysis of the situation based on their
current knowledge, perspective, dominant response, expectations, and past
experiences. They tend to have a high degree of confidence in their initial
conclusion (they freeze the epistemic process).

2. The dominant position is presented and advocated by the most powerful
member in the group or a representative of the majority. It may be explained
in detail or briefly, as it is expected that all group members will quickly
agree and adopt the recommended position. When individuals present their
conclusion and its rationale to others, they engage in cognitive rehearsal and
often reconceptualize their position as they speak. In addition, their
commitment to their position increases, making them more closed-minded
toward other positions.

3. Members are faced with the implicit or explicit demand to concur with the
recommended position. The pressure to conform creates evaluation
apprehension that implies that members who disagree will be perceived
negatively and rejected. Conformity pressure is also used to prevent
members from suggesting new ideas, thereby stifling creativity. The
dominant person or the majority of the members tend to impose their
perspective about the issue on the other group members, so that all members
view the issue from the dominant frame of reference, resulting in a
convergence of thought and a narrowing of focus in members’ thinking.

4. When a member does not agree with the recommended position, he or she
has a choice: concur with the majority opinion or voice dissent and face
possible ridicule, rejection, ostracism, and being disliked. This creates a
conflict between public compliance and private belief, which can create
considerable distress when the dissenter keeps silent, and perhaps even more
stress when the dissenter voices his or her opinion. Dissenters realize that if
they persist in their disagreement, they may be viewed negatively and will be
disliked and isolated by both their peers and their supervisors, or a
destructively managed conflict may result that will split the group into
hostile factions, or both. Because of these potential penalties, many potential



dissenters find it easier to remain silent and suppress their true opinions.

5. Members concur publicly with the dominant position and its rationale
without critical analysis. In addition, they seek supporting evidence to
strengthen the dominant position and view the issue only from the dominant
perspective, thus eliminating the possible consideration of divergent points
of view. Dissenters may adopt the majority position either because they
assume that truth lies in numbers (i.e., the majority is probably correct) or
they fear that disagreeing openly will result in ridicule and rejection. They
also search for information in a biased manner to confirm the majority
position. As a result, they are relatively unable to detect original solutions to
problems.

6. All members agree about the course of action the group is to take. while
some members privately may believe that other courses of action would be
more effective.

Benefits of Constructive Controversy

He that wrestles with us strengthens our nerves, and sharpens our skill. Our
antagonist is our helper.

—Edmund Burke, Reflection of the Revolution in France

The research on constructive controversy has been conducted over the past
thirty-five years by several researchers in a variety of settings using many
different participant populations and many different tasks within an experimental
and field experimental format (see table 4.2 ). (For a detailed listing of all the
supporting studies, see Johnson and Johnson, 1979, 1989, 2000, 2003, 2007,
2009.) All studies randomly assigned participants to conditions. The studies have
all been published in journals (except for one dissertation), have high internal
validity, and have lasted from one to sixty hours. The studies have been
conducted on elementary, intermediate, and college students. Taken together,
their results have considerable validity and generalizability. A recent meta-
analysis provides the data to validate or disconfirm the theory (Johnson and
Johnson, 2007).

Table 4.2 Meta-Analysis of Academic Controversy Studies: Weighted Effect
Sizes

Source: Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. (2007). Creative controversy: Intellectual conflict in the
classroom. Edina, MN: Interaction Book Company. Reprinted with permission



Dependent Controversy/ Controversy/  Controversy/

Variable Concurrence Seeking  Debate Individualistic Efforts

Achievement 0.68 0.40 0.87

Cognitive Reasoning 0.62 1.35 0.90

Perspective Taking 0.91 0.22 0.56

Motivation 0.75 0.45 0.71

Attitudes toward 0.58 0.81 0.64
Task

Interpersonal 0.24 0.72 0.81
Altraction

Social Support 0.32 0.92 1.52

Self-Esteem 0.39 0.51 0.85

Quality of Decision Making, Problem Solving, and Learning.

Effective decision making and problem solving includes higher-level reasoning,
accurate understanding of all perspectives, creative thinking, and openness to
influence (i.e., attitude change). Compared with concurrence seeking (ES =
0.68), debate (ES = 0.40), and individualistic efforts (ES = 0.87), constructive
controversy tends to result in higher-quality decisions (including decisions that
involve ethical dilemmas) and higher-quality solutions to complex problems for
which different viewpoints can plausibly be developed. Skillful participation in a
constructive controversy tends to result in significantly greater mastery and
recall of the information, reasoning, and skills contained in one’s own and
others’ positions; more skillfully transferring of this learning to new situations;
and greater generalization of principles learned to a wider variety of situations
than do concurrence seeking, debate, or individualistic efforts. Being exposed to
a credible alternative view results in recalling more correct information, more
skillfully transferring learning to new situations, and generalizing the principles
they learned to a wider variety of situations. The resolution of a controversy is
likely to be in the direction of correct problem solving even when the initial
conclusions of all group members are erroneous and especially when individuals
are exposed to a credible minority view (as opposed to a consistent single view)
even when the minority view is incorrect.

An interesting question is whether the advocacy of two conflicting but wrong
solutions to a problem can result in a correct solution. The value of the
constructive controversy process lies not so much in the correctness of an
opposing position as in the attention and thought processes it induces. More
cognitive processing may take place when individuals are exposed to more than



one point of view, even if one or more ot the points ot view is incorrect. A
number of studies with both adults and children have found significant gains in
performance when erroneous information is presented by one or both sides in a
constructive controversy. Thus, the resolution of the conflict is likely to be in the
direction of correct performance. In this limited way, two wrongs came to make
a right.

Cognitive Reasoning.

When difficult issues are being discussed and effective decisions are needed,
higher-level reasoning strategies are needed. Controversy tends to promote more
frequent use of higher-level reasoning strategies than do concurrence seeking
(ES = 0.62), debate (ES = 1.35) or individualistic efforts (ES = 0.90). For
example, controversy tends to be more effective than modeling and nonsocial
presentation of information in influencing nonconserving children to gain the
insights critical for conservation. In classrooms where students are free to dissent
and are also expected to listen to different perspectives, students tend to think
more critically about civic issues and be more tolerant of conflicting views.
Thus, cognitive reasoning across domains of inquiry is improved when
controversy is used.

Perspective Taking.

Understanding and considering all perspectives is important if difficult issues are
to be discussed, the decision is to represent the best reasoned judgment of all
participants, and all participants are to help implement the decision. Constructive
controversy tends to promote more accurate and complete understanding of
opposing perspectives than do concurrence seeking (ES = 0.91), debate (ES =
0.22), and individualistic efforts (ES = 0.86). Engaging in controversy tends to
result in greater understanding of another person’s cognitive perspective than
does the absence of controversy, and individuals engaged in a controversy tend
to be better able subsequently to predict what line of reasoning their opponent
would use in solving a future problem than do individuals who interacted
without any controversy. The increased understanding of opposing perspectives
tends to result from engaging in controversy (as opposed to engaging in
concurrence-seeking discussions or individualistic efforts) regardless of whether
one is a high-, medium-, or low-achieving student.

Creativity.

Constructive controversy tends to promote creative insight by influencing



individuals to view problems trom ditterent perspectives and retormulate
problems in ways that allow the emergence of new orientations to a solution.
Compared with concurrence seeking, debate, and individualistic efforts,
constructive controversy increases the number of ideas, quality of ideas, creation
of original ideas, the use of a wider range of ideas, originality, the use of more
varied strategies, and the number of creative, imaginative, novel solutions. Being
confronted with credible alternative views has resulted in the generation of more
novel solutions, varied strategies, and original ideas. Participants in a
constructive controversy tend to have a high degree of emotional involvement in
and commitment to solving the problems the group was working on.

Attitude Change about the Issue.

Open-minded consideration of all points of view is critical for deriving well-
reasoned decisions that integrate the best information and thought from a variety
of positions. Participants should open-mindedly believe that opposing positions
are based on legitimate information and logic that, if fully understood, will lead
to creative solutions that benefit everyone. Involvement in a controversy tends to
result in attitude and position change. Participants in a controversy tend to
reevaluate their attitudes about the issue and incorporate opponents’ arguments
into their own attitudes. Participating in a constructive controversy tends to
result in attitude change beyond what occurs when individuals read about the
issue, and these attitude changes tend to be relatively stable over time (i.e., not
merely a response to the controversy experience itself).

Motivation to Improve Understanding.

Effective decision making is typically enhanced by a continuing motivation to
learn more about the issues being considered. Most decisions are temporary
because they may be reconsidered at some future date. Participants in a
constructive controversy tend to have more continuing motivation to learn about
the issue and come to the best reasoned judgment possible than do participants in
concurrence seeking (ES = 0.75), debate (0.45), and individualistic efforts (ES =
0.71). Participants in a controversy tend to search for more information and new
experiences (increased specific content) and a more adequate cognitive
perspective and reasoning process (increased validity) in hopes of resolving the
uncertainty. There is also an active interest in learning the others’ positions and
developing an understanding and appreciation of them. Lowry and Johnson
(1981), for example, found that students involved in a controversy, compared
with students involved in concurrence seeking, read more library materials,
reviewed more classroom materials. more freanentlv watched an ontional movie
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shown during recess, and more frequently requested information from others.
Generally motivation is increased by participating in a constructive controversy.

Attitudes toward Controversy.

If participants are to be committed to implement the decision and participate in
future decision making, they must react favorably to the way decisions are made.
Individuals involved in controversy liked the procedure better than did those
working individualistically, and participating in a controversy consistently
promoted more positive attitudes toward the experience than did participating in
a debate, concurrence-seeking discussions, or individualistic decisions.
Constructive controversy experiences promoted stronger beliefs that controversy
is valid and valuable.

Attitudes toward Decision Making.

If participants are to be committed to implement the decision and participate in
future decision making, they must consider the decision worth making.
Individuals who engaged in controversies tended to value the decision-making
task more than did individuals who engaged in concurrence-seeking discussions
(ES =0.63).

Interpersonal Attraction and Support among Participants.

Decision making, to be effective, must be conducted in ways that bring
individuals together rather than create ill will and divisiveness. Within
controversy, disagreement, argumentation, and rebuttal could create difficulties
in establishing good relationships. Constructive controversy, however, has been
found to promote greater liking among participants than did debate (ES = 0.72),
concurrence seeking (ES = 0.24), or individualistic efforts (ES = 0.81). Debate
tended to promote greater interpersonal attraction among participants than did
individualistic efforts (ES = 0.46). In addition, constructive controversy tends to
promote greater social support among participants than does debate (ES = 0.92),
concurrence seeking (ES = 0.32), or individualistic efforts (ES = 1.52). Debate
tended to promote greater social support among participants than did
individualistic efforts (ES = 0.92). The combination of frank exchange of ideas
coupled with a positive climate of friendship and support not only leads to more
productive decision making and greater learning, it disconfirms the myth that
conflict inevitably leads to divisiveness and dislike.

Self-Esteem.



Participation in future decision making is enhanced when participants feel good
about themselves as a result of helping make the current decision, whether or not
they agree with it. Constructive controversy tends to promote higher self-esteem
than does concurrence seeking (ES = 0.39), debate (ES = 0.51), or individualistic
efforts (ES = 0.85). Debate tends to promote higher self-esteem than
individualistic efforts do (ES = 0.45).

Conditions Determining the Constructiveness of
Controversy

Although controversies can operate in a beneficial way, they will not do so under
all conditions. Whether controversy results in positive or negative consequences
depends on the conditions under which it occurs and the way in which it is
managed. These conditions include the context within which the constructive
controversy takes place, the heterogeneity of participants, the distribution of
information among group members, the level of group members’ social skills,
and group members’ ability to engage in rational argument (Johnson and
Johnson, 1979, 1989, 2007).

Cooperative Goal Structure.

Deutsch (1973) emphasizes that the context in which conflicts occur has
important effects on whether the conflict turns out to be constructive or
destructive. There are two common contexts for controversy: cooperative and
competitive. A cooperative context tends to facilitate constructive controversy,
whereas a competitive context tends to promote destructive controversy.
Controversy within a competitive context tends to promote closed-minded
disinterest and rejection of the opponent’s ideas and information (Tjosvold,
1998). Within a cooperative context, constructive controversy induces feelings
of comfort, pleasure, and helpfulness in discussing opposing positions; an open-
minded listening to the opposing positions; motivation to hear more about the
opponent’s arguments; more accurate understanding of the opponent’s position;
and the reaching of more integrated positions where both one’s own and one’s
opponent’s conclusions and reasoning are synthesized into a final position.

Skilled Disagreement.

For controversies to be managed constructively, participants need both
cooperative and conflict management skills (Johnson, 2014; Johnson and F.
Johnson, 2013). The following skills are necessary for following and



Internalizing these norms:

1. T am critical of ideas, not people. I challenge and refute the ideas of the other
participants, while confirming their competence and value as individuals. I
do not indicate that I personally reject them.

2. 1 separate my personal worth from criticism of my ideas.

3. Iremember that we are all in this together, sink or swim. I focus on coming
to the best decision possible, not on winning.

4. 1 encourage everyone to participate and to master all the relevant
information.

5. Ilisten to everyone’s ideas, even if I don’t agree.
6. I restate what someone has said if it is not clear.

7. 1differentiate before I try to integrate. I first bring out all ideas and facts
supporting both sides and clarify how the positions differ. Then I try to
identify points of agreement and put them together in a way that makes
sense.

8. Itry to understand both sides of the issue. I try to see the issue from the
opposing perspective in order to understand the opposing position.

9. I change my mind when the evidence clearly indicates that I should do so.

0. T emphasize rationality in seeking the best possible answer, given the
available data.

1. I follow the golden rule of conflict: act toward opponents as you would have
them act toward you. I want the opposing pair to listen to me, so I listen to
them. I want the opposing pair to include my ideas in their thinking, so I
include their ideas in my thinking. I want the opposing pair to see the issue
from my perspective, so I take their perspective.

One of the most important skills is to be able to disagree with each other’s ideas
while confirming each other’s personal competence (Tjosvold, 1998).
Disagreeing with others while simultaneously confirming their personal
competence results in being better liked. In addition, opponents tend to be less
critical of your ideas, more interested in learning more about your ideas, and
more willing to incorporate your information and reasoning into their own
analysis of the problem. Disagreeing with others, and at the same time imputing
that others are incompetent, tends to increase their commitment to their own
ideas and their rejection of the other person’s information and reasoning.



Protagonists are more likely to believe their goals are cooperative, integrate their
perspectives, and reach agreement.

Another important set of skills for exchanging information and opinions within a
constructive controversy is perspective taking (Johnson, 1971; Johnson and
Johnson, 1989). More information, both personal and impersonal, is disclosed
when one is interacting with a person who is engaging in perspective-taking
behaviors such as paraphrasing, which communicates a desire to understand
accurately. Perspective-taking ability increases one’s capacity to phrase
messages so that they are easily understood by others and comprehend
accurately the messages of others. Engaging in perspective taking in conflicts
results in increased understanding and retention of the opponent’s information
and perspective. Perspective taking facilitates the achievement of creative, high-
quality problem solving. Finally, perspective taking promotes more positive
perceptions of the information exchange process, of fellow group members, and
of the group’s work.

A third set of skills involves the cycle of differentiation of positions and their
integration (Johnson and F. Johnson, 2013). Group members should ensure that
there are several cycles of differentiation (bringing out differences in positions)
and integration (combining several positions into one new, creative position).
The potential for integration is never greater than the adequacy of the
differentiation already achieved. Most controversies go through a series of
differentiations and integrations before reaching a final decision.

Rational Argument.

During a constructive controversy, group members have to follow the canons of
rational argumentation (Johnson and Johnson, 2007): generating ideas, collecting
relevant information, organizing it using inductive and deductive logic, and
making tentative conclusions based on current understanding. Rational
argumentation requires that participants keep an open mind, changing their
conclusions and positions when others are persuasive and convincing in their
presentation of rationale, proof, and logical reasoning.

STRUCTURING CONSTRUCTIVE
CONTROVERSIES

Conflict is the gadfly of thought. It stirs us to observation and memory. It
instigates invention. It shocks us out of sheeplike passivity, and sets us at



noting and contriving . . . Conflict is a “sine qua non” of reflection and
ingenuity.

—John Dewey, Human Nature and Conduct: Morals Are Human

Over the past thirty-five years, in addition to developing a theory of constructive
controversy and validating it through a program of research, we have trained
teachers, professors, administrators, managers, and executives in numerous
countries to field-test and implement the constructive controversy procedure and
developed a series of curriculum units, academic lessons, and training exercises
structured for controversies. There are two formats, one for academic learning
and one for decision-making situations. (A more detailed description of
conducting constructive controversies may be found in Johnson and R. Johnson,
2007, and Johnson and F. Johnson, 2013.)

Constructive Controversy in the Classroom

In an English class, participants are considering the issue of civil disobedience.
They learn that in the civil rights movement, individuals broke the law to gain
equal rights for minorities. In numerous literary works, such as Huckleberry
Finn , individuals wrestle with the issue of breaking the law to redress a social
injustice. Huck wrestles with the issue of breaking the law in order to help Jim,
the runaway slave.

In order to study the role of civil disobedience in a democracy, participants are
placed in a cooperative learning group of four members. The group is given the
assignment of reaching their best reasoned judgment about the issue and then
divides into two pairs. One pair is given the assignment of making the best case
possible for the constructiveness of civil disobedience in a democracy. The other
pair is given the assignment of making the best case possible for the
destructiveness of civil disobedience in a democracy. In the resulting conflict,
participants draw from such sources as the Declaration of Independence by
Thomas Jefferson; Civil Disobedience by Henry David Thoreau; “Speech at
Cooper Union,” New York, by Abraham Lincoln; and “Letter from Birmingham
Jail” by Martin Luther King Jr. to challenge each other’s reasoning and analyses
concerning when civil disobedience is, or is not, constructive.

Structure the Task.

The task must be structured cooperatively so that there are at least two well-
documented positions (pro and con). The choice of topic depends on the interests
of the instructor and the purposes of the course. In math courses, controversies



may focus on different ways to solve a problem. In science classes, controversies
may focus on environmental issues. Since drama is based on conflict, almost any
piece of literature may be turned into a constructive controversy, for example,
having participants argue over who is the greatest romantic poet. Since most
history is based on conflicts, controversies can be created over any historical
event. In any subject area, controversies can be created to promote academic
learning and creative group problem solving.

Make Preinstructional Decisions and Preparations.

The teacher decides on the objectives for the lesson. Students are typically
randomly assigned to groups of four, and each group is divided into two pairs.
The pairs are randomly assigned to represent the pro or con position. The
instructional materials are prepared so that group members know what position
they have been assigned and where they can find supporting information. The
materials helpful for each position are a clear description of the group’s task, a
description of the phases of the constructive controversy procedure and the
relevant social skills, a definition of the positions to be advocated with a
summary of the key arguments supporting each position, and relevant resource
materials, including a bibliography.

Explain and Orchestrate the Task, Cooperative Structure, and
Constructive Controversy Procedure.

The teacher explains the task so that participants are clear about the assignment
and understand the objectives of the lesson. Teachers may wish to help students
get in role by presenting the issue to be decided in an interesting and dramatic
way. Teachers structure positive interdependence by assigning two group goals.
Students are required to

1. Produce a group report detailing the nature of the group’s decision and its
rationale. Members are to arrive at a consensus and ensure everyone
participates in writing a high-quality group report. Groups present their
report to the entire class.

2. Individually take a test on both positions. Group members must master all
the information relevant to both sides of the issue.

To supplement the effects of positive goal interdependence, the materials are
divided among group members (resource interdependence), and bonus points
may be given if all group members score above a preset criterion on the test
(reward interdependence).



Academic Controversy Procedure.

The purpose of the constructive controversy is to maximize each student’s
learning. Teachers structure individual accountability by ensuring that each
student participates in each step of the constructive controversy procedure by
individually testing each student on both sides of the issue and randomly
selecting students to present their group’s report. Teachers specify the social
skills participants are to master and demonstrate during the constructive
controversy. The social skills emphasized are those involved in systematically
advocating an intellectual position and evaluating and criticizing the position
advocated by others, as well as the skills involved in synthesis and consensual
decision making. Finally, teachers structure intergroup cooperation. When
preparing their positions, for example, students can confer with classmates in
other groups who are also preparing the same position.

The students’ overall goals are to learn all information relevant to the issue being
studied and ensure that all other group members learn the information, so that
their group can write the best report possible on the issue and all group members
achieve high scores on the test of academic learning. The constructive
controversy procedure is as follows (Johnson and R. Johnson, 2007):

1. Research, learn, and prepare a position . In the group of four, one pair is
assigned the pro position and the other pair the con position. Each pair is to
prepare the best case possible for its assigned position by

a. Researching the assigned position and learning all relevant information.
Students are to read the supporting materials and find new information to
support their position. The opposing pair is given any information
students find that supports its position.

b. Organizing the information into a persuasive argument that contains a
thesis statement or claim (“George Washington was a more effective
President than Abraham Lincoln”), the rationale supporting the thesis
(“He accomplished a, b, and c¢”), and a logical conclusion that is the same
as the thesis (“Therefore, George Washington was a more effective
president than Abraham Lincoln”).

c. Planning how to advocate the assigned position effectively to ensure it
receives a fair and complete hearing. Make sure both pair members are
ready to present the assigned position so persuasively that the opposing
participants will understand and learn the information and, of course,
agree that the position is valid and correct.



2. Present and advocate the position . Students present the best case for their
assigned position to ensure it gets a fair and complete hearing. They need to
be forceful, persuasive, and convincing in doing so. Ideally, they will use
more than one medium to increase the impact of the presentation. Students
are to listen carefully to and learn the opposing position, taking notes and
clarifying anything they do not understand.

3. Engage in an open discussion in which there is spirited disagreement .
Students discuss the issue by freely exchanging information and ideas.
Students are to argue forcefully and persuasively for their position
(presenting as many facts as they can to support their point of view);
critically analyze the evidence and reasoning supporting the opposing
position; ask for data to support assertions; refute the opposing position by
pointing out the inadequacies in the information and reasoning; and rebut
attacks on their position and present counterarguments. Students are to take
careful notes on and thoroughly learn the opposing position. Students are to
give the other position a trial by fire while following the norms for
constructive controversy. Sometimes a time-out period will be provided so
students can caucus with their partners and prepare new arguments. The
teacher may encourage more spirited arguing, take sides when a pair is in
trouble, play devil’s advocate, ask one group to observe another group
engaging in a spirited argument, and generally stir up the discussion.

4. Reverse perspectives . Students reverse perspectives and present the best
case for the opposing position. Teachers may wish to have students change
chairs. In presenting the opposing position sincerely and forcefully (as if it
was their own), students may use their notes and add any new facts they
know of. Students should strive to see the issue from both perspectives
simultaneously.

5. Synthesize . Students are to drop all advocacy and find a synthesis on which
all members can agree. They summarize the best evidence and reasoning
from both sides and integrate it into a joint position that is new and unique.
Students are to

a. Write a group report on the group’s synthesis with the supporting
evidence and rationale. All group members sign the report indicating that
they agree with it, can explain its content, and consider it ready to be
evaluated. Each member must be able to present the report to the entire
class.



b. Take a test on both positions. If all members score above the preset
criteria of excellence, each receives five bonus points.

c. Process how well the group functioned and how its performance may be
improved during the next constructive controversy. The specific conflict
management skills required for constructive controversy may be
highlighted.

d. Celebrate the group’s success and the hard work of each member to make
every step of the constructive controversy procedure effective.

Monitor the Controversy Groups and Intervene When Needed.

While the groups engage in the constructive controversy procedure, teachers
monitor the learning groups and intervene to improve students’ skills in
engaging in each step of the constructive controversy procedure and use the
social skills appropriately. Teachers may also wish to intervene to highlight or
reinforce particularly effective and skillful behaviors.

Evaluate Students’ Learning and Process Group Effectiveness.

At the end of each instructional unit, teachers evaluate students’ learning and
give feedback. Qualitative as well as quantitative aspects of performance may be
addressed. Students are graded on both the quality of their final report and their
performance on the test covering both sides of the issue. The learning groups
also process how well they functioned. Students describe what member actions
were helpful (and unhelpful) in completing each step of the constructive
controversy procedure and make decisions about what behaviors to continue or
change. In whole-class processing, the teacher gives the class feedback and has
participants share incidents that occurred in their groups.

Decision Making

A large pharmaceutical company faced the decision of whether to buy or build a
chemical plant (Wall Street Journal , October 22, 1975). To maximize the
likelihood that the best decision would be made, the president established two
advocacy teams to ensure that both the buy and the build alternatives received a
fair and complete hearing. An advocacy team is a subgroup that prepares and
presents a particular policy alternative to the decision-making group. The buy
team was instructed to prepare and present the best case for purchasing a
chemical plant, and the build team was told to prepare and present the best case
for constructing a new chemical plant near the company’s national headquarters.



The buy team identified over one hundred existing plants that would meet the
company’s needs, narrowed the field down to twenty, further narrowed the field
down to three, and then selected one plant as the ideal plant to buy. The build
team contacted dozens of engineering firms and, after four months of
consideration, selected a design for the ideal plant to build. Nine months after
they were established, the two teams, armed with all the details about cost,
presented their best case and challenged each other’s information, reasoning, and
conclusions. From the spirited discussion, it became apparent that the two
options would cost about the same amount of money. The group therefore chose
the build option because it allowed the plant to be conveniently located near
company headquarters. This procedure represents the structured use of
constructive controversy to ensure high-quality decision making.

The purpose of group decision making is to decide on well-considered, well-
understood, realistic action toward goals every member wishes to achieve. A
group decision implies that some agreement prevails among group members as
to which of several courses of action is most desirable for achieving the group’s
goals. Making a decision is just one step in the more general problem-solving
process of goal-directed groups, but it is a crucial one. After defining a problem
or issue, thinking over alternative courses of action, and weighing the
advantages and disadvantages of each, a group will decide which course is the
most desirable to implement. To ensure high-quality decision making, each
alternative course of action must receive a complete and fair hearing and be
critically analyzed to reveal its strengths and weaknesses. In order to do so, the
following constructive controversy procedure may be implemented. Group
members

1. Propose several courses of action that will solve the problem under
consideration . When the group is making a decision, identify a number of
alternative courses of action for the group to follow.

2. Form advocacy teams . To ensure that each course of action receives a fair
and complete hearing, assign two group members to be an advocacy team to
present the best case possible for the assigned position. Positive
interdependence is structured by highlighting the cooperative goal of making
the best decision possible (goal interdependence) and noting that a high-
quality decision cannot be made without considering the information that is
being organized by the other advocacy teams (resource interdependence).
Individual accountability is structured by ensuring that each member
participates in preparing and presenting the assigned position. Any



information discovered that supports the other alternatives is given to the
appropriate advocacy pair.

3. Engage in the constructive controversy procedure .

a. Each advocacy team researches its position and prepares a persuasive
presentation to convince other group members of its validity. The
advocacy teams are given the time to research their assigned alternative
course of action and find all the supporting evidence available. They
organize what is known into a coherent and reasoned position. They plan
how to present their case so that all members of the group understand
thoroughly the advocacy pair’s position, give it a fair and complete
hearing, and are convinced of its soundness.

b. Each advocacy team presents without interruption the best case possible
for their assigned alternative course of action to the entire group. Other
advocacy teams listen carefully, taking notes and striving to learn the
information provided.

c. There is an open discussion characterized by advocacy, refutation, and
rebuttal. The advocacy teams give opposing positions a trial by fire by
seeking to refute them by challenging the validity of their information
and logic. They defend their own position while continuing to attempt to
persuade other group members of its validity. For higher-level reasoning
and critical thinking to occur, it is necessary to probe and push each
other’s conclusions. Members ask for data to support each other’s
statements, clarify rationales, and show why their position is the most
rational one. Group members refute the claims being made by the
opposing teams and rebut the attacks on their own position. They take
careful notes on and thoroughly learn the opposing positions. Members
follow the specific rules for constructive controversy. Sometimes a time-
out period needs to be provided so that pairs can caucus and prepare new
arguments. Members should encourage spirited arguing and playing
devil’s advocate. Members are instructed: “Argue forcefully and
persuasively for your position, presenting as many facts as you can to
support your point of view. Listen critically to the opposing pair’s
position, asking them for the facts that support their viewpoint, and then
present counterarguments. Remember this is a complex issue, and you
need to know all sides to make a good decision.”

d. Advocacy teams reverse perspectives and positions by presenting one of



the opposing positions as sincerely and forcefully as team members can.
Members may be told, “Present an opposing position as if it were yours.
Be as sincere and forceful as you can. Add any new facts you know.
Elaborate their position by relating it to other information you have
previously learned.” Advocacy pairs strive to see the issue from all
perspectives simultaneously.

e. All members drop their advocacy and reach a decision by consensus.
They may wish to summarize their decision in a group report that details
the course of action they have adopted and its supporting rationale. Often
the chosen alternative represents a new perspective or synthesis that is
more rational than the two assigned. All group members sign the report,
indicating that they agree with the decision and will do their share of the
work in implementing it. Members may be instructed: “Summarize and
synthesize the best arguments for all points of view. Reach a decision by
consensus. Change your mind only when the facts and the rationale
clearly indicate that you should do so. Write a report with the supporting
evidence and rationale for your synthesis that your group has agreed on.
When you are certain the report is as good as you can make it, sign it.”

f. Group members process how well the group functioned and how their
performance may be improved during the next constructive controversy.

4. Implement the decision . Once the decision is made, all members commit
themselves to implement it regardless of whether they initially favored the
alternative adopted.

Controversies are common within decision-making situations. In the mining
industry, for example, engineers are accustomed to address issues such as land
use, air and water pollution, and health and safety. The complexity of the design
of production processes, the balancing of environmental and manufacturing
interests, and numerous other factors often create the opportunity for
constructive controversy. Most groups waste the benefits of such disputes, but
every effective decision-making situation thrives on what constructive
controversy has to offer. Decisions are by their very nature controversial, as
alternative solutions are suggested and considered before agreement is reached.
When a decision is made, the constructive controversy ends and participants
commit themselves to a common course of action.

CONSTRUCTIVE CONTROVERSY AND



DEMOCRACY

Thomas Jefferson believed that free and open discussion should serve as the
basis of influence within society, not the social rank within which a person was
born. Based on the beliefs of Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, and their fellow
revolutionaries, American democracy was founded on the premise that truth will
result from free and open-minded discussion in which opposing points of view
are advocated and vigorously argued. Every citizen is given the opportunity to
advocate for his or her ideas and to listen respectfully to opposing points of
view.

Political discourse is the formal exchange of reasoned views as to which of
several alternative courses of action should be taken to solve a societal problem
(Johnson and Johnson, 2000). It is intended to involve all citizens in the making
of the decision. Citizens are expected to persuade one another through valid
information and logic as to what course of action would be most effective.
Political discourse is aimed at making a decision in a way that ensures all
citizens are committed to implement the decision (whether they agree with it or
not) and the democratic process. Once a decision is made, the minority is
expected to go along willingly with the majority because they know they have
been given a fair and complete hearing. To be a citizen in our democracy,
individuals need to internalize the norms for constructive controversy as well as
mastering the process of researching an issue, organizing their conclusions,
advocating their views, challenging opposing positions, making a decision, and
committing themselves to implement the decision made (regardless of whether
one initially favored the alternative adopted). In essence, the use of constructive
controversy teaches the participants to be active citizens of a democracy.

CONCLUSION

Thomas Jefferson based his faith in the future of democracy on the power of
constructive conflict. Based on structure-process-outcome theory (Watson and
Johnson, 1972), it may be posited that the way in which conflict is structured
determines how group members interact, which in turn determines the resulting
outcomes. Conflicts may be structured to produce constructive controversy or
concurrence seeking (as well as debate or individualistic problem solving). Each
way of structuring conflict leads to a different process of interaction among
group members and different outcomes.

The process of constructive controversy includes forming an initial conclusion



when presented with a problem; being confronted by other people with different
conclusions, becoming uncertain as to the correctness of one’s views, actively
searching for more information and a more adequate perspective; and forming a
new, reconceptualized, and reorganized conclusion. The process of concurrence
seeking includes seeking a quick decision, avoiding any disagreement or dissent,
emphasizing agreement among group members, and avoiding realistic appraisal
of alternative ideas and courses of action.

Compared to concurrence seeking (and debate and individualistic efforts),
controversies tend to result in greater achievement and retention, cognitive and
moral reasoning, perspective taking, open-mindedness, creativity, task
involvement, continuing motivation, attitude change, interpersonal attraction,
and self-esteem. This is especially true when the situational context is
cooperative, there is some heterogeneity among group members, information
and expertise are distributed within the group, members have the necessary
conflict skills, and the canons of rational argumentation are followed.

While the constructive controversy process can occur naturally, it may be
consciously structured in decision making and learning situations. This involves
dividing a cooperative group into two pairs and assigning them opposing
positions. The pairs then develop their position, present it to the other pair and
listen to the opposing position, engage in a discussion in which they attempt to
refute the other side and rebut attacks on their position, reverse perspectives and
present the other position, and drop all advocacy and seek a synthesis that takes
both perspectives and positions into account. Engaging in the constructive
controversy procedure skillfully provides an example of how conflict creates
positive outcomes.
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CHAPTER FIVE
TRUST, TRUST DEVELOPMENT, AND TRUST

REPAIR &

Roy J. Lewicki
Edward C. Tomlinson

The relationship between conflict and trust is an obvious one. Most people think
of trust as the glue that holds a relationship together. If individuals or groups
trust each other, they can work through conflict relatively easily. If they do not
trust each other, conflict often becomes destructive, and resolution is more
difficult. Bitter conflict itself generates animosity and pain that is not easily
forgotten; moreover, the parties no longer believe what the other says or believe
that the other will follow through on commitments and proposed actions.
Therefore, acrimonious conflict often serves to destroy trust and increase
distrust, which makes conflict resolution ever more difficult and problematic.

In this chapter, we review some of the work on trust and show its relevance to
effective conflict management. We also extend some of this work to a broader
understanding of the key role of trust in relationships and how different types of
relationships can be characterized according to the levels of trust and distrust
that are present. Finally, we describe procedures for repairing trust that has been
broken and for managing distrust in ways that can enhance short-term conflict
containment while rebuilding trust over the long run.

WHAT IS TRUST?

Trust is a concept that has received attention in several social science literatures:
psychology, sociology, political science, economics, anthropology, history, and
sociobiology (for reviews, see Worchel, 1979; Gambetta, 1988; Lewicki and
Bunker, 1995; Bachmann and Zaheer, 2006, 2008). As can be expected, each
literature approaches the problem with its own disciplinary lens and filters. Until
recently, there has been remarkably little effort to integrate these perspectives or
articulate the key role that trust plays in critical social processes, such as
cooperation, coordination, and performance (for notable exceptions, see Kramer
and Tyler, 1996; Sitkin, Rousseau, Burt, and Camerer, 1998).

Worchel (1979) proposes that these differing perspectives on trust can be
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dggregdied 1110 di ledst ulree groups (see disu LewlCKl dllu bullker, 1995, 1990,
for detailed exploration of theories within each category):

1. The views of personality theorists, who focus on individual personality
differences in the readiness to trust and on the specific developmental and
social contextual factors that shape this readiness. At this level, trust is
conceptualized as a belief, expectancy, or feeling deeply rooted in the
personality, with origins in the individual’s early psychosocial development
(see Worchel, 1979; Rotter, 1971; Kramer, 2006).

2. The views of sociologists and economists, who focus on trust as an
institutional phenomenon. Institutional trust can be defined as the belief that
future interactions will continue, based on explicit or implicit rules and
norms (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, and Camerer, 1998; Currall and Inkpen,
2006). At this level, trust can be conceptualized as a phenomenon within and
among institutions and as the trust individuals put in those institutions. For
example, one group of researchers explored the role of trust in interfirm
relationships at both the interpersonal and organizational levels. They
showed that high levels of interorganizational trust enhanced supplier
performance, lowered costs of negotiation, and reduced conflict between
firms (Zaheer, McEvily, and Perrone, 1998). Others argue that organizations
must significantly redesign their governance mechanisms in order to address
the considerable loss of public trust in American corporations in the past
decade (Caldwell and Karri, 2005).

3. The views of social psychologists, who focus on the interpersonal
transactions between individuals that create or destroy trust at the
interpersonal and group levels. At this level, trust can be defined as
expectations of the other party in a transaction, considering the risks
associated with assuming and acting on such expectations and contextual
factors that either contribute to or inhibit development and maintenance of
the relationship. The earliest examples of this perspective can be found in the
pioneering studies of Deutsch (1958, 1960, 1962) and his exploration of the
dynamics of trust among experimental subjects playing a prisoner’s dilemma
game. Examples of elaborated models of trust, particularly in organizations,
can be found in Jones and George, (1998), Dirks and Ferrin (2001), and
Colquitt, Scott, and LePine (2007).

A DEFINITION OF TRUST

The literature on trust is rich with definitions and conceptualizations (see Bigley



and Pearce, 1998). In this chapter, we adopt as the definition of trust “an
individual’s belief in, and willingness to act on the basis of, the words, actions,
and decisions of another” (McAllister, 1995, p. 25; Lewicki, McAllister, and
Bies, 1998). Implicit in this definition, as in other comparable ones (Boon and
Holmes, 1991), are three elements that contribute to the level of trust one has for
another: the individual’s chronic disposition toward trust (see our earlier
discussion of personality), situational parameters (some are suggested above,
others below), and the history of their relationship. Our current focus is on the
relationship dimension of trust, which we address throughout this chapter.

WHY TRUST IS CRITICAL TO RELATIONSHIPS

There are many types of relationship, and it can be assumed that the nature of
trust and its development are not the same in all the types. In this chapter, we
discuss two basic types: professional and personal relationships. The former is
considered to be a task-oriented relationship in which the parties’ attention and
activities are primarily directed toward achievement of goals external to their
relationship. The latter is considered to be a social-emotional relationship whose
primary focus is the relationship itself and the persons in the relationship (see
Deutsch, 1985, for a complex treatment of types of interdependence in
relationships; see also Sheppard and Sherman, 1998; and chapters 1 and 37 in
this handbook).

An effort to describe professional relationship development in a business context
was proposed by Shapiro, Sheppard, and Cheraskin (1992). They suggest that
three types of trust operate in developing a business relationship: deterrence-
based trust, knowledge-based trust, and identification-based trust. Expanding on
this work, Lewicki and Bunker (1995, 1996) adopted these three types of trust
and made several major additions and modifications. We briefly present these
ideas (Lewicki and Bunker’s articles provide a richer and fuller description of
each type of trust and how it is proposed that the types are linked together in a
developmental sequence).

Calculus-Based Trust

Shapiro et al. (1992) identified the first type as deterrence-based trust . They
argued that this form of trust is based in ensuring consistency of behavior;
simply put, individuals do what they promise because they fear the consequences
of not doing what they say. Like any other behavior based on a theory of



deterrence, trust is sustained to the degree that the deterrent (punishment) is
clear, possible, and likely to occur if the trust is violated. Thus, the threat of
punishment is likely to be a more significant motivator than the promise of

reward.

Lewicki and Bunker (1995, 1996) called this form calculus-based trust (CBT).
We argue that trust at this stage is grounded not only in the fear of punishment
for violating the trust but also in the rewards to be derived from preserving it.
This kind of trust is an ongoing, market-oriented, economic calculation whose
value is determined by the outcomes resulting from creating and sustaining the
relationship relative to the costs of maintaining or severing it. Compliance with
calculus-based trust is often ensured by both the rewards of being trusting (and
trustworthy) and the threat that if trust is violated, one’s reputation can be hurt
through the other person’s network of friends and associates. Even if you are not
an honest person, having a reputation for honesty (or trustworthiness) is a
valuable asset that most people want to maintain. So even if there are
opportunities to be untrustworthy, any short-term gains from untrustworthy acts
must be balanced, in a calculus-based way, against the long-term benefits from
maintaining a good reputation.

The most appropriate metaphor for the growth of CBT is the children’s game
Chutes and Ladders. Progress is made on the game board by throwing the dice
and moving ahead (“up the ladder”) in a stepwise fashion. However, a player
landing on a “chute” is quickly dropped back a large number of steps. Similarly,
in calculus-based trust, forward progress is made by climbing the ladder, or
building trust, slowly, step by step. People prove through simple actions that
they are trustworthy, and, similarly, they are regularly testing others’ trust.
Results of such incremental trust development are being reported in the
neuroscience literature. In one study, researchers found that as parties played a
game of economic reciprocity and one party gained a reputation for trustworthy
choices, the other’s intention to make a reciprocal trusting choice and actual trust
decision could be tracked through changes in brainwaves in the dorsal striatum
(King-Casas et al., 2005). Balancing this trust-building development, trust
declines can also occur frequently; a single event of inconsistency or
unreliability may “chute” the relationship back several steps—or, in the worst
case, back to square one. Thus, CBT is often quite partial and fragile.

The dynamics of this trust development may not always be as rational as this
description suggests. In fact, trustors and those who are trusted may be

motivated by different things. ! Trustors are more likely to focus on the risk



associated with taking the trusting action. Thus, trust-building activities such as
placing trust in the other in spite of the possible associated risks may be both
irrational and necessary to develop that trust. At the same time, the trusted are
more likely to focus on the level of benefits they are receiving. Thus, trustors
will be cautious; they focus on risk of trust and may be more likely to initiate
trusting actions that do not risk extending high (but potentially unreciprocated)
rewards to the other. In contrast, the trusted are more likely to focus on the
benefits and may be more likely to reciprocate (and create joint gain for the
parties) when the reward level is high (Malhotra, 2004; Weber, Malhotra, and
Murnighan, 2005). Paradoxically, from the trustee’s point of view, trust cannot
be asked for, but is more likely to be accepted if it is offered.

Identification-Based Trust

While CBT is usually the first stage in developing more intimate personal
relationships, it often leads to a second type of trust, based on identification with
the other’s desires and intentions. This type of trust exists because the parties can
effectively understand and appreciate one another’s wants (Rousseau et al.,
1998, have called this relationship-based trust). This mutual understanding is
developed to the point that each person can effectively act for the other.
Identification-based trust (IBT) thus permits a party to serve as the other’s agent
and substitute for the other in interpersonal transactions (Deutsch, 1949). Both
parties can be confident that their interests are fully protected and that no
ongoing surveillance or monitoring of one another is necessary. A true
affirmation of the strength of IBT between parties can be found when one party
acts for the other even more zealously than the other might demonstrate, such as
when a good friend dramatically defends you against a minor insult.

A corollary of this “acting for each other” in IBT is that as the parties come to
know each other better and identify with the other, they also understand more

clearly what they must do to sustain the other’s trust. 2 This process might be
described as second-order learning. One comes to learn what really matters to
the other and comes to place the same importance on those behaviors as the
other does. Certain types of activities strengthen IBT (Shapiro et al., 1992;
Lewicki and Bunker, 1995, 1996; Lewicki and Stevenson, 1998), such as
developing a collective identity (a joint name, title, or logo), co-location in the
same building or neighborhood, creating joint products or goals (a new product
line or a new set of objectives), or committing to commonly shared values (such
that the parties are committed to the same objectives and so can substitute for
each other in external transactions). For example, at the leadership level, De



Cremer and van Knippenberg (2005) have shown that leader self-sacrifice
enhanced follower trust, cooperation, and collective identification with the
leader. At the team level, Han and Harms (2010) have shown that identification
with the team strengthened trust and decreased both task and relationship
conflict. Finally, at the organization level, Kramer (2001) has argued that
identification with the organization’s goals leads individuals to trust the
organization and share a presumptive trust of others within it.

Thus IBT develops as one both knows and predicts the other’s needs, choices,
and preferences and as one also shares some of those same needs, choices, and
preferences as one’s own. Increased identification enables us to think like the
other, feel like the other, and respond like the other. A collective identity
develops; we empathize strongly with the other and incorporate parts of their
psyche into our own identity (needs, preferences, thoughts, and behavior
patterns). This form of trust can develop in working relationships if the parties
come to know each other very well, but it is most likely to occur in intimate,
personal relationships. Moreover, this form of trust stabilizes relationships
during periods of conflict and negativity. Thus, when high-trusting parties
engage in conflict, they tend to see the best in their partner’s motives because
they make different attributions about the conflict compared to low-trusting
parties. Thus, the determinant of whether relationships maintain or dissolve in a
conflict may be due to the attributions parties make about the other’s motives,
determined by the existing level of trust (Miller and Rempel, 2004).

Music suggests a suitable metaphor for IBT: the harmonizing of a barbershop
quartet. The parties learn to sing in a harmony that is integrated and complex.
Each knows the others’ vocal range and pitch; each singer knows when to lead
and follow; and each knows how to work with the others to maximize their
strengths, compensate for their weaknesses, and create a joint product that is
much greater than the sum of its parts. The unverbalized, synchronous chemistry
of a cappella choirs, string quartets, cohesive work groups, emergency medical
delivery teams, and championship basketball teams are excellent examples of
this kind of trust in action.

Trust and Relationships: An Elaboration of Our Views

In addition to our views of these two forms of trust, we need to introduce two
ideas about trust and relationships. The first is that trust and distrust are not
simply opposite ends of the same dimension but conceptually different and
separate. Second, relationships develop over time, and the nature of trust
changes as thev develop.
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Trust and Distrust Are Fundamentally Different.

In addition to identifying types of trust, Lewicki et al. (1998) have argued that
trust and distrust are fundamentally different from each other rather than merely
more or less of the same thing (see also Ullman-Margalit, 2004; Kramer and
Cook, 2004). Although trust can be defined as “confident positive expectations
regarding another’s conduct,” distrust can indeed be “confident negative
expectations” regarding another’s conduct (Lewicki et al., 1998). Thus, just as
trust implies belief in the other, a tendency to attribute virtuous intentions to the
other and willingness to act on the basis of the other’s conduct, distrust implies
fear of the other, a tendency to attribute sinister intentions to the other, and a
desire to protect oneself from the effects of another’s conduct.

Relationships Are Developmental and Multifaceted.

In discussing our views of the types of trust, we also pointed out that these forms
of trust develop in different types of relationships. Work (task) relationships tend
to be characterized by CBT but may develop some IBT. Intimate (personal)
relationships tend to be characterized by IBT but may require a modicum of
CBT for the parties to work together effectively or coordinate their lives together
(e.g., share property, meet obligations and commitments).

All relationships develop as parties share experiences with each other and gain
knowledge about the other. Every time we encounter another person, we gain a
new experience that strengthens or weakens the relationship. If our experiences
with another person are all within the same limited context (I know the server at
the bakery because I buy my bagel and juice there every morning), then we gain
little additional knowledge about the other (over time, I have a rich but very
narrow range of experience with that server). However, if we encounter the other
in different contexts (if I join a colleague to talk research, coteach classes, and
play tennis), then this variety of shared experience is likely to develop into
broader, deeper knowledge of the other.

People come to know each other in many contexts and situations. Conversely,
they may trust others in some contexts and distrust in others. You may have
friends you would trust to take care of your child but not to pay back money that
you loan them. A relationship is made up of components of experience that one
individual has with another. Within these relationships, some elements hold
varying degrees of trust, while others hold varying degrees of distrust. Our
overall evaluation of the other person involves some complex judgment that
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welgns the scope Of the relationship and elements of trust and Aistrust. IV10st
people are able to be quite specific in describing both the trust and distrust
elements in their relationship. If the parties teach a class together, work together
on a committee, play tennis together, and belong to the same church, the scope
of their experience is much broader than for parties who simply work together
on a committee.

Finally, we cannot assume that we begin with a blank slate of trust or distrust in
relationships. In fact, we seldom approach others with no information. Rather,
we tend to approach the other with some initial level of trust or of caution
(McKnight, Cummings, and Chervaney, 1998). In fact, some authors have
argued that there is a strong disposition to overtrust in early relationships, a
situation where the trustor’s trust exceeds the level that might be warranted by
situational circumstances (Goel, Bell, and Pierce, 2005). Thus, determining the
appropriate level of initial trust prior to substantial data about the other party
may be more difficult than determining the appropriate level after some data
have been collected (Ullman-Margalit, 2004).

In addition, we develop expectations about the degree to which we can trust new
others, depending on a number of factors:

e Personality predispositions . Research has shown that individuals differ in
their predisposition to trust another (Rotter, 1971; Wrightsman, 1994). The
higher an individual ranks in predisposition to trust, the more she expects
trustworthy actions from the other, independent of her own actions.
Similarly, research has shown that individuals differ in their predispositions
to be cynical or show distrust (Kanter and Mirvis, 1989).

e Psychological orientation . Deutsch (1985) has characterized relationships in
terms of their psychological orientations, or the complex synergy of
“interrelated cognitive, motivational and moral orientations” (p. 94). He
maintains that people establish and maintain social relationships partly on the
basis of these orientations, such that orientations are influenced by
relationships and vice versa. To the extent that people strive to keep their
orientations internally consistent, they may seek out relationships that are
congruent with their own psyche.

e Reputations and stereotypes . Even if we have no direct experience with
another person, our expectations may be shaped by what we learn about him
or her through friends, associates, and hearsay (Ferris, Blass, Douglas,
Kolodinsky, and Treadway, 2003). The other’s reputation often creates
strong expectations that lead us to look for elements of trust or distrust and



also to approach the relationship attuned to trust or to suspicion (Glick and
Croson, 2001).

e Experience over time . With most people, we develop facets of experience as
we talk, work, coordinate, and communicate. Some of these facets are strong
in trust, while others may be strong in distrust. For example, one study of
organizational communication showed that as frequency of communication
increases, the parties’ general predisposition toward the other party
decreased in importance, while organizational and situational factors (e.g.,
tenure, autonomy) increased in importance in the determination of trust.
Over time, it is likely that either trust or distrust context or experience
elements begin to dominate the experience base, leading to a stable and
easily defined relationship. As these patterns stabilize, we tend to generalize
across the scope of the relationship and describe it as one of high or low trust
or distrust.

Implications of This Revised View of Trust.

By incorporating the revisions just described into existing models of trust, we
can summarize our ideas about trust and distrust within relationships:

e Relationships are multifaceted, and each facet represents an interaction that
provides us with information about the other. The greater the variety of
settings and contexts in which the parties interact, the more complex and
multifaceted the relationship becomes.

e Within the same relationship, elements of trust and distrust may peacefully
coexist because they are related to different experiences with the other or
knowledge of the other in varied contexts.

e Relationships balanced with trust and distrust are likely to be healthier than
relationships grounded only in trust. Particularly in organizational and
managerial relationships, “neither complete lack of trust, nor total trust, nor
very high levels of affective attachment, nor enduring social reliance, nor
destructive mistrust and betrayal, are appropriate or positive for
organizational purposes” (Atkinson and Butcher, 2003, p. 297). Particularly
in business relationships, unquestioning trust without distrust is more likely
to create more problems than solutions (Wicks, Berman, and Jones, 1999;
Blois, 2003). Similarly, unquestioning distrust (e.g., paranoia) can sometimes
be healthy, but sometimes perverse (Kramer, 2001, 2002). To quote the
popular caution: “Trust . . . but verify!”



e Facets of trust or distrust are likely to be calculus based or identification
based. Earlier, we defined trust as confident positive expectations regarding
another’s conduct and distrust as confident negative expectations regarding
another’s conduct. We now elaborate on those definitions:

Calculus-based trust (CBT) is a confident positive expectation regarding
another’s conduct. It is grounded in impersonal transactions, and the overall
anticipated benefits to be derived from the relationship are assumed to
outweigh any anticipated costs.

Calculus-based distrust (CBD) is a confident negative expectation
regarding another’s conduct. It is also grounded in impersonal transactions,
and the overall anticipated costs to be derived from the relationship are
assumed to outweigh the anticipated benefits.

Identification-based trust (IBT) is a confident positive expectation
regarding another’s conduct. It is grounded in perceived compatibility of
values, common goals, and positive emotional attachment to the other.

Identification-based distrust (IBD) is a confident negative expectation
regarding another’s conduct, grounded in perceived incompatibility of
values, dissimilar goals, and negative emotional attachment to the other.

Characterizing Relationships Based on Trust Elements

Because there can be elements of each type of trust and distrust in a relationship,
there are many types of relationships, varying in the combination of elements of
calculus-based trust, calculus-based distrust, identification-based trust, and
identification-based distrust. All of these types of relationships theoretically
exist, but given the relative infancy of this theory, we cannot effectively explore
or discuss all of the possibilities.

To simplify this framework, let us assume that we can characterize relationships
as simply high or low in the number of CBT, CBD, IBT, and IBD elements. This
reduces the framework to sixteen possible combinations of trust elements (see
table 5.1 ). Each row in this table represents a type of relationship based on the
pattern of high or low levels of CBT, CBD, IBT, and IBD. These combinations
are listed in the first four columns, and a brief description of the relationship is
found in the last column.

Table 5.1 Sixteen Relationship Types Based on Dominant Trust and
Distrust Elements



Type CBT CBD IBT  IBD  Brief Description of the Relationship

1 Low Low Low  Low  Arm's-length relationship

2 High Low Low  Low  High CBT; good working relationship

Low  High Low  Low  High CBD; working relationship characterized
by cautiousness

4 Low Low High Low Instant good chemistry with the other based
on strong perceived value compatibility but
limited experience with the other

5 Low Low Low  High Instant bad chemistry with the other based
on strong perceived value incompatibility but
limited experience with the other

& High Low High Low  Classic high-trust relationship, based on
strong elements of CBT and IBT

7 Low  High Low  High Classic high-distrust relationship, based on
strong elements of CBD and [BD

8 High High Low  Low Complex professional relationship; strong
number of CBT and CBD elements, limited
experience on identification-based elements

9 Low Low High High Love-hate relationships; high passion and
ambivalence, characterized by sirong positive
and strong negative altraction lo the other;
limited experience on calculus-based elements

10 High Low Low  High A necessarv service provider; strong CET but
also strong IBD; maintain an arm's-length
relationship to benefit from the CBT aspects
but minimize the IBD elements

1 Low  High High Low  “Ilove you, but vou are erratic and
unpredictable”; strong CBD (which makes us
cautious) but also strong IBT (which attracts us
to the other]

12 Low High High High Dominant love-hate relationship, with
additional elements of CBD and few elements
of CBT

13 High Low High High Dominant love-hate relationship, with
additional elements of CBT and few elements
of CBD

14 High High Low  High Dominant high-distrust relationship, although

with some elements of CBT possible; “very
distrusting, but bounded trusting transactions
are possible”



Type CBT CBD IBT IBD  Brief Description of the Relationship

15 High High High Low Dominant high-trust relationship, although

there are some elements of CBD; “very trusting
but takes precautions”

16 High High High High Rich, complex, highly ambivalent relationship;
lots of trust and distrust along all dimensions

of the relationship

Note: CBT = caleulus-based trust; CBD = calculus-based distrust; [BT = identification-based
trusi; IBED = identification-based distrust. Relationships 15 and 16 are high in CET, CBD, and
IBT, and low or high, respectively, in IBD. These relationships are characterized by a high
degree of ambivalence. The parties find that there are contexts in which they can work together
successfully, but they also have to regulate and limit those interactions to minimize the distrust.
In addition, the parties have some sirong positive commonalities in values, goals, and interests,
but they may (or may not) have strong dissimilarities in the same areas. The parties learn 1o
manage their relationship by maximizing interaction around those areas where they have strong
CBT and IBET, while regulating, controlling, or minimizing interaciion in those areas with strong
CBD (and perhaps IBD). However, ongoing uncertainty, coupled with the potential for strong
emotional reactions to one another in a variety of circumstances, may make it difficult for the
parties to sustain a stable relationship over time (Jones and Burdette, 1994).

Based on our model, all sixteen types of relationship are hypothetically possible
and may be found among one’s friends, acquaintances, and professional
associates. However, space limitations in this chapter only permit us to offer a
few selective illustrations.

Relationship 1 of table 5.1, low in all forms of trust and distrust, represents new
relationships in which the actors have little prior information and no
expectations about each other. Type 1 relationships may also not be new to us,
but because we have had such limited interaction with the other, there has been
no basis for developing significant trust or distrust. Nevertheless, we tend to
extend a modicum of trust. We walk into a new dry cleaning store chosen at
random and give the attendant our favorite suit because we trust that the dry
cleaner will clean it, not ruin it. The very existence of the shop’s appearance as a
clean, professional-looking, legitimate business is sufficient to satisfy our trust.
Thus, while the “low-low-low-low” situation may exist hypothetically, in fact
this type of relationship may occur only when there are actual data for the trustor
to infer that low levels of trust and distrust are the most appropriate disposition
(Jeffries and Reed, 2000).

Relationship 2 is high only in CBT. This is likely to be a business or professional
relationship in which the actors have had a number of successful exchanges and
transactions that are beneficial to them. Over time, each person’s behavior has
been positive and consistent, and the parties rely on each other to continue to act
in the same way. For example, my investment counselor has made very good



decisions about my money over time, and I continue to take his advice about
when it is time to buy or sell.

Relationship 6, high in CBT and IBT, represents a prototypical high-trust
relationship. Both parties benefit greatly from the relationship, so they seek out
opportunities to be together and do things together. Continued success in these
interactions enhances their trust.

MANAGING TRUST AND DISTRUST IN
CONFLICT SITUATIONS

As we have noted, trust and distrust develop as people gain knowledge of one
another. One of the benefits of our model of relationships based on trust is its
clear explanation of changes in relationships over time. Relationship changes
can be mapped by identifying actions that change the balance of the trust and
distrust elements in the relationship or fundamentally alter the type of interaction
in the relationship. In this section, we identify behaviors that previous research
suggests can change perceptions of trust and distrust.

Actions That Build Calculus-Based Trust

People who are involved in relationships with high levels of CBT and low levels
of IBT (such as relationship 2 in table 5.1 ) may have relatively stable
expectations about these relationships. Initially CBT may be based on only the
other’s reputation for trustworthiness (Gabarro, 1978; Butler, 1991). Over time,
CBT develops as we observe the other and identify certain behavior patterns
over time. Previous research has demonstrated that effective business
relationships are based on predictability (Jennings, 1971), reliability (McAllister,
1995), and consistency of behavior (Gabarro, 1978). In work relationships, then,
CBT is enhanced if people behave the same appropriate way consistently (at
different times and in different situations), meet stated deadlines, and perform
tasks and follow through with planned activities as promised.

In any context, if people act consistently and reliably, we are likely to see them
as credible and trustworthy (Lewicki and Stevenson, 1998). For example,
students often want to be able to trust their faculty instructors. To the degree that
faculty clearly announce their course requirements and grading criteria, use
those standards consistently, follow the course outline clearly, and keep their
promises, they enjoy a great deal of trust from students.

Emotions can also build trust. Habpiness and gratitude can build trust. while



anger decreases it. The salience of the emotion’s cause and familiarity with the
target moderate the relationship between emotions and trust (Dunn and
Schweitzer, 2005).

Strategies to Manage Calculus-Based Distrust

As we have noted, CBT and CBD are often founded on a cost-benefit analysis. If
the costs of depending on someone’s behavior outweigh the benefits, we are
typically inclined to change or terminate the relationship. This may be feasible
with personal friendships, but it is often not possible to leave professional

relationships even when CBD is high. 2 Consequently, it is necessary to manage
CBD so that the parties can continue to work together.

There are several strategies for managing CBD:

e Agree explicitly on expectations as to what is to be done, on deadlines for
completion, and on the penalties for failing to comply with them. This
upfront commitment by the parties to a course of action and to the
consequences for nonperformance sets explicit expectations for behavior that
may reduce the fear parties have about the vulnerabilities associated with
working together.

e Agree on procedures for monitoring and verifying the other’s actions. If we
distrust someone, we seek ways to monitor what he does to ensure that future
trust violations do not occur. Writing about disarmament during the Cold
War, Osgood (1962) explicitly proposed unilateral steps that antagonistic
parties can take to signal good faith and an intention to build trustworthiness.

e Cultivate alternative ways to have one’s needs met. Someone who distrusts
another (and the other’s possible performance in the future) tries to find ways
to minimize future interaction or discover alternative ways to get needs met.
Distrust can be managed by letting the other know that one has an alternative
and is willing to invoke it if there are further trust violations.

¢ Increase the other’s awareness of how his own performance is perceived by
others. Workplace difficulties are sometimes alleviated when supervisors
discuss performance expectations with subordinates rather than assuming
that both have the same understanding of what constitutes appropriate work
behavior. Many workplace diversity efforts are actually attempts to
familiarize workers from different cultures with one another. Behaviors that
seemed strange or inconsistent may be explained as differences in cultural
patterns of interaction. Once the parties recognize the logic inherent in each



other’s behavior, they are likely to view the other as consistent and
predictable (Foeman, 1991), which enhances CBT.

Actions That Build IBT

Research indicates that trust is enhanced if the parties spend time together-
sharing personal values, perceptions, motives, and goals (Gabarro, 1978). But
specific time must be set aside for engaging in this activity. Parties in work
relationships may do this in the course of working together, while parties in
personal relationships explicitly devote time to these activities. In general,
parties should engage in processes that permit them to share:

e Common group membership (Brewer and Kramer, 1986)
e Common interests
e Common goals and objectives

Similar reactions to common situations

Situations where they stand for the same values and principles, thereby
demonstrating integrity (Lewicki and Stevenson, 1998)

For example, Kramer (2001), interpreting a stream of research on the impact of
common group membership on identity and trust, argues that common group and
organizational membership was sufficient to solidify trust, and in a way that
went significantly beyond the ability of simple reputation or calculative-based
considerations for trust development. Common group membership creates
actions that also have expressive and symbolic meanings: “engaging in acts of
trust thus provides organizational members with an opportunity to communicate
to others the symbolic value they attach to their organizational identity. From
this perspective, the psychological significance of trust acts resides . . . in the
social motives and affiliative needs of group members that are met through such
actions” (Kramer, 2001, p. 171).

Similarly, Rothman (1997) has proposed a four-step framework for resolving
identity-based disputes. The second key step in the framework is resonance, or
the process of reflexive reframing, by which parties discover common values,
concerns, interests, and needs. In Rothman’s framework, effective completion of
the resonance step permits individuals to establish a basis of commonality (IBT)
on which to build mutually acceptable solutions to managing their dispute.
Moreover, studies in organizations have indicated that one component of
managers’ trust in their subordinates is the degree to which the employee
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(or both) at heart (Schoorman, Mayer, and Davis, 1996; Butler, 1995). If we
believe that the other shares our concerns and goals, IBT is enhanced. IBT may
also be increased if we observe the other reacting as we believe we would react
in another context (Lewicki and Stevenson, 1998); however, research on the
connection between similarity and perceptions of trustworthiness has produced
mixed results (see Huston and Levinger, 1978).

It should be noted that IBT has a strong emotional component and is probably
largely affective in nature (Lewicki and Bunker, 1995, 1996; McAllister, 1995).
Despite our attempt to think logically about our relationships, how we respond to
others often depends on our idiosyncratic, personal reactions to aspects of the
other’s physical self-presentation (Chaiken, 1986), the situation and
circumstances under which we meet the person (Jones and Brehm, 1976), or
even our mood at the time of the encounter. Consequently, we are likely to build
IBT only with others whom we feel legitimately share our goals, interests,
perceptions, and values and if we meet under circumstances that facilitate our
learning of that similarity.

Strategies to Manage IBD

If we believe that another’s values, perceptions, and behaviors are damaging to
our own, we often find it difficult to maintain even a semblance of a working
relationship. However, if we anticipate that we will have a long-term
relationship with someone who invokes elements of IBD and believe we have
limited alternatives, there are strategies for managing the encounter that offer
both opportunities for self-protection and attainment of mutual goals. One of the
most important strategies is to develop sufficient CBT so that the parties can be
comfortable with the straightforward behavioral expectations that each has for
the relationship.

As we noted in the section on managing CBD, explicitly specifying and
negotiating expected behaviors may be necessary to provide both parties with a
comfort zone sufficient to sustain their interaction. It may also be helpful for the
actors to openly acknowledge the areas of their mutual distrust. By doing so,
they can explicitly talk about areas where they distrust each other and establish
safeguards that anticipate distrustful behaviors and afford protection against
potential consequences (Lewicki and Stevenson, 1998). For example, if the
parties have strong disagreements about certain value-based issues (religious
beliefs, political beliefs, personal values), they may be able to design ways to
keep these issues from interfering with their ability to work together in more
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calculus-based transactions. It the cOSts and benerits Of consistent action are
clear to both parties, the groundwork for CBT may be established. This enables
them to interact in future encounters with some confidence that despite deep-
seated differences, they will not be fundamentally disadvantaged or harmed in
the relationship.

We should note here that our working assumption is that the trustor’s strong IBD
is healthy and appropriate—that is, grounded in accurate perceptions and
judgments of the identity differences between the parties. Kramer (2001, 2002)
has also written extensively about the conditions under which paranoid
cognitions develop and the conditions under which this paranoia may be prudent
or highly destructive to the actor and to relationships.

What Happens If Trust Is Violated?

Trust violations occur if we experience an outcome that does not conform to our
expectations of behavior for the trustee, and this outcome is attributed to the
trustee as opposed to the situation or some other person (Tomlinson and Mayer,
2009). Note that trust violations can occur in both directions—that is, we can
expect trusting behavior and encounter distrust, or we can expect distrusting

behavior and encounter trust. ¢ Our discussion here elaborates on the more
commonly studied case of expecting trust and encountering distrust. If this
disconfirming information is significant enough or if it begins to occur regularly
in ongoing encounters, we are likely to reduce our perceptions of trust
dramatically and possibly alter the type of relationship we have with the other

(Lewicki and Bunker, 1996). 2

Research on the consequences of trust violations consistently shows that
violations lead to a reduction in subsequent trust and cooperation (Deutsch,
1958; 1973; Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; Kramer, 1996). For example, employees’
trust in their employer declines when they perceive that their employer has
violated the psychological contract—that is, the expectations held by both
parties about the nature of the employment relationship (Morrison and Robinson,
1997). More specifically, trust violations stifle mutual support and information
sharing in that relationship (Bies and Tripp, 1996), reduce the level of
organizational citizenship behavior and job performance (Robinson, 1996), and
may lead to low employee morale that adversely affects relationships with
customers (Berry, 1999). There is also some indication that when managers are
low in behavioral integrity (i.e., the perceived alignment between their words
and actions), this characteristic can have a negative effect on the profitability of
these organizations (Simons and McLean Parks, 2000; Simons, 2002).
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For these reasons, the repair of damaged trust has emerged as a matter of
tremendous practical significance. Trust repair can be regarded as a process that
reverses the trustor’s confident negative expectations accruing from a violation
to the point where he or she is once again willing to be vulnerable to the trustee

(Dirks, Lewicki, and Zaheer, 2009; Kramer and Lewicki, 2010). 8 Although this
process is regarded as bilateral—involving decisions and actions from both the
trustor (the person whose trust has been violated or victim) and trustee (the
violator; see Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; Kim, Dirks, & Cooper, 2009)—the bulk
of trust repair research has focused on the efficacy of the violator’s responses in
the wake of a violation. In a review, Kramer and Lewicki (2010) presented a
general typology of likely trustee responses to violations and subsequent efforts
to repair trust: social accounts (including explanations and apologies),
compensation (including reparations and penance), and structural solutions.

This categorization can be easily integrated with the stages of trust we described
earlier. Specifically, CBT relationships are arm’s-length, market oriented, and
transaction focused. Trust at this stage relies heavily on a cognitive assessment
by the trustee that the benefits of honoring trust will outweigh the costs of
damaging it; this type of trust sustains and enhances the trustor’s reliance on the
trustee for some valued outcome (which is usually more economic or tangible in
nature). Emotional concerns are not irrelevant here; they are merely less salient
than cognitive concerns about the tangible costs and benefits of the transaction
and loss. Therefore, while trust repair in CBT relationships might be facilitated
to some degree by social accounts, greater efficacy in trust repair will result from
actual compensation or structural changes that more directly facilitate the
achievement of the trustor’s desired (economic) outcome. In short, dealing with
the impact of a violation is paramount in violations of CBT.

Similarly, IBT relationships are close interpersonal relationships characterized
by a strong emotional bond between the parties. These parties share the same
goals and values and mutually demonstrate a strong commitment to continuing
and nurturing the relationship to even higher levels. Trust at this stage relies
heavily on an emotional assessment that the other party is equally motivated to
invest in the relationship. Consequently, as opposed to CBT relationships,
cognitive concerns are not irrelevant here, but they are merely less salient than
emotional concerns. In this case, one might expect that trust repair is more
effective to the extent that the trustee conveys social accounts that reaffirm
commitment to the relationship. In short, dealing with the intent of the trustee in
the wake of a violation is paramount in violations of IBT.



In the only study to directly test these predictions, Tomlinson, Lewicki, and
Wang (2012) examined the independent and combined effects of impact
(compensation) and intent (apology, explanation, and promise) tactics to repair
both CBT and IBT relationships. They found no significant difference in the
effectiveness of impact versus intent tactics for repairing violations in CBT
relationships. However, intent tactics (accounts, apologies, verbalizations) were
significantly better than impact strategies for repairing violations in IBT.
Moreover, across both stages of trust, combining both strategies was found to be
more effective than either type alone, suggesting these tactics combine in an
additive manner.

We now inventory the remaining trust repair research, finding that the majority
of this work has been done on CBT relationships and has examined the impact of
all three categories in the Kramer and Lewicki (2010) typology (accounts,
compensation, and structural change).

Trust Repair

Most trust repair studies have examined the use of verbal accounts (as opposed
to compensation, for example) to repair CBT relationships. This is noteworthy
insofar as talk is “cheap”—which is to say that mere words are unsubstantiated
by the offender and unverified by the victim (Farrell and Rabin, 1996).
According to this view, “a verbal contract isn’t worth the paper it’s printed
on”—a quote attributed to the famous New York Yankees catcher (and
“philosopher”) Yogi Berra. An initial study by Bottom, Gibson, Daniels, and
Murnighan (2002) found that apologies and simple explanations led to restored
cooperation in a prisoner’s dilemma game. Similarly, Tomlinson et al. (2004)
found that apologies whereby the offender fully accepted culpability for the
violation were significantly related to the victim’s willingness to reconcile after
a violation; this beneficial effect was magnified when the receiver judged the
apology as sincere and timely.

A subsequent stream of research by Kim and his colleagues (2004) examines the
relative effects of apologies versus other types of social accounts. They found
that when trust violations were regarded as matters of the violator’s low
competence, apologies were more effective than when the offender denied the
offense had happened; however, denial was more effective than an apology
when the violation was ascribed to the violator’s low integrity. The authors
explain this finding by suggesting that breakdowns in competence can often be
readily explained (“I made a mistake™) and hence an apology can be effective,
while breakdowns in integrity (“I lied” or “I broke my promise’) are less readily



fixed by a simple apology, and hence denying the violation might indeed be
more effective. They also established that apologies were more effective when
there was subsequent evidence of actual guilt; denials were more effective when
there was subsequent evidence of innocence.

A subsequent study by Kim, Dirks, Cooper, and Ferrin (2006) examined two
types of apologies. In one, the trustee made an internal attribution and admitted
full responsibility for the violation, while in the other, the trustee made an
external attribution and the “blame” for the violation was deflected away from
the trustee. The results support the findings of the earlier study: trust repair was
more effective when apologizing with an internal attribution on matters of a
competence breakdown, but when there was an integrity breakdown, an apology
with an external attribution was more effective.

In a third study, these researchers also explored the viability of a third social
accounting device: reticence (silence). They found that reticence (compared to
apology and denial) is always a suboptimal response, which is striking given
how apparently prevalent silence is in accounting for trust violations committed
by highly visible politicians, sports figures, business leaders, and others (Ferrin,
Kim, Cooper, and Dirks, 2007). To the extent that apologies influence trust
repair, they appear to signal repentance (Dirks, Kim, Ferrin, and Cooper, 2011).
That is, they are construed by receivers as evidence that the offender is
remorseful enough over the violation to the point that this person pledges to
reform his or her behavior in subsequent interactions.

Interestingly, not all trust repair research has supported the efficacy of mere
apologies (i.e., admission of responsibility and expression of regret) in CBT
relationships. Because some researchers contend that apologies are distinct from
other types of accounts (such as promises of future trustworthy behavior, hence
manifesting a signal of repentance without actually apologizing for past
behavior), their effects have been examined independently. Schweitzer et al.
(2006) found that apologies did not influence trust repair, but promises of future
trustworthy behavior significantly accelerated this process when the violator
displayed a pattern of trustworthy behavior after the violation (as long as the
victim did not perceive any deception). Similarly, Tomlinson (2012) separated
the effects of apologies and promises and found that promises (but not
apologies) were predictive of postviolation trust.

Despite the conceptual distinction between an apology and other verbal
accounts, Polin, Lount, and Lewicki (2012) recognized six potential components
of a fully effective apology: expression of regret for the violation, explanation of



why the violation occurred, acknowledgment ot responsibility tor causing the
violation, declaration of repentance (intent to not commit the violation in the
future), offer of repair (for damage created by the violation), and request for
forgiveness. They found that an apology that included more of these elements
was more effective in stimulating trust repair than one including fewer
components. They also replicated the findings of Kim, Ferrin, Cooper, and Dirks
(2004) showing that apologies were more effective for competence violations
compared to integrity violations; yet they also found that more complete
apologies were more effective than less complete apologies for integrity
violations as well.

Kramer and Lewicki (2010) also recognized that trustees might attempt to repair
trust using strategies that rely more on actions than words. Bottom et al. (2002)
found that penance (financial compensation for damage created by the violation)
had an even greater effect on restored cooperation than apologies and
explanations alone. Moreover, the actual size of the penance mattered less than
whether the violator offered the penance voluntarily, combined with some
degree of linguistic finesse in explaining it (i.e., “What can I do?” was superior
to, “What will it take?”). Similarly, Desmet, De Cremer, and van Dijk (2011)
found that financial overcompensation after a violation led to greater trust repair
as long as the offense was not regarded as being due to the trustee’s malevolent
intentions (e.g., deception). Much like apologies, substantive penance can signal
repentance. Yet once again, repentance is more effective for violations of
competence than integrity; that is, penance did not repair trust after intentional
deception.

The final category to repair trust presented by Kramer and Lewicki (2010) is to
change the structure of the situation so as to minimize trust violations in the
future. As with accounts and reparations, the volitional nature of a structural
change by the trustee is pivotal. One key study on this tactic did not focus on
interpersonal trust per se but does empirically demonstrate the basic dynamic.
Nakayachi and Watabe (2005) examined the effect of hostage posting on trust
repair. Hostage posting refers to a self-sanctioning system whereby the trustee
voluntarily accepts monitoring by the trustor and, if a violation occurs, penalties.
These researchers found that hostage posting facilitates trust repair by removing
the trustee’s incentive for untrustworthy behavior because he or she has agreed
to be regularly monitored. Similarly, regulation is a tactic that focuses on
altering the situation to make trust more likely to be honored in subsequent
interactions because critical behaviors are monitored and punishable if they
occur. Regulation can also signal the trustee’s repentance (Dirks et al., 2011).



Thus, violations of CBT can be repaired when the offender gives a timely,
sincere, and complete apology (e.g., complete apologies include explicit
promises of future trustworthiness). Trust repair can be further accelerated by
other congruent tactics such as compensation or structural changes. As long as
these tactics are seen as volitional and indicating repentance, they are likely to
boost the likelihood of trust repair. However, boundary conditions do seem to
exist. When there is reason to believe that deception or malevolent intent drives
the violation, or when the violation is regarded as a matter of low integrity
instead of low competence, such matters appear to be more resistant to repair.
Similarly, violations that are more severe appear to be harder to repair
(Tomlinson, 2012; Tomlinson et al., 2004).

If relationships are established that are high in IBT, there is also a higher level of
emotional investment. In these relationships, trust violations contain both an
affective and a practical component. Once a shared identity has been established,
any disconfirming trust violation can be viewed as a direct challenge to the
trustor’s (victim’s) most central and cherished values (Lewicki and Bunker,
1995), and it may also represent conflict with the trustor’s psychological
orientation (Deutsch, 1985). The trustor is likely to feel upset, angry, violated, or
even foolish if loss of face is a result of trusting the other when trusting turned
out to be inappropriate. In cases where IBT is violated, we argue that reparative
effort must at least be attempted for a high-IBT relationship to have even a
chance of continuing. A number of studies have shown that when parties
(particularly those in a close relationship) cannot or will not communicate about
a major problem in their relationship, they are more likely to end the relationship
than continue interacting (Courtright, Millar, Rogers, and Bagarozzi, 1990;
Gottman, 1979; Putnam and Jones, 1982).

We envision three stages to the process of restoring IBT trust. First, the parties
exchange information about the perceived trust violation (Lewicki and Bunker,
1996). From the Tomlinson et al. (2012) study, we noted that strategies that
attempted to address the intent of the violation were more effective for repairing
IBT. Thus, parties should attempt to identify and understand the act that was
perceived as violation. Miscommunication and misunderstandings are often
cleared up at this stage. A husband might accuse his wife of admiring another
man at a party, perceiving this to be an uncharacteristic violation of the IBT he
has for her and the integrity of their marriage. When the wife explains that she
was merely admiring the man’s sweater and thinking of purchasing a similar one
for her husband, it might transform the husband’s perception of an IBT trust
violation. An explanation that the act either was not what he perceived it to be or



that the motivation for the act was consistent with his expectations of his wife’s
commitment to their relationship may be adequate to restore the IBT
relationship. (However, if this pattern persists whenever the couple is out
together, the wife’s explanation will cease to be adequate over time.)

Second, the violated party must be willing to forgive rather than to engage in
other forms of reaction to trust betrayal (see McCullough, Pargament, and
Thoresen, 2000; Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro, and Hannon, 2002, for reviews).
Research reveals that the victim’s commitment to the relationship plays an
important role. Commitment occurs as a result of high satisfaction with the
relationship, increasing investments in the relationship by the victim, and the
declining availability or suitability of alternative relationships to meet important
needs. When the victim is highly committed to the relationship (as measured by
these indicators), he or she is far more willing to forgive than to experience
negative feelings, make negative attributions to the violator, or engage in
behaviors such as revenge or retaliation toward the violator (Finkel et al., 2002;
Tomlinson, 2011).

In the final communication stage, the parties reaffirm their commitment to a
high-IBT relationship. They may affirm similar interests, goals, and actions
(Lewicki and Stevenson, 1998) and explicitly recommit to the relationship. They
may also explicitly realign their psychological orientations to each other
(Deutsch, 1985) and discuss strategies to avoid similar misunderstandings,
miscommunications, or disconfirmations in the future.

However, when the parties either fail to reconcile the trust violation within their
shared identity or are unable to do so, high-IBT relationships may be
transformed to low IBT or even IBD. If the violation is largely inconsistent with
the core beliefs and values of one of the partners and cannot be adequately
explained within the context of the current relationship, then the parties must
elect to either renegotiate their shared identity or terminate the high-IBT
relationship (Larson, 1993).

Naturally not every IBT relationship is as all-encompassing as a marriage. But
there are business and professional relationships where the same dynamics
apply. One worker may take another into confidence and share strong
dissatisfaction with the boss’s behavior, only to discover that the coworker has
told the boss about the negative comments. A student may ask a favorite teacher
to read some poetry that the student has written and later discover that the
teacher published the poetry under his own name. Thus, no model of trust
restoration can explain the idiosyncrasies of each individual relationship. Our
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INTent 1S merely 10 eXplore tne aynamics OT rust restoration witnin tne COntext ot
various kinds of relationship, to better understand the link between relationship
and trust type.

Strategies of trust restoration necessarily differ with the kind of relationship the
parties have. For example, research has demonstrated that people who perceive
few alternatives to their existing relationship or experience a high degree of
interdependence may continue the relationship with the partner despite repeated
or even violent trust violations (Rusbult and Martz, 1995; Tomlinson, 2011). It
may also be that those who are heavily invested in high-IBT relationships are
actually less sensitive to trust violations (Robinson, 1996).

Despite the generally negative affect associated with distrust, we should note
that trust restoration is not always a desirable alternative. Distrust is necessary
when people perceive a need to protect themselves or others from possible harm
or when other parties in the relationship are not well known (Lewicki et al.,
1998). Some work teams also perform better in CBD situations, perhaps because
each member takes more care to ensure that the partners perform as expected.
This self-policing contributes to higher product quality.

Implications for Managing Conflict More Effectively

Some of what we have said about trust we have known for a long time, but other
parts are quite new and somewhat speculative. They remain to be validated
through further research on how people develop and repair trust in their
relationships. By way of summarizing this chapter, we make some statements
about trust and its implications for managing conflict:

e The existence of trust between individuals makes conflict resolution easier
and more effective . This point is obvious to anyone who has been in a
conflict. A party who trusts another is likely to believe the other’s words and
assume that the other will act out of good intentions, and probably look for
productive ways to resolve a conflict should one occur. Conversely, if one
distrusts another, one might disbelieve the other’s words, assume that the
other is acting out of dark intentions, and defend oneself against the other or
attempt to beat and conquer the other. As we have tried to indicate several
times in this chapter, the level of trust or distrust in a relationship therefore
definitively shapes emergent conflict dynamics.

e Trust is often the first casualty in conflict. If trust makes conflict resolution
easier and more effective, eruption of conflict usually injures trust and builds
distrust. It does so because it violates the trust expectations, creates the



perception of unreliability in the other party, and breaks promises. Moreover,
the conflict may serve to undermine the foundations of identification-based
trust that may exist between the parties. Thus, as conflict escalates, for
whatever reason or cause, it serves to decrease trust and increase distrust.
The deeper the distrust that is developed, the more the parties focus on
defending themselves against the other or attempting to win the conflict,
which further serves to increase the focus on distrust and decrease actions
that might rebuild trust.

Creating trust in a relationship is initially a matter of building calculus-
based trust . Many of those writing on trust have suggested that one of the
objectives in resolving a conflict is to “build trust.” Yet in spite of these glib
recommendations, few authors are sufficiently detailed and descriptive of
those actions required to actually do so. From our review of the literature and
the research we have reported in this chapter, it is clear to us that to build
trust, a party must begin with the actions we outline in this chapter: act
consistently and reliably, meet deadlines and commitments, and repeatedly
do so over time or over several bands of activity in the relationship.

Relationships can be strengthened if the parties are able to build
identification-based trust . Strong calculus-based trust is critical to any stable
relationship, but IBT (based on perceived common goals and purposes,
common values, and common identity) is likely to strengthen the overall
trust between the parties and the ability of the relationship to withstand
conflict that may otherwise be relationship fracturing. If the parties perceive
themselves as having strong common goals, values, and identities, they are
motivated to sustain the relationship and find productive ways to resolve the
conflict so that it does not damage the relationship.

Relationships characterized by calculus-based or identification-based
distrust are likely to be conflict laden, and eruption of conflict within that
relationship is likely to feed and encourage further distrust . At the calculus-
based level, the actor finds the other’s behavior (at least) unreliable and
unpredictable, and the other’s intentions and motivations might be seen as
intentionally malevolent in nature. At the identification-based level, the actor
believes that he and the other are committed to dissimilar goals, values, and
purposes and might thus attribute hostile motives and intentions to the other.
Once such negative expectations are created, actions by the other become
negative self-fulfilling prophecies (“I expect the worst of the other, and his
behavior confirms my worst fears”), which often lead the conflict into



greater scope, intensity, and even intractability.

e Most relationships are not purely trust and distrust but contain elements of
both . As a result, we have positive and negative feelings about the other,
which produces another level of conflict, an intrapsychic conflict often called
“ambivalence.” States of ambivalence are characterized by elements of both
trust and distrust for another; the internal conflict created by that
ambivalence serves to undermine clear expectations of the other’s behavior
and force the actor to scrutinize every action by the other to determine
whether it should be counted in the trust or the distrust column. Ambivalent
relationships are often finely grained and finely differentiated (Gabarro,
1978) because the actor is forced to determine the contexts in which the
other can be trusted and those in which the other should be distrusted. As
noted elsewhere (Thompson, Zanna, and Griffin, 1995; Lewicki and
McAllister, 1998), ambivalence can lead actors to become incapacitated in
further action or modify strategies of influence with the other party. Thus, an
actor’s internal conflict between trust and distrust probably also affects how
he handles the interpersonal conflict between himself and the other party.
Because of the number of bands in the bandwidth of a relationship and the
ways in which trust and distrust can mix in any given relationship, we also
argue that relationships holding varied degrees of ambivalence are far more
common than relationships characterized by “pure” high trust or high
distrust.

e [t is possible to repair trust—although it is easier to write about the steps of
such repair than to actually perform it . Effective trust repair is often a key
part of effective conflict resolution. In the preceding section of this chapter,
we discussed some of the steps necessary to repair trust. Three major
strategies were identified: providing a social account (e.g., apology) that
explains the violation and verbally attempts to minimize the trust damage
created by the violation; providing penance to economically compensate the
victim for the tangible costs of the trust violation; and introducing structural
changes or rules and regulations that attempt to minimize the likelihood of
trust violations in the future. Research into the effectiveness of these
strategies is growing, and more work is necessary to identify which strategies
are likely to be more effective given different types of violations.

Repairing trust may take a long time because the parties have to reestablish
reliability and dependability that can occur only over time. Therefore, although
rebuilding trust may be necessary for effective conflict resolution in the
relationship over the long run, addressing and managing the distrust mav be the



most effective strategy for short-term containment of conflict. By managing
distrust, we engage in certain activities:

1. We explicitly address the behaviors that created the distrust. These may be
actions of unreliability and undependability, harsh comments and criticism,
betrayal of previous agreements, or aggressive and antagonistic activities
occurring as the conflict escalated.

2. If possible, each person responsible for a trust violation or act of distrust
should apologize and give a full account of the reasons for the trust violation.
Acknowledging responsibility for actions that created the trust violation, and
expressing regret for harm or damage caused by the violation, is often a
necessary step in reducing distrust. Alternative actions, such as penance and
structural approaches to minimizing trust violations, may also be necessary.

3. We restate and renegotiate the expectations for the other’s conduct in the
future. The parties have to articulate expectations about the behavior that
needs to occur and commit to those behaviors in future interactions.

4. We agree on procedures for monitoring and verifying the designated actions
to ensure that commitments are being met.

5. We simultaneously create ways to minimize our vulnerability or dependence
on the other party in areas where distrust has developed. This often occurs as
the vulnerable parties find ways to ensure that they are no longer vulnerable
to the other’s exploitation or identify alternative ways to have their needs
met. If one person depends on another for a ride to work and the driver is
consistently late or occasionally forgets, then even if the actor accepts the
other’s apology and commitment to be more reliable, the actor may also
explore alternative ways to get to work.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter, we have described the critical role that trust and distrust play in
relationships. We have reviewed some of the basic research on trust and
elaborated on the types of trust that exist in most interpersonal relationships. We
have suggested that trust and distrust coexist in most relationships, that trust and
distrust can be calculus based or identification based, and that relationships
differ in form and character as a function of the relative weight of the two types
of trust in the relationship. Finally, we have suggested that managing any
relationship requires us to both create trust and manage distrust effectively.
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A great deal of research remains to be done on these propositions, but we hope
that the ideas proposed in this chapter serve to move this work forward.

Notes

1. The term trustor has typically been reserved for the “donor, settlor, grantor or
other person creating a trust” in a legal or fiduciary capacity (Merriam-
Webster Online Dictionary ). In the broader context of interpersonal trust
relationships discussed in this chapter, we refer to the trustor as the person
initiating and expressing the trust gesture and the trustee as the person
receiving that trust.

INo

. In earlier work, Lewicki and Bunker (1995, 1996) identified knowledge-
based trust as a separate trust. We now believe that knowledge is a dimension
of relationships, along which people move from uncertainty to confidence
about the other’s intentions, motivations, and behaviors.

[O8]

. This is an important point. If CBD is high, we believe that parties are likely to
leave the relationship—assuming the interdependence between them and
others is not required and that they have viable alternative ways of getting
their needs met (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959; Fisher, Ury, and Patton, 1981; and
Lewicki, Barry, and Saunders, 2010).

[~

. Although we do not have empirical evidence to support it at this writing, our
belief is that expectation violations function much like the chutes-and-ladders
process we described in discussing calculus-based trust. Thus, the impact of
expecting trust and experiencing distrust is more disconfirming and
distressing than expecting distrust and encountering trust. Expecting trust and
having it violated in a high-trust environment is more disruptive than
encountering trust in a high-distrust environment (Lewicki and Bunker,
1996). To our knowledge, no research has been done on reactions to
expecting distrust and experiencing trust.

2]

. Although we indicated that trust violations can occur in both directions, we
discuss only violations of trusting expectations, not violations of distrusting
expectations.

[ep)]

. Both theory and research on this subject are currently unclear about whether
trust is actually repaired or restored. Most research simply looks at changes in
trust following efforts to repair a trust violation. It is still unclear whether



rebuilt or restored trust is significantly different in structure and character
from trust that has never been violated (see Dirks et al., 2009 for a fuller
exploration of this idea).
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CHAPTER SIX
POWER AND CONFLICT

Peter T. Coleman

In the Sonagachi red-light district in Calcutta, India, prostitutes have organized
to mobilize against AIDS, altering the power structure by challenging any pimp
or madam who would insist on a customer’s right to sex without a condom.

At a company in the United States, in an attempt to avoid layoffs, the great
majority of employees agreed to cut their own salaries by 20 percent; the CEO
rejected the offer and chose instead to fire 20 percent of the workforce, stating
that “it was very important that management’s prerogative to manage as it saw
fit not be compromised by sentimental human considerations” (Harvey, 1989, p.
275).

In the wilds of Wyoming, groups of ranchers and environmentalists, historically
bitter adversaries, have teamed up to fight the problems posed by an increase in
the population of wolves in their neighboring national parks.

All of these conflicts have one basic element in common: power. Power to
challenge, power to resist, and power through cooperating together. In fact,
virtually all conflicts directly or indirectly concern power. Conflict is often a
means of seeking or maintaining the balance or imbalance of power in
relationships. It may also be waged as a symbolic expression of one’s identity
and right to self-determination. Power is commonly used in conflict as leverage
for achieving one’s goals. It influences the types of conflicts to which people of
differing levels of power are more or less frequently exposed to, as well as the
relative availability of the strategies and tactics employed. The powerful also
largely determine what is considered to be important, fair, and just in most
settings and thus shape and control many methods of resolution. Of course,
changes in power, particularly when they are dramatic, can also affect conflict,
with substantial impacts on people’s motivations, aspirations, and tactics.
Because of its ubiquity, it is paramount that when we address conflict, we
consider power.

This chapter provides an overview of some key components of the relationship
between power and conflict. It is organized in five sections, beginning with a
discussion of the dimensions of power that are important when considering
conflict and its constructive resolution. In the second section, I describe some of
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behavioral tendencies and responses to power in social relations. In the third
section, I discuss the relevance of these ideas to conflict resolution, examining
some of the principles of the dynamics of power and conflict and outlining the
tendencies of members of both high-power and low-power groups in conflict. I
then describe a new situated model of power and conflict, before concluding by
discussing the implications of these ideas for training in conflict resolution.

A DISCUSSION OF POWER

Bertrand Russell wrote, “The fundamental concept in social science is power, in
the same sense in which energy is the fundamental concept in physics” (1938, p.
4). Despite its pervasive role in social relations, power has proven to be a
particularly difficult and elusive concept. There are many treatments of it in the
social sciences. It has been conceptualized alternatively in terms of sources of
power (Depret and Fiske, 1993; Emerson, 1962; Fiske and Berdahl, 2007;
Kipnis, 1976; Thibaut and Kelley, 1959), the capacity to bring about effects
(Boulding, 1990; Cartwright, 1959, 1965; Coleman, 2004; Follet, 1924/1973;
French and Raven, 1959; Lewin, 1943; Pfeffer, 1981; Rummel, 1976; Weber,
1914/1978), influential actions (Deutsch, 1973; Foucault, 1984; Zartman and
Rubin, 2002), and its resultant effects (Dahl, 1957; Russell, 1938; Simon, 1957).
Clearly, power means different things to different people.

Even once power is defined, its meaning often remains mercurial. For instance,
if power is defined as “a capacity to produce effects,” its effects can be
intentional or unintentional; it can be employed effectively or ineffectively in
achieving goals; it can be associated with a wide variety of sources, strategies,
and tactics, all with different qualities and consequences, and these qualities and
consequences can vary dramatically across contexts and cultures. This capacity
can also vary in terms of its relative (local) or absolute nature, be associated with
helping or harming others, and be of a hard (military, economic) or soft
(attractive) nature (Nye, 1990). Such nuance and complexity of meaning has
resulted in a long list of (sometimes contradictory) definitions and
operationalizations of power in theory and research and more than a fair amount
of confusion.

Despite the conceptual challenges the construct of power presents, research on
power in social conflict has increased considerably over the past decade (Fiske
and Berdahl, 2007). This research has focused primarily on the effects of high
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Galinsky, 2008; Rouhana and Fiske, 1995; Rubin and Brown, 1975; Tjosvold,
1981, 1991; Tjosvold and Wisse, 2009; Zartman and Rubin, 2002), and has
typically operationalized power as some form of independence from others in
social relations (e.g., Kim, Pinkley, and Fragale, 2005). Although this body of
research has advanced our understanding a great deal, it has been critiqued on
three grounds: (1) it tends to atomize and decontextualize related aspects of
social power, thus removing each element from the relations and contexts that
imbue them with meaning; (2) it focuses primarily on the short-term effects of
independent variables on outcomes and neglects the study of power dynamics
over time; and (3) it generally neglects the positive side of power dynamics in
social relations or, for that matter, the complications posed when holding mixed
motives such as greed and guilt when wielding power (Fiske and Berdahl, 2007).

Nevertheless, the literature on social power that has accumulated over many
decades has identified a number of important distinctions that can help us to
better specify and comprehend power. We next look at these.

Power as a Dynamic

Power is often attributed to people as a stable characteristic (“Donald Trump is a
very powerful person”). However, the ability to make things happen is most
often determined not only by people but by the dynamic interaction of particular
people behaving in a certain manner in a given situation. Accordingly, Deutsch
(1973) described power as a relational concept functioning between the person
and his or her environment. Power therefore is determined not only by the
characteristics of the person or persons involved in any given situation or solely
by the characteristics of the situation, but by the interaction of these two sets of
factors. The power of the Indian prostitutes, for example, can be seen as the
result of their ability to organize and mobilize their colleagues in this particular
setting where demand for their services was high.

Environmental, Relational, and Personal Power

Deutsch (1973) also offered a distinction among three specific meanings of
power: environmental power , the degree to which an individual can favorably
influence his or her overall environment; relationship power , the degree to
which a person can favorably influence another person; and personal power , the
degree to which a person is able to satisfy his or her own desires. These three
meanings for power may be positively correlated (e.g., high relationship power
equals high personal power), but this is not necessarily so. The CEO mentioned



at the beginning of the chapter may have had more relationship power than his
employees in that situation (in terms of his power over their jobs) and so could
resist their attempts to influence the layoff decision, but by doing so and firing
20 percent of the workers, he may well have sacrificed environmental power (his
company’s efficiency or market share) given the effects of his actions on the
morale and commitment of the remaining employees. This loss of environmental
power could result in diminution of the CEQ’s personal power, if it adversely
affects his sense of self-efficacy, self-esteem, or even personal income. The
important point is that these are three distinct but interrelated realms of power: a
shift in one type of power (relationship) may result in a gain or loss of another
type (personal or environmental) depending on the people and circumstances.

Potential and Kinetic Power

Lewicki, Litterer, Minton, and Saunders (1994) distinguish three aspects of
power: power bases, power use, and influence strategies. Power bases are the
resources for power or the tools available to influence one’s environment, the
other party, or one’s own desires. This is potential power. There exist in the
literature many typologies of the bases of power: wealth, social capital, physical
strength, weapons, intelligence, knowledge, legitimacy, respect, affection,
organizational skills, allies, and so on. These typologies can be useful for
discerning different resources for power, but they should not be confused with
the enactment of power. Kinetic power involves the active employment of
strategies and tactics of influence, which are the manner in which the resources
are put to use to accomplish particular objectives. Lewicki et al. (1994)
identified such diverse strategies as persuasion, exchange, legitimacy,
friendliness, ingratiation, praise, assertiveness, inspirational appeal, consultation,
pressure, and coalitions.

Primary and Secondary Power

Power can be seen as operating at two distinct levels—one determining the
nature of the interactions among players on the field and one determining the
nature of the field itself (Voronov and Coleman, 2003). Secondary power refers
to the exercise of power in the conventional sense—the ability to get one’s goals
met in a relational context. This can take a coercive or positive form; however, it
entails operating in a domain that has already been defined normatively. Primary
power refers to the ability to shape the normative domain or affect the
sociohistorical process of reality construction (Coleman and Voronov, 2003).
This is the process by which our sense of reality, as we know it—our sense of



truth, fairness, and justice—is constructed. Deutsch (2004) writes, “The official
ideology and myths of any society help define and justify the values that are
distributed to the different positions within the society; they codify for the
individual what a person in his position can legitimately expect. Examples are
legion of how official ideology and myth limit or enhance one’s views of what
one is entitled to” (p. 25).

Thus, primary power refers to the ability to affect those activities (e.g., the law,
the media, policies) that define the domain. This includes defining what is
considered “good” in a society: prosocial versus antisocial forms of violence
(e.g., “freedom fighting” versus “terrorism”), morality, religion, ideology,
politics, education, and so on. This can be achieved through the blatant tactics
used by totalitarian rulers such as Hitler and Stalin or more subtly through
political spin, by emphasizing biased accounts of history in schools and
textbooks, indirectly controlling or censuring the media, or keeping the judiciary
and the legislature in the hands of the dominant group. It is important to
recognize that the various sources of power (French and Raven, 1959) are not
concrete but are socially constructed. “Legitimacy,” for example, is not objective
but is created through management of meaning. Only when the domain has been
defined does it become possible for power as conceived in a conventional sense
to be exercised. Thus, the two forms of power are interconnected. Primary power
opens and constrains the possibilities for exercising secondary power. Secondary
power can be seen as expressing and reproducing the status quo of primary
power relations. However, secondary power can also contribute to transforming
primary power. Revolutions or hostile coups are dramatic examples of secondary
power being used in an attempt to transform primary power.

Top-Down, Middle-Out, and Bottom-Up Power

Power in any social system can be the result of resources and influence strategies
employed by way of three distinct channels within systems: top down, middle
out, and bottom up (Coleman, 2006). Top-down channels are typically used by
formal or elite leaders and decision makers (although third parties often employ
this channel) and, although they can take many forms, often involve command-
and-control strategies of influence that have a rapid and dramatic effect on
systems. Middle-out channels reside with the midlevel leaders, managers, and
organizations of social systems (such as community-based and nongovernmental
organizations) that can influence systems through their social capital and social
networks. The influence employed at this level can have a strong effect on
systems but typically takes time to unfold. Bottom-up power is the result of



changes at the local level (such as changes in individual attitudes or behaviors)
that can have a substantial emergent effect on systems but tends to take the
longest amount of time to emerge.

Effective Power and Sustainable Outcomes

Having resources and knowledge of influence strategies does not necessarily
translate to power; they may be employed more or less effectively in terms of
bringing about desired outcomes. Deutsch (1973) outlined the conditions for
“effective power” as having control of the resources to generate power,
motivation to influence others, skill in converting resources to power, and good
judgment in employing power so that it is appropriate in type and magnitude to
the situation. However, outcomes can be short or long term. Achieving
sustainable outcomes requires both long-term strategic thinking and the ability of
power users to read changes in situations, identify negative feedback, and
respond adaptively when required (Coleman, 2006).

Perceived Power

Saul Alinsky (1971) said, “Power is not only what you have, but what the enemy
thinks you have.” Thus, for power to be effective, it does not necessarily have to
be the result of actual resources owned and strategies employed by people but, in
some circumstances, by what they are merely perceived to have. In fact, many of
those who are less than powerful go out of their way to create an image of power
as the critical element of effective influence (Sun Tzu, 1983).

General versus Relevant Power

Often initial assessments of another’s power are erroneous because they are
based on aggregates of relative power (the sum total of another’s power in
comparison to my own), not on the other’s relevant power resources or the
other’s efficacy in implementing the strategies relevant to the interaction at hand
(Salacuse, 2001). This typically leads to a sense of overconfidence on the part of
general power holders and a sense of helplessness for those in low power.
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In summary, power is dynamic and complex. It can be usefully conceptualized
as the ability (or the perception of the ability) to leverage relevant resources in a
specific situation in order to achieve personal, relational, or environmental goals,
often through using various strategies and channels of influence of both a
primary and secondary nature. Now I turn to a discussion of some of the central



factors that influence power dynamics in social relations.

COMPONENTS OF POWER

The extensive literature on social power has offered a wide array of conceptual
frameworks for studying and analyzing power (see, e.g., Foucault, 1980; Clegg,
1989; Pfeffer, 1981; Blalock, 1989). Here, I employ a rather simple schema to
organize a presentation of some of the many factors that research has shown
affect people’s orientations and actions with regard to power. The schema,
borrowed from social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1999), suggests that human
behavior, and in particular human agency, can be understood as the result of
dynamic interactions among three sources of influence: personal factors,
behavioral patterns, and environmental events. Bandura (1999) writes:

Human behavior has often been explained in terms of unilateral causation,
in which behavior is depicted as either being shaped and controlled by
environmental influences or driven by internal dispositions. Social
cognitive theory explains psychosocial functioning in terms of triadic
reciprocal causation. In this model of reciprocal causality, internal personal
factors in the form of cognitive, affective, and biological events; behavioral
patterns; and environmental events all operate as interactive determinants
that influence one another bidirectionally. (p. 23)

This triadic model is consistent with a dynamic view of power and conflict but
allows the categorization of factors into the three separate but interrelated
categories. I next summarize some of the key personal and environmental factors
that can interact to determine people’s behavioral patterns regarding power in
social relations.

Personal Factors

Power Orientations.

In his seminal work on power and motivation, McClelland (1975) presented a
developmental framework for categorizing people’s experiences and expressions
of power. He argued that people everywhere seek power in these ways:

e Support: Obtaining assistance and support from others, often through a
dependence relationship. Such relationships can serve to meet the needs of
the low-power person, but they can take many forms, from benign and
supportive (as in many mentor-mentee relationships) to oppressive and



abusive (as with a dictatorial parent). The negative physical and
psychological impact of prolonged experiences of dependence and
powerlessness by adults has been shown to be dire (Sashkin, 1984) and can
lead to a tendency to become more rigid, critical, controlling of others in
lower power, and, ultimately, more irrational and violent (Kanter, 1977).

e Autonomy: Establishing one’s autonomy and independence from others.
Scholars have referred to this approach as having “power to” or “power
from,” in the sense that one has enough power to achieve one’s objectives
without being unduly constrained by someone or something else. Individuals
who feel empowered in a particular situation have a reduced need for
dependence on others, which opens up the possibility of acting
independently, thereby bolstering their sense of self-esteem, self-efficacy,
and confidence.

e Assertion: Assertively acting on, influencing, and dominating others. This
approach to power has been termed power over and is consistent with the
popular definition of power as “an ability to get another person to do
something that he or she would not otherwise have done” (Dahl, 1968, p.
158). This orientation to power is commonplace and was evident in the
earlier example of the CEO and his response to the employees’ initiative.

e Togetherness: Becoming part of an organization or a group. Mary Parker
Follett suggested that although power is usually conceived of as power over
others, it would also be possible to develop the conception of “power with”
others. She envisioned this type as jointly developed, coactive, and
noncoercive (Follett, 1973). Bandura (1999) labeled this approach as one of
collective agency. This is the form of power illustrated in the vignette about
a partnership between ranchers and environmentalists.

McClelland proposed that as people mature, they progress sequentially through
each of these stages of development and orientations to power, ideally moving
toward the stage of togetherness. This is commensurate with the developmental
progression of humans from more egocentric to more sociocentric beings
(Piaget, 1937). McClelland also stressed, however, that each of the four power
orientations may be useful in any given situation and that problems typically
arise for people when they become fixated on any one orientation (such as
assertion) or when an individual’s chronic orientation fits poorly with the
particular realities or demands of a situation. From this perspective, an
individual’s flexibility and responsiveness to changes in his or her environment
can be seen as critical to the ability to respond effectively to situations involving



power.

For example, returning to the CEO in our earlier example, it is possible that he
may have been operating from a chronically assertive orientation to power
(power over) and therefore interpreted the employees’ offer as a competitive
tactic (“They’re trying to humiliate me or ingratiate themselves”), was motivated
to win at all costs, and saw this as morally legitimate because of a belief that
low-level employees must make sacrifices for the greater good of the
organization. Ultimately, one’s power orientation affects one’s behavior through
an assessment of the feasibility of a given action (“Do I have the capacity to act
in such a manner, and what will the consequences be?”’) unless the orientation is
excessively chronic.

Authoritarianism.

A classic area of research that has been found to influence people’s orientations
to power is authoritarianism (Adorno, Frenkl-Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford,
1950), which involves an exaggerated need to submit to and identify with strong
authority. Originating from psychodynamic theory, this syndrome is thought to
stem from early rearing by parents who use harsh and rigid forms of discipline,
demand unquestioning obedience, are overly conscious of distinctions of status,
and are contemptuous or exploitative toward those of lower status. The child
internalizes the values of the parents and therefore is inclined toward a
dominant, punitive approach to power relations. Individuals high in
authoritarianism tend to favor absolute obedience to authority and resist personal
freedom. These tendencies would most likely orient one toward either
authoritarian or submissive orientation to power, depending on the relative status
of the other party.

Need for Power.

Need for power (“nPower”; McClelland, 1975; McClelland and Burnham, 1976)
has been described as an individual difference where people high on nPower
experience great satisfaction in influencing people and arousing strong emotions
in them. Individuals high on nPower tend to seek out positions of authority and
display a more dominating style in conflict (Bhowon, 2003). This orientation,
however, is thought to interact with another personality difference known as
“activity inhibition” (see also chapter 17). This is essentially the individual’s
level of self-control and general orientation to others. These two traits combine
to produce two separate types of power orientation: the personalized power
orientation and the socialized power o orientation. Ind1v1duals hlgh on nPower and
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exemplified by a tendency to dominate others in an attempt to satisfy one’s
hedonistic desires. Individuals with high nPower and high activity inhibition
tend to exhibit socialized power orientation, using power for the good of a cause,
an organization, or an institution.

McClelland (1975) postulated that individual power orientations develop
through various stages, with the personalized orientation emerging at an earlier
stage of development and the socialized orientation at a later stage. This is
consistent with Kohlberg’s work on moral development (1963, 1969), which
found that individuals in the latter stages of moral development place much
higher value on justice, dignity, and equality. The personal-social separation is a
useful distinction between the destructive and constructive sides of power; it
contradicts the notion of Lord Acton that all power necessarily corrupts.

Ideological Frames.

Burrell and Morgan (1979) identified differences in people’s ideological frames
of reference as determining of their approach to power. These frames are
comprehensive belief systems about the nature of relations between individuals
and society. They classified three types of ideological frames: the unitary, the
radical, and the pluralist. From the unitary view , society is seen as an integrated
whole where the interests of the individual and society are one and power can be
largely ignored and assumed to be used benevolently by those in authority to
further the mutual goals of all parties. This perspective is common in collectivist
families and cultures and in some benevolent business organizations. In contrast,
the radical frame pictures society as comprising antagonistic class interests that
are “characterized by deep-rooted social and political cleavages, and held
together as much by coercion as by consent” (Morgan, 1986, p. 186). This
perspective, epitomized by Marxist doctrine, focuses on unequal distribution of
power in society and the significant role that this plays in virtually every aspect
of our lives. Finally, the pluralist frame views society as a space where different
groups “bargain and compete for a share in the balance of power . . . to realize a
negotiated order that creates unity out of diversity” (Morgan, 1986, p. 185).
Power is seen as distributed more or less equally among the groups and as the
primary medium through which conflicts are resolved. This pluralist view of
power is prevalent in the many forms of liberal democracies.

Each distinct ideological frame engenders its own set of expectations about what
one can anticipate, what one should attend to, and therefore how one should
respond to situations of power and conflict. For example, Stephens (1994) has
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described how such ditterences 1n ideological tframes lead various contlict
practitioners to use conflict resolution processes to achieve vastly disparate
objectives in their work (unitarians favoring maintenance of the status quo of
power relations, radicals favoring fundamental systems change and
redistribution of power, and pluralists favoring a combination of both, depending
on the situation). These translate into significant differences in procedures, such
as alternative dispute resolution practices to achieve organizational unity versus
peace education and activism to produce community change.

Implicit Power Theories.

Research on implicit power theories (Coleman, 2004) has shed light on a central
problem within the power-and-conflict dynamic: the unwillingness of the
powerful to share their power (e.g., wealth, information, access, authority) with
those in need. Implicit theories are cognitive structures—naive, unarticulated
theories about the social world that influence the way people construe events.
Research has identified two theories of power that people can hold: a limited-
power theory that portrays power as a scarce resource that triggers a competitive
orientation to power sharing and an expandable-power theory that views power
as an expandable resource and fosters a more cooperative power-sharing
orientation. The two competing views of power have been shown to affect
people’s decisions and actions on whether to share or withhold resources, as well
as the degree to which they involve others in decision-making processes
(Coleman, 2004).

Subsequent research on implicit power theories has demonstrated that the social
environment can play a critical role in influencing their use by making different
theories more or less cognitively salient. For example, in a study conducted in
China, participants portraying managers in an organizational simulation were
found to share more power (information and assistance) with subordinates when
they were led to believe that their organization had a history of approaching
organizational power as an expandable resource than when it was portrayed as
traditionally viewing and approaching power as a scarce resource (Tjosvold,
Coleman, and Sun, 2003). This research emphasizes the critical role the context
plays in triggering and fostering differences in implicit theories. Thus, social and
organizational structures, norms and climate around empowerment, as well as
more informal influences such as myths and legends regarding preferred ways of
interacting may be formative and go a long way in providing a context of
meaning through which to interpret the value of power sharing.

Social Dominance Orientation.



A more recent model relevant to power and conflict comes from social
dominance theory (Sidanius and Pratto, 1999; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, and
Malle, 1994), which contends that societies worldwide organize according to
group-based hierarchies, with dominant social groups possessing a
disproportionate share of positive social value (wealth, health, status). These
hierarchies are maintained by several key factors, including the social
dominance orientation (SDO) of members of the groups. SDO is defined as a
very general orientation expressing antiegalitarianism; a view of human
existence as zero-sum with relentless competition between groups; the desire for
generalized, hierarchical relationships between groups; and a desire for in-group
dominance over out-groups. The research on SDO has identified consistent
gender differences in women’s and men’s levels of SDO (Sidanius, Pratto, and
Bobo, 1994), with men having significantly higher levels of SDO than women
do. We could expect this type of general orientation to group relations to
contribute to a chronically competitive orientation (assertion) to power
differences.
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Other individual differences—as wide ranging as interpersonal orientation (high
or low sensitivity to others), Machiavellianism, interpersonal trust, and gender—
are relevant to discussing people’s orientation to power, but space does not allow
for further elaboration (see Lewicki et al., 1994, for a discussion of these
variables). Each of the distinct personal factors described here can work in
concert to contribute to a chronic orientation and fixation on any one of the
power orientations (such as powerlessness). These orientations affect how
people perceive conflict, how they evaluate authority relations, and ultimately
the decisions and responses they make to power differences in conflict
situations. However, except for extreme cases, the influences of these individual
difference factors need to be understood as operating in interaction with the
individual’s environment.

Environmental Factors

Again, the environmental factors affecting personal differences and behavioral
patterns regarding power are innumerable (see Deutsch, 2004, and Blalock,
1989, for summaries). The following sections examine a few major factors.
Deep Structure.

A few scholars nronose that the deen striicture of most conflicts is dictated bv
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preex1st1ng power relations (Chomsky, 2002). This structure, established through
past relations between the parties, their differential access to resources, and
existing norms and roles, has been historically constructed. This history is
composed of the decisions and actions, victories and defeats, justices and
injustices experienced by those who came before us: members of our families,
our gender, our communities, our race, our nation, and so on. These cumulative
experiences in many ways have defined the rules of the power game. This
perspective emphasizes the influences exerted on power by such factors as class
and race relations, intergroup conflicts of interest and social competition,
inequity between social groups on highly valued dimensions, opportunity
structures and the educational systems that perpetuate them, the relative stability
of status and power differences, and the perceived legitimacy of all of these
factors. Understanding the historical context encourages us to look beyond the
current surface manifestations of secondary power and into the processes of
primary power. From this perspective, people are seen as agents or carriers of
power relations embedded in the wider structure of history and society. They can
learn to understand the rules but are rarely able to change them significantly.

Culture.

The culture in which we are immersed is another important influence on our
experience of power. Hofstede (1980) identified power distance as a dimension
of social relations that is determined by and varies across cultures. He defined it
as the extent to which the less powerful persons in a society accept inequality in
power and consider it normal. Hofstede argued that inequality exists within
every culture, but the degree to which society tolerates it varies from one culture
to another. So, for example, in some high-power-distance cultures, such as in
parts of India, the notion of empowering employees through participation in
decisions and delegation of authority is considered inappropriate and
insubordinate by the employees themselves. This cultural difference regarding
power not only is the source of much cross-cultural misunderstanding and
conflict but also significantly affects how individuals from different cultures
respond to conflicts with others in high and low power.

Legitimizing Myths.

The extent to which power disparities between people and between groups are
accepted in any society are embedded and constructed within a contradictory set
of “legitimizing myths” about hierarchy and group superiority present in every
society (Sidanius and Pratto, 1999). These myths, or systems of beliefs, tend to



either support and enhance hierarchical relationships and dominant group
superiority (examples are sexism, racism, classism, meritocracy, and
conservatism) or challenge and attenuate these social arrangements (e.g.,
feminism, multiculturalism, pluralism, egalitarianism, and liberalism). These
divergent sets of myths exist in a state of oppositional tension in many social
systems (e.g., conservatism versus liberalism), which can provide important
checks and balances against the fanaticism of either side. In some settings, these
myths become infused into the “fairness-making” and “conflict-resolving”
structures, thereby institutionalizing group dominance, bias, and conflict
(Rapoport, 1974).

Roles.

Another powerful aspect of the structure of many social situations is the roles
people assume. Role theory views power relations as if they were scripted
theater. The theory holds that the roles we have in society or in our organizations
(manager, laborer) often dictate the social rules or norms for our behavior. These
roles establish shared expectations among members of a system, which in most
cases came into existence long before the individuals who now inhabit them. It
argues that we largely act out these preexisting scripts in our institutions and
organizations and that these roles, these shared norms and scripts, dictate our
experiences, expectations, and responses to power. So, for example, role theory
argues that the CEO from our initial example was acting more or less
consistently with what would be expected from someone in his position.
Furthermore, if any one of his employees had been in the same position, that
person would have made essentially the same decision, for it is within the
underlying structure of the organization and its place in society that power
relations between groups are largely predetermined and thereby constrained and
perpetuated.

One of the most blatant examples of the power of roles to determine behavior is
the classic experiment conducted at Stanford University on the effects of
deindividuated roles on behavior in institutional settings (Haney, Banks, and
Zimbardo, 1973). Student subjects were recruited for this study and randomly
assigned to play the role of either a guard or a prisoner in a simulated prison
environment for two weeks. From the very beginning, the “guards” abused and
denigrated the “prisoners,” showing increasingly brutal, sadistic, and
dehumanizing behavior over time. The research observations were so disturbing
that the study was called off after only six days.

Hiararrhv
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A related component of structure is hierarchy. Barnard (1946) argued that
distinctions of status and authority are ultimately necessary for effective
functioning and survival of any group above a certain size. As a result, most
groups form some type of formal or informal hierarchical structure to function
efficiently. Often the greater advantages associated with higher positions lead to
competition for these scarce positions and an attempt by those in authority to
maintain their status. This is consistent with the findings of social dominance
theory (Sidanius and Pratto, 1999).

However, a hierarchical structure does not necessarily lead to competitive or
destructive power relations within a group. In a series of studies on power and
goal interdependence, Tjosvold (1997) found that variation in goal
interdependence (task, reward, and outcome goals) affected the likelihood of
constructive use of power between high-power and low-power persons.
Cooperative goals, when compared to competitive and independent goals, were
found to induce “higher expectations of assistance, more assistance, greater
support, more persuasion and less coercion and more trusting and friendly
attitudes” between superiors and subordinates (Tjosvold, 1997, p. 297). The
abundant research on cooperative and competitive goal interdependence (see
chapters 1 and 4 in this Handbook) has consistently demonstrated the contrasting
effects of these goal structures on people’s attitudes and behaviors in social
relations. Among other things, competition fosters “attempts to enhance the
power differences between oneself and the other,” in contrast with cooperation,
which fosters “an orientation toward enhancing mutual power rather than power
differences” (Deutsch, 1973). In cooperative situations, people want others to
perform effectively and use their joint resources to promote common objectives.

Inequitable Opportunity Structures.

At the structural level, we also see the establishment of opportunity structures
that often grant the powerful unequal or exclusive access to positions of
leadership, jobs, decent housing, education, health care, nutrition, and the like.
Galtung (1969) labeled the effects of this “structural violence” because of its
insidious and deleterious effects on marginalized communities. These inequities
contribute to a setting where difficult material circumstances and political
conflict lead to social disorganization, which makes it harder for some people to
get their basic physical and psychological needs met. The result is a pervasive
sense of powerlessness for many members of low-power groups. The privileged
circumstances of the powerful, on the contrary, insulates them and contributes to
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crisis, such as an organized or violent act of protest, demands their attention
(Deutsch, 1985). Typically, the powerful respond to such acts of protest with
“prosocial” violence to quell the disturbance and maintain the status quo.
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The many personal and environmental factors outlined here interact to both
encourage and constrain responses to power inequality and conflict. However,
because these different areas of research have often gone off in different
directions, we today find ourselves with a rather fractured understanding of
power and conflict dynamics. We currently have a series of midlevel or
microlevel models of antecedents, processes, and outcomes that have yet to
become convergent with a more general theory of social relations.

Principles of Power-Conflict Dynamics

The following set of principles is gleaned from the literature and grounded in the
assumption that power differences affect conflict processes that can affect power
differences:

e Significant changes in the status quo of the balance of power between parties
can dffect experiences of relative deprivation and increase conflict
aspirations . Relative deprivation theory is a central model of the origins of
conflict, which specifies the conditions under which need deprivation
produces conflict (Merton and Kitt, 1950; see chapter 45 in this Handbook).
Relative deprivation is said to occur when need achievement falls short of a
reasonable standard determined by what one has achieved in the past, what
relevant comparison others are achieving, what law or custom entitles one to,
or what one expects to achieve. Research has shown that people compare
themselves with others who are salient or similar to themselves in group
membership, attitudes, values, or social status (Major, 1994). However,
when changes in the status quo lead to a reordering of relative group status
(such as through changes brought on by elections or military coups), new
comparisons will be made to the previously dominant (and incomparable)
groups, leading to an increase in awareness of deprivation relative to those
groups (Gurr, 1970). Such changes are likely to increase demands for change
by those experiencing deprivation, and thus to the open expression of
conflict. This dynamic has been central to many social movements in the
United States, such as the civil rights and women’s movements.

e Obvious power asymmetries contain conflict escalation, while power



ambiguities foster escalation . Research suggests that situations where there
exist significant imbalances of power between groups are more likely to
discourage open expressions of conflict and conflict escalation than
situations of relatively balanced power (Deutsch, 1973). For instance, in a
historical analysis of wars between 1816 and 1989, Moul (2003) found that
approximate parity in power capabilities (abilities to oppose individual
states) encouraged wars between great power disputants. Sidanius and Pratto
(1999) have argued that this can account for the utility and ubiquity of
asymmetrical group status hierarchies worldwide. However, research in the
interpersonal realm has shown that the relationship between power symmetry
and destructive conflict is moderated by trust; when parties of equal power
are trusting of each other, they will choose more cooperative strategies to
resolve their differences (Davidson, McElwee, and Hannan, 2004).

Sustainable resolutions to conflict require progression from unbalanced
power relations between the parties to relatively balanced relations . Adam
Curle (1971), a mediator working in Africa, proposed a particularly useful
model for understanding the longitudinal relationships between conflict,
power, and sustainable outcomes (see Lederach, 1997, for more detail). He
suggested that as conflicts moved from unpeaceful to peaceful relationships,
their course could be charted on a matrix that compares two elements: the
level of power between the disputants and the level of awareness of the
conflict. Curle described this progression toward peace as having four stages.
In the first stage, conflict is hidden to some of the parties because they are
unaware of the imbalances of power and injustices that affect their lives.
Here, any activities or events resulting in conscientization (erasing ignorance
and raising awareness of inequalities and inequities) move the conflict
forward. This is where the experience of relative deprivation fits it. An
increase in awareness of injustice leads to the second stage, confrontation ,
when demands for change from the weaker party bring the conflict to the
surface. Confrontations, of course, can take many forms from cooperative to
nonviolent to violent. Under some conditions, these confrontations result in
the stage of negotiations , which are aimed at achieving a rebalancing of
power in the relationship in order for those in low power to increase their
capacities to address their basic needs. Successful negotiations can move the
conflict to the final stage of sustainable peace if they lead to a restructuring
of the relationship that effectively addresses the substantive and procedural
concerns of those involved. Support for this model is anecdotal and could be
considerably strengthened through case studies and longitudinal survey



research.

e A chronic competitive (assertive) orientation to power is often costly . From
a practical perspective, a chronic competitive approach to power has harmful
consequences. Deutsch (1973) suggested that reliance on competitive and
coercive strategies of influence by power holders produces alienation and
resistance in those subjected to the power. This in turn limits the power
holder’s ability to use other types of power based on trust (such as
normative, expert, referent, and reward power) and increases the demand for
scrutiny and control of subordinates. A parent who demands obedience from
his adolescent son in a climate of mutual distrust fosters more distrust and
must be prepared to keep the youngster under surveillance. If the goal of the
power holder is to achieve commitment from subordinates rather than merely
short-term compliance, excessive reliance on a power-over strategy
eventually proves to be costly as well as largely ineffective. Research by
Kipnis (1976) supported this contention by demonstrating that a leader’s
dependence on coercive strategies of influence has considerable costs in
undermining relationships with followers and in compromising goal
achievement.

Furthermore, it is evident that when power holders have a chronic
competitive perspective on power, it reduces their chance to see sharing
power with members of low-power groups as an opportunity to enhance
their own personal or environmental power (Coleman, 2004). From this
chronic competitive perspective, power sharing is typically experienced as a
threat to achieving one’s goals, and the opportunities afforded by power
sharing are invisible. If the father views the conflict over curfew as a win-
lose power struggle, he is unlikely to reflect on the advantages of involving
his daughter in reaching a solution and thereby engendering in her an
improved sense of responsibility, collaboration, and trust.

e Cooperative interdependence in conflict leads to power with . When
conflicts occur in situations that have cooperative task, reward, or outcome
interdependence structures, or between disputants sharing a cooperative
psychological orientation, there is more cooperative power. In other words,
in these situations, conflict is often framed as a mutual problem to be solved
by both parties, which leads to an increased tendency to minimize power
differences between the disputants and to mutually enhance each other’s
power in order to work together effectively to achieve their shared goals.
Thus, if the parents can recognize that their daughter’s social needs and their



own needs to have a close family life are positively linked, then they may be
more likely to involve her in the problem-solving and decision-making
processes, thereby enhancing her power and their ability to find mutually
satisfying solutions to the conflict.

The overwhelming evidence seems to indicate that the powerful tend to like
power, use it, justify having it, and attempt to keep it . The powerful tend to
be more satisfied and less personally discontent than those not enjoying high
power; they have a longer time perspective and more freedom to act and
therefore can plan further into the future. These higher levels of satisfaction
lead to vested interests in the status quo and development of rationales for
maintaining power, such as the power holders’ belief in their own superior
competence and superior moral value (Deutsch, 1973). Kipnis (1976) argued
that much of this may be the result of the corrupting nature of power itself.
He proposed that having power and exercising it successfully over time lead
to an acquired “taste for power,” inflated sense of self, devaluing of those of
lesser power, and temptation to use power illegally to enhance one’s
position.

Fiske (1993) has demonstrated that powerful people tend to pay less
attention to those in low power since they view them as not affecting their
outcomes, they are often too busy to pay attention, and they are often
motivated by their own high need to dominate others. Inattention to the
powerless makes powerful people more vulnerable to use of stereotypes and
implicit theories when interacting with the powerless. Mindell (1995)
explained the state of unawareness that having privilege often fosters in this
way: “Rank is a drug. The more you have, the less aware you are of how it
affects others negatively” (p. 56).

Thus, in conflict situations high-power holders and members of high-power
groups (HPGs) often neglect to analyze—as well as underestimate—the
power of low-power holders and members of low-power groups (LPGs;
Salacuse, 2001). In addition, they usually attempt to dominate the
relationship, use pressure tactics, offer few concessions, have high
aspirations, and use contentious tactics. HPGs therefore make it difficult to
arrive at negotiated agreements that are satisfactory to all parties.

When members of HPGs face a substantial challenge to their power from
LPGs, their common responses fall into the categories of repression or

ambivalent tolerance (Duckitt, 1992). If the validity of the concerns of the
LPG is not recognized, HPGs are likely to use force to quell the challenge



of the LPG. But if the challenges are acknowledged as legitimate, HPGs
may respond with tolerant attitudes and expressions of concern—though
ultimately with resistance to implementing any real change in their power
relations (Duckitt, 1992). This has been termed the attitude-implementation
gap .

In light of their unreflective tendency to dominate, it becomes critical for
members of HPGs to be aware of the likelihood that they will elicit
resistance and alienation (from members of LPGs with whom they are in
conflict) through using illegitimate techniques, inappropriate sanctions, or
influence that is considered excessive for the situation (Deutsch, 1973). The
cost to the HPG is not only ill will but also the need to be continuously
vigilant and mobilized to prevent retaliation by the LPG.

e The tendencies for members of LPGs are opposite to those of members of
HPGs, with one important exception: LPG members tend to be dependent on
others, have short time perspectives, are unable to plan far ahead, and are
generally discontent . Often the LPG members attempt to rid themselves of
the negative feelings associated with their experiences of powerlessness and
dependence (such as rage and fear) by projecting blame onto even less
powerful groups or onto relatively safe in-group targets. The latter can result
in a breakdown of LPG in-group solidarity (Kanter, 1977), and impair their
capacities for group mobilization in conflict. Intense negative feelings may
also limit the LPG members’ capacity to respond constructively in conflict
with HPGs and impel such destructive impulses as violent destruction of
property (Deutsch, 1973).

Several tactics can enhance the power of LPGs. The first is for the group to
amass more power for assertion—either by increasing their own resources,
organization, cohesion, and motivation for change or by decreasing the
resources of (or increasing the costs for) the HPGs (see chapter 2 in this
Handbook). The latter can be accomplished through acts of civil
disobedience, militancy, or what Alinsky (1971) described as “jujitsu
tactics”: using the imbalance of power in the relationship against the more
powerful. Another approach available to LPG members is to attempt to
appeal to the better side of the members of the HPG by trying to induce
them (through such tactics as ingratiation, guilt, and helplessness) to use
their power more benevolently or by trying to raise HPG awareness of any
injustice that they may be party to. LPGs would also do well to develop a
broad menu of tactics and skills in implementing the strategies of autonomy,
dependence. and community.
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Despite many decades of fine research, our field still lacks a basic unifying
framework that integrates our understanding of the many theories and principles
of power and conflict dynamics. Thus, the findings from this research are often
piecemeal, decontextualized, contradictory, or focused solely on negative
outcomes. I next describe a new model of power and conflict that aims to bring a
sense of coherence and parsimony to the study of power and conflict.

A SITUATED MODEL OF POWER AND
CONFLICT

Our model builds on Deutsch’s theory of social relations and psychological
orientations (Deutsch 1982, 1985, 2007, 2011) to offer a situated model of
power and conflict (Coleman, Kugler, Mitchinson, Chung, and Musallam, 2010;
Coleman, Vallacher, and Nowak, 2012; Coleman, Mitchinson, and Kugler,

2009; see figure 6.1 ). It suggests that when people are faced with a conflict, they
have three primary considerations:
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Figure 6.1 The Situated Model of Power and Conflict
1. Is the other party with me or against me or some combination of both?
2. What is my power relative to the other party’s (high, equal or low)?

3. To what extent are my goals linked to the other party’s goals, and how
important is this conflict and relationship to me?

The model specifies the three basic dimensions of conflict situations:



e The mixture of goal interdependence : The type and mix of goal
interdependence in the relationship, with pure positive forms of goal
interdependence (all goals between parties in conflict are positively linked)
at the extreme left of the x -axis, pure negative interdependence (all goals are
negatively linked) at the extreme right of the x -axis, and mixed-motive types
(combinations of both positively and negatively linked goals) along the
middle of the x -axis.

e The relative distribution of power : The relative degree to which each party
can affect the other party’s goals and outcomes (Depret and Fiske, 1993;
Thibaut and Kelley, 1959). It constitutes the y -axis of the model, with pure
types of unequal distribution of power (A over B) at the top of the y -axis,
the opposite types of unequal distribution of power (B over A) at the bottom
of the axis, and various types of relatively equal distribution of power along
the middle of the y -axis.

e The degree of total goal interdependence—relational importance : The degree
of importance of the relationship and linkage of goals (total goal
interdependence) in conflict. This constitutes the z -axis of the model, with
high degrees of goal interdependence between the parties in conflict located
at the front of the z -axis (strong goal linkages and/or high proportions of
linked goals), low degrees of interdependence located at the rear of the z -
axis (no, few, or weak goal linkages), and moderate degrees of goal
interdependence located along the middle of the z -axis.

These three dimensions constitute the core of the situated model. They provide a
sense of the basic social context in which people experience conflict. Thus,
conflicts that appear to be similar by virtue of representing the same perception
of incompatible activities (you and I are competing for the same job) may be
experienced in fundamentally different ways depending on the settings of the
three parameters in the model (our mix of cooperative or competitive goals; my
high, equal, or low relative power; and the high or low importance of our
relationship).

The situated model suggests that when conflicts are perceived, the three basic
features of social conflict—mix of interdependence, relative distribution of
power, and degree of total interdependence—interact to situate parties
psychologically in different regions of a conflict stimulus field (Kelley 1997): a
perceiver’s representation of his or her external world or environment. These
different regions tend to afford distinct conflict orientations, which are
syndromes of disputants’ perceptions, emotions, values, and behaviors in the



conflict (see figure 6.2 ). In other words, the different regions of the stimulus
field tend to influence how conflicts are perceived (as mutual problems or win-
lose challenges), how it feels to be in the situation (relatively comfortable versus
anxiety provoking), what is likely to be valued in the situation (solving problems
and sharing benefits with other parties versus conquering them), and how to best
go about responding to the conflict and obtaining these values and goals
(through respectful dialogue and problem solving versus forceful domination or
submission to power). The different regions do not rigidly determine specific
thoughts, feelings, and actions in conflict but rather tend to orient disputants like
improvisational scripts; they provide the general frame and contours for
responses to conflict, and mostly determine which behaviors are not appropriate
to a particular situation.
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Figure 6.2 Psychological Orientations in the Basic Conflict Stimulus Field

The findings from research conducted through focus groups, critical incidents,
and correlational and experimental studies have found that when participants
were presented with the same conflict in terms of incompatible goals and issues,
they described markedly different experiences—perceptions, emotions, values,
and behavioral intentions—across the five regional conditions (Coleman et al.
2010; Coleman, Kugler, Mitchinson, and Foster, 2013). When faced with a
region 1 scenario (relative high-power, cooperative, high-interdependence
relations), participants described a more benevolent orientation to conflict than
most other regions. Participants said they valued taking responsibility for the
problem and listening to the other, and they expressed genuine concern for their
low-power counterpart. In contrast, region 2 scenarios (relative high power,
competitive, high interdependence) were found to induce an angrier, more
threatening, and confrontational approach to the other party, with heightened
concerns for their own authority and goals (dominance). Region 3 scenarios (low



power, cooperative, high interdependence) afforded more of an orientation of
appreciative support than the other regions, where people respectfully sought
clarification of roles and responsibilities, worked harder, and felt anxious and
confused about the conflict situations. This was in contrast to the reactions
observed to region 4 scenarios (low power, competitive, high interdependence),
which induced higher levels of stress and anger, a strong need to tolerate the
situation, and a desire to look for possibilities to sabotage the supervisor if the
opportunity presented itself (appeasement). Region 5 scenarios (low
interdependence), in contrast to the others, afforded a less intense experience of
the conflict, where people preferred to simply move on or exit the conflict
(autonomy).

When parties perceive themselves to be located in a particular region of the
stimulus field for extended periods of time (e.g., stuck in low power in a
competitive conflict with their boss), they will tend to foster the development of
a stronger orientation for that region, which can become chronic. Once an
individual has developed a strong propensity for a particular conflict orientation
(e.g., dominance), it can become very difficult to change one’s orientation, even
when it fails to satisfy one’s goals, the intensity of the conflict dissipates, or
social conditions change (see Coleman et al., 2010). More chronic orientations
will often operate with automaticity and may begin to be employed even when
they are inconsistent (ill fitting) with particular situations (Barge, 1996). For
example, case study research on state-level international negotiations also
provides strong support for the view that high-power parties often become very
comfortable with dominance orientations and find it difficult to employ other
strategies when power shifts and conditions change, and that low-power parties
too can become very skilled and accustomed to their role (Zartman and Rubin,
2002).

Generally, more adaptive orientations to conflict—those that allow the use of
different orientations and behaviors in order to satisfy goals in a manner not
incongruent with the demands of the situations encountered—will lead to greater
general satisfaction with conflict processes and outcomes over time. It is
important to stress that each of the different orientations outlined in our model
has its particular utilities, benefits, costs, and consequences depending on the
psychological makeup of people, the orientation of other parties, and the nature
of the situations. Ultimately what is particularly useful in evolving situations of
conflict is the capacity to adapt: to move freely between various orientations and
employ their related strategies and tactics in a manner that helps to achieve one’s
short-and long-term goals.



Case-based research on interstate negotiations found that parties tended to be
more effective in negotiations to the extent that they were able to adjust their
orientations and behavior to the relative (and relevant) power of the other side
(Zartman and Rubin, 2002). In a correlational study (Coleman et al., 2009),
investigators found that more adaptive individuals (those who saw utility in
employing all five orientations when necessary) had greater levels of satisfaction
with conflicts in general than did less adaptive individuals. This study also found
that more adaptive individuals learned more from conflicts and had more global
perspectives on conflict, focusing more on both long-term and short-term goals
than less-adaptive individuals did. Another study found that people who were
able to employ orientations and behaviors that were not incongruent with the
situation (ill fitting) expressed significantly more satisfaction with the processes,
outcomes, relationships, and their own behavior in those conflicts (Coleman and
Kugler, 2011).

The situated model of power and conflict builds on the essential features of
social conflict that have been identified by prior research and theorizes how
different configurations of these factors together influence constructive and
destructive dynamics in conflict. By integrating the three dimensions, the model
helps to synthesize many disparate and even contradictory findings from decades
of prior research and therefore contribute to our understanding of how power,
interdependence, and relational importance affect conflict dynamics. Instead of
emphasizing how a set of predispositions or conditions invokes positive conflict
processes, the model stresses the necessity of adapting flexibly to new situations
in a manner that helps to achieve important goals. Conflicts can be
constructively managed when the disputants are able to move between different
orientations, strategies, and tactics as the evolving situation requires.

IMPLICATIONS FOR TRAINING IN CONFLICT
RESOLUTION

The situated model of power and conflict presented here highlights the
importance of adaptivity in constructive conflict resolution. This is what Harvard
professor Joseph Nye (1990) has called smart power—a capacity to combine the
use of hard power (military, economic) and soft power (moral, cultural) as
circumstances dictate. Research has found that although many negotiators and
leaders tend to get stuck in one approach to negotiating conflict (often
domination), more effective leaders and negotiators are more nimble (Hooijberg
and Quinn, 1992; Lawrence, Lenk, and Quinn, 2009; Zartman and Rubin, 2002).



They read situations more carefully, consider their short-and longer-term
objectives, and then employ a variety of strategies in order to increase the
probabilities that their agenda will succeed (Dérner, 1996).

Thus, according to our model, conflict resolvers of all stripes should develop
their capacities and skills for these traits:

e Domination through command and control—employing power, information,
and authority to demand, incentivize, threaten, coerce, expose and, publicly
shame opponents when absolutely necessary

e Taking the high road through benevolence—modeling exemplary,
collaborative, win-win leadership by listening carefully to the needs and
concerns of opponents, finding common ground on the priority objectives,
and uniting parties around a common vision and purpose

¢ Building bottom-up support—reaching out to the other side, allies, and other
stakeholders in order to persuade, seduce, barter, beg, and ingratiate in order
to mobilize them and secure their support

e Appeasing opponents—Ilearning to tolerate attacks, inflammatory rhetoric,
and hyperbole of opponents in the short-term; give in to them on their key
demands; suck up to them as much as possible, and quietly lay in wait for
conditions to change and opportunities to present themselves to blithely
sabotage them and derail their agenda

¢ Developing autonomy through strong BATNAs (best alternative to a
negotiated agreement)—spending time and energy developing a good plan B,
where they can still achieve their principle goals unilaterally

Our upcoming book, Conflict Intelligence: Harnessing the Power of Conflict
and Influence (Coleman and Ferguson, in press), provides step-by-step
instructions for developing skill in applying these strategies and tactics and
enhancing competencies for adaptivity in conflict.

In conclusion, I offer a few summary propositions from this chapter for use in
designing training approaches for power and conflict. The general goals of such
training are to develop people’s understanding of power, facilitate reflection of
their own tendencies when in low or high power, and increase their ability to use
it effectively when in conflict:

¢ Training should help students understand and reflect critically on their
commonly held assumptions about power, as well as the sources of these
assumptions. It should also educate students on the dynamic complexity of



processes of power and influence; the importance of localized, situation-
specific understanding; and the importance of distinctions such as primary
and secondary power.

¢ Students should be supported in a process that helps them become aware of
their own chronic tendencies to react in situations in which they have
superior or inferior power over others and develop the capacity to employ
dominance, benevolence, appeasement, support, and autonomy when
necessary and appropriate.

e Students should be encouraged to become more emotionally and cognitively
aware of the privileges or injustices they and others experience as a result of
their skin color, gender, economics, class, age, religion, sexual orientation,
physical status, and the like.

¢ In a conflict situation, students should be able to analyze for the other as well
as themselves the resources of power, their orientation to power, and the
strategies and tactics for effectively implementing their available power.
Students should also be able to identify and develop the necessary skills for
implementing their available power in the conflict.

e Students should be able to distinguish between conflicts in which power
with, power from, and power under, rather than power over, are appropriate
orientations to and strategies for resolving the conflict.

Susan Fountain has developed an exercise showing the type of training that gives
students simple yet rich experience useful for exploring and examining many of
the principles I have just described.

Participants in the exercise are asked to leave the training room momentarily.
The room is then organized into two work areas, with several tables grouped to
accommodate four or five people per group in each area. In one work area, the
tables are supplied with markers, colored pencils, paste, poster board,
magazines, scissors, and other colorful and decorative items. In the other work
area, each table receives one piece of white typing paper and two black lead
pencils. The participants are then randomly assigned to two groups and allowed
into the room and seated.

The groups are told that their objective is to use the materials they have been
given to generate a definition of power. They are informed that once each group
has completed its task, they will display their definition and everyone will vote
on the best definition generated from the class. The groups begin their work on
the task. The trainers actively support and participate in the work of the high-



resource group while attempting to avoid contact with members of the low-
resource group. When the work is complete, the class votes on the best definition
of power. The participants are then brought into a circle to debrief.

In our experience with this exercise, many useful learning opportunities present
themselves. For example, the types of definition generated can differ greatly
between the high-resource and low-resource groups. The former tend to produce
definitions that are mostly positive, superficial, and largely shaped by the
mainstream images from the magazines (beauty, status, wealth, computers, and
so on). The low-resource group definitions tend to be more radical and rageful,
often challenging the status quo—and even the authority of the instructors. One
image listed a series of negative emotions and obscenities circled by pencils that
were then jabbed into the paper like daggers. These starkly contrasting
definitions often lead to discussion that identifies the source of these differences.

It is also fairly common in this exercise for many members of the high-resource
group to remain completely unaware of the disparity in resources until it is
explicitly pointed out to them at the conclusion of the exercise. Members of the
low-resource groups, in contrast, are all very aware of the discrepancies. This
can be a very powerful moment. Again, the actual difference in resources is
minor, but it is symbolic of more meaningful ones, and the participants begin to
make the connection to other areas in their lives where they are often blind to
their own privilege.

Finally, during the exercise, members of the low-resource group often attempt to
alter the imbalance of power. They try various strategies, including demanding
or stealing resources, ingratiation, playing on the guilt of high-resource group
members, appealing to higher authorities (the instructors), or challenging the
legitimacy of the exercise. Of course, there are also members of the low-resource
group who simply accept their lot and follow the rules. These choices are all
opportunities to explore what sort of strategies and tactics can be useful when in
low power, have participants reflect on their own inclinations and reactions in
the situation (whether in low or high power), and examine the beliefs and
assumptions on which many of the strategies were based.

CONCLUSION

Rosabeth Kanter once said that power is the last dirty word. I have attempted to
challenge that notion in this chapter and emphasize the potential for an
expansive approach to power in conflict. The realists of the day may remain



skeptical, for the world is filled with evidence to the contrary: evidence of
coercive power holders, power hoarding, of the defensiveness and resistance of
the powerful under conditions that cry out for change. Perhaps the time is ripe
for a new approach to power.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
COMMUNICATION AND CONFLICT

Robert M. Krauss
Ezequiel Morsella

Battle, n. A method of untying with the teeth a political knot that would not
yield to the tongue.

—Ambrose Bierce, The Devil’s Dictionary (1911)

When neighbors feud, lovers quarrel, or nations war, the predictable remedy
prescribed by the voices of reason is communication. The prevailing view is that,
faced with conflict, communicating is always the right thing to do: the UN
Security Council encourages hostile countries to “hold talks,” and marriage
counselors advise quarreling couples to “express their feelings.” So
commonplace is the prescription that advice to the contrary seems anomalous;
it’s difficult to imagine the secretary general imploring hostile nations to refrain
from dialogue. The positive role of communication in ameliorating conflict
seems so obvious that the premise is seldom given serious examination. Why
should communicating be so helpful? Under what conditions does
communication reduce conflict?

An attempt to answer such questions is the main burden of this chapter. In large
part, the answers derive from considering what communication entails and what
its instantiation precludes, that is, what it brings to, and demands of, particular
situations. To understand the complex interplay between communication and
conflict, we describe four paradigms of communication—four models of the

communication process—and consider how each relates to conflict. 1 We briefly
examine communicative mishaps that are potential sources of conflict and
consider how and why communication can ameliorate conflict. Finally, we
discuss some inherent limitations of communication as a peacemaker, limitations
that result from the realization that understanding, the cardinal goal of
communication, does not imply agreement, as Bierce’s definition illustrates.

FOUR COMMUNICATION PARADIGMS

Before we begin discussing the intricate interplay of conflict and

communication, it is important to specify what we mean by the latter term. The
concent of communication is an imnartant farns for fields as diverse as cell
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biology, computer science, ethology, linguistics, electrical engineering,
sociology, anthropology, genetics, philosophy, semiotics, and literary theory,
each of which employs the term in its unique way. Indeed, communication has
been used in so many ways and in so many contexts that, as sociologist Thomas
Luckman observes, it “has come to mean all things to all men.”

Common to all conceptualizations of communication is the idea of information
transfer. Information that originates in one part of a system is formulated into a
message that is transmitted to another part of that system. As a result,
information residing in one locus comes to be replicated at another. In human
communication, the information corresponds to what are loosely referred to as
ideas or, more scientifically, mental representations. In its most elemental form,
human communication may be construed as the process by which ideas
contained within one mind are conveyed to other minds. Though attractive
because of its simplicity, this description fails to capture the true richness and
subtlety of the process by which humans communicate, an enterprise that
involves far more than automatically transferring ideas.

The Encoding-Decoding Paradigm

The most straightforward conceptualization of communication can be found in
the encoder-decoder paradigm , in which communication is described as
transferring information via codes. A code is a system that maps a set of signals
onto a set of meanings. In the simplest kind of code, the mapping is one-to-one:
for every signal there is one and only one meaning, and for every meaning there
is one and only one signal. Such is the case for Morse code. The sequence dot
dot dot dot signifies the letter H, and only H ; conversely, the letter H is
uniquely represented by the sequence dot dot dot dot , and only that sequence.

Much of the communication in nonhuman species is based on the encoding-
decoding principle. For example, vervet monkeys have two distinctive
vocalizations for signaling the presence of their main predators, eagles and
snakes. When one or the other signal is sounded, the vervets respond quickly and
appropriately, scanning the sky in the first case, and scanning the grass around
them in the second. Just as the Morse code dot dot dot dot invariably designates
the letter H , the vervet “aerial predator call” unambiguously signals the
presence of predacious eagles.

Viewing human communication as encoding and decoding assumes a process in
which an abstract proposition is (1) encoded in a message (i.e., transformed into
a signal whose elements have a one-to-one correspondence with the elements of



the proposition) by the sender, (2) transmitted over a channel to the receiver, and
(3) decoded into an abstract proposition that, it is believed, is isomorphic with
the original one. For example, a speaker may formulate the proposition [John]
[give book] [Mary] and thus transmit the message, “John, please give Mary the
book.” After receiving and processing the message, John presumably
understands that he has been asked to give a particular book to someone named
Mary.

One reason the received message may not be identical to the transmitted one is
that all communication channels contribute some degree of noise (any undesired
signal) to the message. The more signal there is relative to the amount of noise
(the signal-to-noise ratio), the closer the transmitted message is to the received
message; hence the more similar the received proposition is to the original one.
A low signal-to-noise ratio can distort the meaning of a message or even render
it incomprehensible.

Noise, of course, has a deleterious effect on all communication, but its effect in
the arena of conflict can be especially pernicious because it forces the recipient
of a message to fill in information the noise has distorted. Given the antagonistic
interpersonal orientation that parties in such situations often have, the filled-in
information is more likely to worsen conflict than reduce it.

As an example of how noise may be introduced into communication, consider
what happens when using third (or fourth or fifth) parties to transmit messages,
in contrast to direct communication. As in the children’s game of Telephone,
each party’s successive retelling of a message is likely to introduce some
distortion, so that when it arrives at the ultimate destination, it may bear little
resemblance to the original. There may be times when discussing delicate
subjects is inadvisable in environments where misunderstanding is likely to
occur. Also, whenever distortion is likely, redundancy (multiple encoded
messages) can be helpful. Restating the same idea in different forms does not
guarantee its acceptance, but it should increase the probability of correct
understanding.

Principle 1.

Avoid communication channels with low signal-to-noise ratios; if that is
impossible, increase redundancy by restating the same idea in various forms.

Noise is not the only factor that can compromise communication. Even if the
transmitted and received messages are identical, the retrieved proposition may
vary significantly from the original. Speaker and listener may be employing



codes that differ subtly, and this may lead to misunderstanding. For example,
lexical choice often reflects a speaker’s implicit attitude toward the subject of the
utterance. In a given situation, any one of several closely related terms (woman,
lady; Negro, black, African American; crippled, handicapped, disabled,
physically challenged ) might serve adequately to designate or refer to a
particular individual, yet each term may be associated with a somewhat different
conceptualization of its referent as part of a complex ideology or network of
attitudes and values. If such ideologies or values are not shared, application of a
term may be construed as antagonistic.

For example, at the height of the Cold War, an offhand comment made by Soviet
Premier Nikita Khrushchev to a British diplomat was translated as, “We will
bury you.” According to linguist Alan K. Melby, Khrushchev’s remark, made in
the context of a conversation about the competition between communism and
capitalism, was essentially a restatement (in considerably more vivid language)
of Marx’s claim of communism’s historic inevitability. Although “we will bury
you” is an acceptable literal rendering of Khrushchev’s words, an equally
accurate, and contextually more appropriate, translation would have been, “We
will be present at your burial.” Such a rendering is consistent with Khrushchev’s
comment later in the same conversation that communism did not need to go to
war to destroy capitalism, since the latter would eventually self-destruct. In the
United States, the common interpretation of “we will bury you” was that “we”
referred to the USSR, “you” meant the United States, and “bury” denoted
annihilate. For many, especially those who viewed communism as a malign
doctrine, the phrase became prima facie evidence of the USSR’s malevolent
intentions toward the United States.

The controversy over proper translation of Khrushchev’s remark reveals a
serious shortcoming of the encoder-decoder account of human communication:
although language is in some respects a code, in other respects it is not. The fact
that “we will bury you” could yield two equally “correct” renderings that
differed so radically underscores the fact that humans do not use language
simply as a set of signals mapped onto a set of meanings.

The Intentionalist Paradigm

The Khrushchev episode dramatically illustrates why the process of encoding
and decoding is not a good characterization of human communication. There
was no question about the specific words Khrushchev had uttered, and
competent translators did not differ on the ways the Russian utterance might be
rendered in English. At issue was a more comblicated auestion: What had



Khrushchev intended the utterance to mean?

The view of communication implicit in the encoder-decoder position is that
meanings of messages are fully specified by their elements—that meaning is
encoded, and that decoding the message is equivalent to specifying its meaning.
However, it is easy to demonstrate that this is often not the case. Unlike the
vervet’s aerial-predator call, which has an invariant significance, in human
communication the same message can be understood to mean different things in
different circumstances, and this fact necessitates a distinction between a
message’s literal meaning and its intended meaning. “Do you know what time it
is?” is literally a question about what the addressee knows, but it is usually
understood as a request. Although its grammatical mood is interrogative, it is
conventionally taken to be an imperative; a reasonable paraphrase might be,
“Tell me the time.” However, not all sentences of the form Do you know X? are
intended as requests; “Do you know C++?” is likely to be understood as a
question about familiarity with a programming language.

Understanding consists of recognizing communicative intentions—not the words
used, but rather what speakers intend those words to mean. The intentionalist
paradigm highlights the danger of participants’ misconstruing each other’s
communicative intentions.

Principle 2.

When listening, try to understand the intended meaning of what your counterpart
is saying.

What might be called the Humpty Dumpty approach to communication (“When
I use a word, it means just what I choose it to mean—neither more nor less”) is a
formula for disaster. In fact, communicators in a conflict situation should assume
precisely the opposite of what Humpty Dumpty’s maxim advises.

Principle 3.

When formulating a message, consider what the listener will take your words to
mean.

Had Khrushchev prefaced, “We will bury you,” with an allusion to Marx’s claim
of communism’s historic inevitability, it is unlikely that the remark would have
fanned the flames of the Cold War.

In conflict, misunderstandings are especially likely because individuals interpret
utterances to be consistent with their own attitudes. More than half a century



ago, Solomon Asch (1946) demonstrated that the same message (“I hold that a
little rebellion, now and then, is a good thing, and as necessary in the political
world as storms are in the physical”) would be interpreted quite differently
depending on whether it was attributed to V. I. Lenin or to Thomas Jefferson (its
actual author). The word rebellion can be interpreted in more than one way.
Respondents’ knowledge of the purported author was an important determinant
of their interpretation of the word, and hence of the message’s intended meaning.

The problem can become considerably more problematic when the parties to the
conflict use different languages to communicate, as the furor caused by
Khrushchev’s remark illustrates. The translator had provided a literal English
rendering of a Russian phrase that was intended to be understood figuratively.
Nonliteral usage is a pervasive feature of language use. It adds enormously to
our ability to formulate colorful and nuanced messages, but it does pose
particular problems for a translator. In the first place, correctly apprehending the
intended meaning of a nonliteral expression often requires cultural knowledge
that goes beyond just technical mastery of the language. Understanding the
significance of Ronald Reagan’s challenge to Soviet Premier Leonid Brezhnev
—“Go ahead, make my day!”—requires at least a vague awareness of the Clint
Eastwood film it echoes, Dirty Harry . It can require considerable cognitive
effort to apprehend a speaker’s communicative intention, but the effort must be
expended if the parties are to understand each other. In the absence of this effort,
communication can become bogged down in a cycle of misinterpretation and
denial:

PARTY 1: You said X.
PARTY 2: Yes, but it should have been obvious that I meant Y.
PARTY 1: Well, how was I to know you didn’t mean X?

Given the flexible relationship between the literal and intended meanings of an
utterance, it is remarkable how well we understand each other. Utterances that
are intended to be understood nonliterally are a common feature of everyday
language use. Although some canonical forms of nonliteral usage are so salient
that they have names (irony, metaphor, hyperbole), more mundane examples of
nonliteral usage pervade everyday talk. When we say that we understand what
others say, we are implicitly claiming to comprehend what they intend for us to
understand. The decoded meaning of the utterance certainly contributes to that
intended meaning, but it is only part of it. Occasionally misunderstandings do
occur (as when an addressee interprets an ironic statement literally), but for the
most part, we understand nonliterally intended utterances correctly, usually



without being consciously aware of possible meanings that such an utterance
could have in other contexts.

Despite facility in accomplishing this, the process by which a listener constructs
the intention of an utterance is exceedingly complex and a matter of some
contention among psycholinguists. In large part, it depends on the existence of
knowledge that is shared between speaker and addressee, or common ground, as
it is often called.

The most elemental kind of common ground communicators rely on is
knowledge of the language they are speaking. But as many an embarrassed
tourist has discovered, much of the common ground that underlies language use
derives from a complex matrix of shared cultural knowledge. Without this
knowledge, many utterances are incomprehensible or, perhaps worse, interpreted
incorrectly. This point is particularly relevant to use of language in conflict
situations, especially when the conflict stems from differences in intention, goal,
value, and ideology. To the extent that such variations derive from a lack of
mutually shared knowledge, communication suffers. Understanding the
importance of common ground in interpreting utterances points to one of the
drawbacks of relying too heavily on an intentionalist interpretation of
communication: the addressee cannot derive the intended meaning from a
message if the meaning resides outside the realm of shared knowledge.
Moreover, since what is common ground for a given speaker varies as a function
of the addressee (i.e., it varies from addressee to addressee), the speaker is
obliged to generate only those utterances that he or she believes the addressee is
capable of understanding.

Of course, it is within participants’ power to make this easy or less easy to
accomplish. Not only can addressees try to look beyond the speakers’ words to
the underlying communicative intention, but speakers can seek to express
themselves in ways that will lead to the desired interpretation on their
addressees’ part. This, of course, requires one to see the world through the eyes
of another.

The Perspective-Taking Paradigm

Perspective taking assumes that individuals perceive the world from differing
vantage points and that because the experiences of each individual depend to
some degree on his or her vantage point, messages must be formulated with this
perspective in mind. The late Roger Brown put the essential idea succinctly:
“Effective coding requires that the point of view of the auditor be realistically
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1magined” (196b, p. 242). However, apart trom the general admonition that the
addressee’s perspective be taken into account, it is not always clear how one
should go about implementing what is sometimes referred to as the principle of
audience design—the idea that messages should be designed to accord with an
addressee’s ability to comprehend them. In the best of circumstances, it is
difficult to take the perspective of another accurately; the more unlike oneself
the other happens to be, the more difficult the task becomes.

In conflict situations, even more problematic than the absence of common
ground may be the misperception of common ground—incorrect assumptions
that communicators make about what their partners know. It is well established
that people’s estimates of what others know, believe, or value tend to be biased
in the direction of their own beliefs—what they themselves know. As a result,
comprehending the intended meaning of an utterance may require knowledge
one lacks, and this is particularly likely if the cultural situations of the parties
involved are markedly different. In all probability, it would never have occurred
to so confirmed a Marxist as Nikita Khrushchev that the context for the
interpretation of his ill-received remark would be anything other than the
doctrine of Marxism’s historic inevitability.

Such misperceptions are common in conflict for two reasons. First, the
magnitude of the perspectival differences that communicators must
accommodate may itself be an important source of conflict. For an ardent pro-
life activist, it may be difficult to conduct a discussion about abortion that is not
grounded in the position that abortion is a kind of murder; messages grounded in
this premise, directed at the activist’s pro-choice counterpart, are unlikely to
ameliorate conflict.

Second, conflict tends to make perceived distinctions among participants more
salient and in so doing heighten the tendency to categorize them as members of
in-groups or out-groups. The language people use in such situations reflects
these distinctions. One manifestation of this is what Maass, Semin, and their
colleagues have termed the linguistic intergroup bias (Maass and Arcuri, 1992;
Maass, Salvi, Arcuri, and Semin, 1989). Any interpersonal act can be
characterized at various levels of generality. For example, an observer might
remark, “John carried Mary’s suitcase,” or “John helped Mary,” or “John is a
helpful person,” all in reference to the same incident. A well-established
research finding is that people describe the actions of in-group and out-group
members with systematic differences. For an action that is negatively valent, the
behavior of out-group members tends to be characterized at a relatively high
level of abstraction, while that of in-group members is characterized more



concretely. For positively valent behaviors, however, the pattern is reversed.
Positively valent behavior of out-group members is characterized as a specific
episode, while that of in-group members is characterized abstractly.

One consequence of the linguistic intergroup bias is to make stereotypes
resistant to disconfirmation, since behavior that is congruent with a negative out-
group stereotype tends to be characterized as a general property (“Smith is
aggressive”), while behavior that is inconsistent with the stereotype tends to be
characterized in quite specific terms (“Smith gave CPR to an accident victim”).
The enhanced salience of stereotypes in conflict situations enormously
complicates the process by which, again in Brown’s words, “the point of view of
the auditor [can be] realistically imagined,” and by so doing undermines the
effectiveness of communication.

Principle 4.
When speaking, take your listener’s perspective into account.

Just as the speaker must take pains to be aware of the possible constructions
listeners may place on an utterance, listeners have to be sensitive to the
alternative constructions an utterance might yield. Although we habitually
respond to what others say as though it could mean one and only one thing, this
is seldom the case.

How insensitivity to this principle can affect communication is illustrated in a
1999 controversy involving Washington, DC, public advocate David Howard’s
use of the word niggardly in a conversation with two aides. The aides, both
African Americans, were unfamiliar with the obscure synonym for stingy and
took it to be a form of a similar-sounding racial epithet, to which it is in fact
etymologically unrelated. The ensuing flap (Howard, who is Caucasian, initially
resigned but was then reinstated by Mayor Anthony Williams) polarized activists
on both sides of the political spectrum. Although Howard was correct
philologically, he was mistaken in assuming the word niggardly was in common
ground. In retrospect, it seems clear that his choice of words was injudicious.
Because the word was obscure, there was a good chance that at least some
people would not know its meaning, and because of its similarity to a taboo
word, the likelihood was great that it would be misinterpreted. Especially in
situations where the addressee’s interpretation is consequential, an effective
communicator tries to view his or her own utterances from the other’s
perspective.

A serious complication of perspective taking in conflict situations derives from



what is called the multiple audience problem. It is not uncommon for a
communication to be designed to simultaneously convey different messages to
different listeners, and this seems particularly likely to occur in conflict
situations. For example, a mayor negotiating a salary increase with the teachers’
union may feel it is necessary to “send a message” to other municipal unions that
he is willing to run the risk of a strike. Or the leader of the union may go to great
lengths to ensure that a reasonable concession, part of the normal give-and-take
of negotiation, is not seen by union members as a sign of weakness. The number
of different (and sometimes contradictory) perspectives that a speaker may feel
obliged to take into account can make public or open negotiations extremely
difficult. Other things being equal, participants would be well advised to reduce
the number of audiences to which their messages are addressed.

Of course, another person’s perspective is not always self-evident. It probably is
in the best interests of the parties to expend some effort ascertaining what is and
is not in common ground, and if necessary enlarging its contents. Such mutually
cooperative efforts to ensure coordination on meaning is the essence of a
dialogic approach to communication (discussed next). Participants deeply
enmeshed in an acrimonious and apparently intractable conflict may find it
difficult to achieve the degree of sensitivity to the other that such an approach
requires. But without it there can be no communication of any consequence.

The Dialogic Paradigm

Thus far, our discussion has depicted communication as an unremittingly
individualistic process—the product of contributions by what Susan Brennan has
called “autonomous information processors.” Speakers and addressees act with
respect to one another, but they act as individual entities. Communication
consists of a set of discursively related but independent episodes. This kind of
depiction may be appropriate for certain communications, such as the process by
which writers communicate with their readers and broadcasters with their
audiences, but it seems to miss the essence of what happens in most of the
situations in which people communicate.

Participants in conversations and similar highly interactive communicative forms
behave less like autonomous information processors and more like participants
in an intrinsically cooperative activity. Clark and Brennan (1991) have made the
point nicely: “It takes two people working together to play a duet, shake hands,
play chess, waltz, teach, or make love. To succeed, the two of them have to
coordinate both the content and process of what they are doing. . . .
Communication . . . is a collective activity of the first order” (p. 127).



What we call the dialogic paradigm focuses on the collaborative nature of
communicative activity. Perhaps the most fundamental respects in which the
other three paradigms we have discussed differ from the dialogic is where they
locate meaning. For the encoding-decoding paradigm, meaning is a property of
messages; for the intentionalist paradigm, it resides in speakers’ intentions; for
the perspective-taking paradigm, it derives from the addressee’s point of view.

In dialogic perspective, communication is regarded as a joint accomplishment of
the participants, who have collaborated to achieve some set of communicative
goals. Meaning is socially situated—deriving from the particular circumstances
of the interaction—and the meaning of an utterance can be understood only in
the context of those circumstances. Because the participants are invested in
understanding, and being understood by, each other, speakers and addressees
take pains to ensure that they have similar conceptions of the meaning of each
message before they proceed to the next one.

An encoding-decoding approach to communication puts the listener in the role
of a passive recipient whose task is to process the meaning of the transmitted
message, but a participant in a communicative interchange is not limited to this
role. Active listeners raise questions, clarify ambiguous declarations, and take
great pains to ensure that they and their counterpart have the same understanding
of what has been said. It is instructive to observe the person who is not speaking
in a conversation in which the participants are deeply involved. Typically, such
listeners are anything but inactive. They nod, interject brief comments (“uh-
huh,” “yes,” “right, right,” “hmmm”), and change their facial expressions to
mirror the emotive content of what is being said. These actions—sometimes
called communicating in the back channel—are one means by which participants
demonstrate their involvement in the interaction and their understanding of what
has been said. Considerable research has shown that the absence of back-channel
responses makes communication significantly more difficult (Krauss, 1987).
Effective communication requires that listeners be responsive.

Principle 5.
Be an active listener.

This recommendation seems to ask parties involved in an unresolved conflict to
behave cooperatively; indeed, that is precisely what they do. Communication is
intrinsically a cooperative activity. As the dialogic perspective makes clear, in
communication the participants must collaborate to create meaning, and one
reason that communication between conflicting parties so often is unavailing is



that the parties are unable to collaborate to that degree. As Bismarck might have
remarked, communication becomes a continuation of conflict by verbal means.
Of course, the cooperation necessary for effective communication is of a
minimal sort, and participants may collaborate to express (one hopes regretfully)
their inability to see a resolution that is mutually acceptable. Nevertheless, that
communication can be a first step, and developing lines of communication can
be the foundation on which a solution ultimately rests. A paradoxical fact about
human nature is that few things are as effective in inducing conflicting parties to
cooperate as a common foe. In communication, the common foe is
misunderstanding, and in collaborating to vanquish this enemy, the parties to a
conflict may be taking the first step toward reducing their differences.

Principle 6.

Focus initially on establishing conditions that allow effective communication to
occur; the cooperation that communication requires, once established, may
generalize to other contexts.

FORM VERSUS SUBSTANCE: BOTH MATTER

Each of the four paradigms reveals pitfalls that an effective communicator
should avoid (noise, third-party transmitters, multiple audiences, and so on). The
discussion thus far has mainly focused on the inherent complexity of
communication and how its misuse can engender or exacerbate conflict. At first
glance, the picture it presents is bleak. Tallying all the ways a communicative
interchange can go awry leads one to wonder whether communication can ever
have an ameliorative effect. Nevertheless, we all know that at least some
disputes do get resolved peacefully, that long-standing adversaries can become
allies, and that even seemingly irresolvable conflicts can be isolated, allowing
parties to “agree to disagree.” In this section, we consider some simple behaviors
that can enhance (though not guarantee) the ameliorative effects of
communication.

Given a genuine desire to resolve the conflict, communication, artfully
employed, can help achieve that end. Obviously what is most critical is the
substance of the communication—the quality of the proposals and
counterproposals that each participant makes. It would be foolish to expect
others to accept solutions not in their best interests just because of “good
communication.” However, quite apart from substance, the form that messages
take can have (sometimes unintended) consequences. The very flexibility that



makes communication so adaptable a tool also allows for more and less effective
ways of achieving the same ends. For example, “Shut the door,” “Would you
mind closing the door?” and “I wish we could leave the door open, but it’s so
noisy” could (in appropriate contexts) be instances of utterances understood to
have the same intended meaning. Although they differ in grammatical type and
in the particular words they employ, all are understood as directives—attempts
to induce the addressee to do something.

Utterances often are described in terms of the speech acts (Austin, 1962) they
represent. Like physical actions, the things we say are intended to accomplish
certain purposes; but unlike physical actions, they accomplish their purposes
communicatively rather than directly. As we have just illustrated, the same
speech act can be accomplished by a variety of utterances. Nevertheless,
although “Shut the door” and “Would you mind closing the door?” both
represent directives to close the door, they differ in another respect. The latter is
an indirect speech act (one whose literal and intended meanings differ), while
the former is a direct speech act that represents its meaning literally. Generally,
indirect speech acts are perceived as more polite than direct ones, probably
because the two kinds of directive have implications for the status or power
differential of requester and requestee. Although different versions of the same
speech act may be identical insofar as the message’s explicit content (construing
that term narrowly) is concerned, it behooves a communicator to ensure that the
form of the message does not undermine the information it conveys.

Principle 7.

Pay attention to message form.

CONCLUSION

We conclude this discussion with a point we alluded to earlier. Communication
is not a panacea, and in the absence of genuine desire to resolve conflict, it is as
likely to intensify the parties’ disagreement as to moderate it. Although the point
may seem too obvious to warrant mentioning, conflicts often serve multiple
functions, and the parties may approach resolution with some ambivalence. They
may find that the perceived benefits of continuing conflict outweigh its costs. In
such cases, communication aimed at resolving the conflict may be unavailing—
and could conceivably make things worse.

In a study published more than forty-five years ago, Krauss and Deutsch (1966)
provided subiects in a bargaining experiment with an opportunitv to



communicate. The bargaining problem they confronted in the experiment was a
relatively simple one to solve. However, allowing participants the means by
which they could obstruct each other’s progress complicated matters
considerably, typically resulting in poorer outcomes for both. The means of
obstruction transformed participants’ focus from jointly solving a simple
coordination problem to devising individual strategies that would defeat the
other. Giving them a verbal communication channel did not materially improve
matters; indeed, in some cases it made things worse.
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The results of this experiment underscore the naiveté of regarding
communication as the universal solvent for conflict, one whose application is
certain to improve matters. More realistic is a view of communication as a
neutral instrument—one that can be used to convey threats as well as offers of
reconciliation, to put forth unreasonable offers as well as acceptable ones, to
inflame a tense situation as well as to defuse it.

Given a genuine desire to resolve a conflict, communication can facilitate
achieving this goal. Although we can affect others (and be affected by them)
through communication, we can affect them (and be affected by them) only so
much. The fruit of communication is to establish understanding, but beyond this,
communication can do little (directly) to change the state of affairs or sway the
outcome of a conflict based on irreconcilable goals. Good communication
cannot guarantee that conflict is ameliorated or resolved, but poor
communication greatly increases the likelihood that conflict continues or is made
worse.

Note

1. In this chapter, we try to summarize very briefly a large body of theory and
research on the social psychology of communication as it relates to conflict.
Space limitations prevent us from doing much more than skimming the
surface, and in so doing we present a picture that is distorted in certain
respects. Detailed treatments of these issues can be found in Krauss and
Fussell (1996) and Krauss and Chiu (1998).
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CHAPTER EIGHT
LANGUAGE, PEACE, AND CONFLICT
RESOLUTION

Francisco Gomes de Matos

This chapter aims at contributing to the understanding of the interrelationship of
language, peace, and conflict resolution by drawing on approaches, insights, and
practices from interdisciplinary sources. It is organized in three sections,
beginning with a discussion of the key concepts in the title and an updated,
expanded definition of language. The second section summarizes the
implications, for applied peace linguistics, of four communication-based
approaches to conflict resolution, selected from the literature in English and
Portuguese. In the third section, implications are drawn for the preparation of
peaceful language users; examples are given for a mnemonically based
technique designed to help language users communicate peacefully in
sociopolitical contexts. The chapter concludes with a call for the integration of
language, peace, and conflict as a new type of communicative right and
responsibility to be considered in the peace education of language users.

CONCEPTS OF LANGUAGE, PEACE, AND
CONFLICT RESOLUTION

To examine the interconnectedness of language, peace, and conflict resolution
would call for probing each core concept in the perspective of each of the three
fields and then relationally. Instead, I provide a brief description of how
linguists, peace educators and psychologists, and conflict resolution researchers
view those fundamental processes for human interaction, growth, and
development.

What is language? is the first question posed by scientists called linguists, whose
goals may be broad and deep. Thus, a look at the table of contents of a reference
work by Crystal and Crystal (2000) shows that linguists’ interests can range
from the nature of language—analysis of its structure, diversity, functions,
meanings, forms—through its uses and effects (friendly or unfriendly). How do
linguists define or characterize language? In that source we find these
statements: “Language is a purely human and non-instinctive method of



communicating ideas, emotions and desires by means of a system of voluntarily
produced symbols” (Sapir, 2000), and, “Language is a social fact” (de Saussure,
2000). Definitions of language reflect the theoretical or applicational views of
definers; thus, cognitively oriented linguists might regard language as “a
cognitive system which is part of a human being’s mental or psychological
structure” (Atkinson and others, 1999, p. 1).

The most recurring defining element in these lists of traits of language is that of
systematicity. In my surveys of the literature for distinguishing features of
language (Gomes de Matos, 1973, 1994), the view of language as a system
occurred more frequently than descriptions: “Language is social,” for example,
or, “Language varies/changes.” Although lists of traits of language have been
enriched with the cognitive dimension, an important feature has been
conspicuously missing: that of humanization. To fill that conceptual gap, I
suggested that “the humanizing nature of language” be added to the linguistics
literature (Gomes de Matos, 1994, p. 106). In merely stating that language is
human, we do not do full justice to another distinguishing trait of that system: its
humanizing power. Such a trait would subsume both making language human
(the traditional sense) and making language humane (the newer sense).
Realistically, such characterization of language would be worded so as to cover
both its humanizing and dehumanizing power, because, as linguists Bolinger
(1980) and Crystal and Crystal (2000) have emphasized, language can also be
used as a weapon.

That such a (de)humanizing trait of language is still invisible in works for a
general audience can be seen from looking through dictionaries. Thus, Random
House Webster’s College Dictionary (1997, p. 737) carries on the tradition of
defining language as “communication using a system of arbitrary vocal sounds,
written symbols, signs, or gestures in conventional ways with conventional
meanings,” but it does not make the dehumanizing trait explicit, despite offering
its readers a useful section on avoiding insensitive and offensive language, with
examples of linguistic sexism and ageism. If I were to update definitions of
language within the perspective adopted for this chapter, I would sum it up in
this way: language is a mental marvel for peaceful meaning making and problem
solving. Such formulation reflects the fact that we are cognitive, communicative,
creative, and (potentially) peaceful language users.

Another critical question is: Have the concepts of peace and conflict been dealt
with in the linguistics literature? The answer is in the affirmative, but minimally
so, with possible increasing attention as peace linguistics gains momentum. This



emerging branch of linguistics is the study of the interaction of language and
peace for improving human communicative life. Interestingly, the expression
linguistics of conflict appears in a sociolinguistics book (Downes, 1998) and
“Discourse and Conflict” is the title of a chapter in a comprehensive handbook
(Schiffrin, Tannen, and Hamilton, 2001). Precursorily, dehumanization (through
vocabulary and syntax) is discussed in Van Dijk’s Handbook for Discourse
Analysis (1985). What about peace? How do linguists define or characterize it?
A suggested definition is given by Hungarian scholars Szepe and Horanyi in a
publication sponsored by the World Federation of Modern Language Teachers
Association (1995, p. 66): “Peace is a dynamic process of cooperation for the
resolution of conflicts.” Significantly, in that book, we are told that in
UNESCO’s Linguapax Program, “Language can be viewed in a broader sense,
as the merger of two global fields: language and peace” (p. 65).

Given this chapter’s threefold conceptual focus—language, peace, and conflict
resolution—two exemplary definitions of peace by scholars of conflict
resolution seem appropriate: one by Yarn, author of the Dictionary of Conflict
Resolution (1999)—“Peace: state or condition of quiet, security, justice, and
tranquility” (Yarn, personal communication, September 15, 2001)—and the
other from Deutsch: “Peace—whether intrapsychic, interpersonal, intragroup, or
international—is a state of harmonious cooperation among the entities involved”
(personal communication, October 6, 2003).

Before looking at the third concept in this chapter’s title, conflict resolution, let’s
see how pervasive the underlying concept of conflict is in a recent lexicographic
volume of interest to researchers in conflict resolution and in peace linguistics:
Sharp’s Dictionary of Power and Struggle (Sharp, 2012). In its 997 entries, there
are 102 in which the concept-term conflict occurs. Thus, we are led to agree with
Sharp, a political scientist, that “we live in a world filled with conflicts” (p. 1).
Here is the alphabetically arranged list of entries in that pioneering lexicon in
which use is made of the noun conflict . Note that eight entries refer to specific
types of conflict, but many other forms of conflict are discussed or mentioned in
the dictionary: accommodation, ambush, arbitration, authority backlash, battle,
case history, casualty, civilian, civilian struggle, civil resistance, civil war, class
struggle, coercion, collaboration, combat, commercial resistance, commercial
war, compromise, conciliation, conflict, conflict resolution, conflict studies,
contingency plans, conversion, decollaboration, defeat, defiance of blockade,
demolition, domestic conflict, dynamics of violent action, economic
nonintercourse, escalation, Fabian tactics, fearless, fight, front, general
administrative noncooperation, grand strategy, guerrilla warfare, indirect



strategy, industrial conflict, institutionalized violence, intergroup conflict,
intersocietal conflict, intrasocietal conflict, irregular warfare, just war,
leadership, logistics, maneuver, Marxism, mechanism of change, mediation,
militancy, militant, military, military war, negotiation, neutrality, nonviolent
struggle, occupation forces, open conflict, opponents, pacifism, peace,
peacekeeper, peacekeeping, peace research, political ambush, political warfare,
politics, professional strike, protracted struggle, provisional government, public
opinion, realism, reconciliation, repression, sabotage, seizure of assets, selective
patronage, social conflict, social distance, solidarity, strategic advance,
strategy, strike, struggle group, struggle technique, subversion, success, tactic,
terror, third parties, truce, ultimatum, unconventional warfare, violent action,
war, war resistance .

Sharp defines conflict resolution as “the diverse ways in which conflicts are
settled without violence.” Such ways “include arbitration, conciliation, judicial
or legislative action, negotiation and other approaches” (p. 96). How would
peace researchers define conflict resolution ? A renowned peace educator says,
“Conflict is a part of all our lives: yet few of us have the skills to transform
conflict from a painful destructive process to one of significant learning and
constructive change” (Reardon, 2001, p. 103). She cogently argues that “conflict
resolution is one function of nonviolence” (p. 106).

Mention of violence is a good reminder of the major goal of this chapter: helping
to integrate language, peace, and conflict resolution as an approach to
understanding, preventing, monitoring, overcoming, and, if possible, eliminating
forms of communicative violence in our personal lives, our communities, and
the world. Alas, that human beings can be communicatively violent is easy to
demonstrate through a list of thirty verbs in English expressing violent
communicative acts: abuse, antagonize, attack, belittle, blow off steam,
browbeat, bully, coerce, calumniate, debase, defame, deprecate, discriminate,
disparage, disrespect, degrade, force, fustigate, humiliate, intimidate, insult,
irritate, mock, offend, oppress, ridicule, scorn, slander, stigmatize , and vilify .

As an instructive and revealing exercise, readers are urged to produce a
corresponding list of verbs representing peaceful communicative acts. Would
these lexical items outnumber those in the list of verbally destructive actions?
Here are some peace-enhancing verbs (contextualization would provide the
necessary positiveness): affirm, agree, acknowledge, applaud, approve, assist,
benefit, bless, build, celebrate, commend, compliment, congratulate, console,
construct, dignify, encourage, enhance, exalt, hail, help, honor, improve, like,



love, praise, promote, recommend, reconcile , and respect . That human beings
need to be educated as peaceful language users is one of the chief motivations
for writing this chapter. Another reason is the powerful and pervasive role that
metaphors play in the uses of languages, especially with representations of
conflict, war, and peace.

To illustrate how much language users activate metaphors based on war, here is
a list of verbs Ellison (2002) used: attack, be vulnerable, camouflage,
counterattack, deface, disarm, entrap, fight, fight back, retaliate, sabotage , and
supply with ammunition . Given this chapter’s focus on the interplay of
language, peace, and conflict resolution, a strategy for enhancing language
users’ awareness of the pervasiveness of war-based metaphors is what I call the
use of contrastive metaphors. It consists of presenting sets of three verbs,
displayed as a continuum from war based to peace based: “X attacked/strongly
criticized/questioned Y’s views. X’s views conflict/differ from/are not the same
as mine. Of Y’s argument, X demolished it/showed that it was wrong/showed
that it was questionable.”

This practice of using contrastive metaphors in continuums of human attitudes,
emotions, and feelings could have its place in the educational sun all over the
world. After having characterized language, here is a brief definition of the
science that is exclusively focused on language, both theoretically and
applicationally: linguistics.

Linguistics is the scientific study of language, that is, of the universal human
faculty of communication and expression as realized through specific systems
called languages. Applied linguistics (AL) is an interdisciplinary field that
addresses an increasing variety of language-based problems in areas such as
language learning and teaching, literacy, language contact, language policy and
planning, language pathology, and language use. (For details, see Grabe, 2002.)
Given the diversity of research approaches in AL (Duff, 2002) and the
increasing importance of peace and conflict in the social and political sciences, it
is natural to expect a growing interest among applied linguists in peaceful and
conflictive aspects of language use.

I started to explore the connection between language and peace in the early
1990s through workshops and seminars on constructive communication in
Portuguese, the outcome of which was a book advocating a pedagogy of
positiveness (Gomes de Matos, 1996). I had presented the core concept
underlying that approach—communicative peace—in a sociolinguistics
publication three years earlier (Gomes de Matos, 1993) and revisited it in a brief



discussion for a journal that was new in the field of peace education at the time
(Gomes de Matos, 2005a). Peace linguistics is an emerging approach with a
focus on peaceful/nonviolent uses of languages and an emphasis on “attitudes
which respect the dignity of individual language users and communities”
(Crystal, 1999, p. 255). Its complementary side, applied peace linguistics (APL),
could be defined as an interdisciplinary approach aimed at helping educational
systems create conditions for the preparation of human beings as peaceful
language users. My commitment to APL reflects the conviction that every
citizen should have the right to learn to communicate peacefully for the good of
humankind (Gomes de Matos, 2005b).

IMPLICATIONS FOR AN APPLIED PEACE
LINGUISTICS

After briefly characterizing linguistics, applied linguistics, peace linguistics ,
and applied peace linguistics —an Internet search for such terms can be
instructive—attention in this section focuses on possible implications of four
language-based approaches to conflict resolution. The key question is, “What
implications can we draw that would inspire work in APL?” Because limitations
of space prevent the exploration of different kinds of implications, I have opted
to examine educational implications as a means of translating some key concepts
and insights from each conflict resolution approach (CRA) into an applied peace
linguistics perspective.

Nonviolent Communication

The first CRA, known as nonviolent communication, is grounded on a broadly
based conceptual repertoire: appreciation, compassion, conflict,
feeling(s)/nonfeelings, judgments, needs, positive action, responsibility, and
vocabulary (for feelings).

Because our focus here is on applications of CRA by human beings as language
users, Rosenberg, the author of Nonviolent Communication (2003), included a
chapter in that book titled “Applying NVC in Our Lives and World.” The
finding of such applicational sense in a conflict resolution (CR) work helps bring
together its author—in this case, a psychologist—and applied linguists engaged
in peaceful communication.

How can the key concepts in NVC be translated into APL? A simple way of
bringing the two approaches closer is to add the adjective communicative to each



of the concepts in the NVC system, thus: communicative appreciation,
communicative compassion, communicative conflict, communicative
responsibility , and so forth. The addition of communicative gives each NVC
concept greater specificity and serves as a reminder to language users that peace
in and through language is a varied and vast territory inhabited by interrelated
dimensions.

Another educationally relevant contribution of the NCV to APL is its two lists of
vocabulary for feelings (Rosenberg, 2003). The first list, of adjectives
representing positive feelings (needs being met), can serve as a checklist of
communicative responsibilities. In such spirit, language users would be
challenged to be communicatively affectionate, appreciative, cheerful, free,
friendly, good humored, loving, optimistic, peaceful, pleasant, tender , and warm
. That same enumeration could become a list of nouns, representing
communicatively desirable actions: communicative affection, appreciation , and
so forth. The second list Rosenberg provided is focused on negative feelings
(needs not being met). Accordingly, language users could use them as reminders
of what to avoid in interacting with other human beings. Such a preventive or
self-monitoring checklist would include, for example, communicative anger,
bitterness, despair, exasperation, hostility, impatience, irritation, pessimism,
resentment, shock , and wretchedness . A third inspiring insight from NVC could
be borrowed by applied peace linguists: the translation of judgmental vocabulary
and phraseology into nonjudgmental, peace-promoting equivalents.
Provocatively, Rosenberg makes a case against the objectionable use of should
when it creates shame or guilt. He argues that “this violent word, which we
commonly use to evaluate ourselves, is so deeply ingrained in our consciousness
that many of us would have trouble imagining how to live without it,” and he
counsels, “Avoid shoulding yourself!” (Rosenberg, 2003, p. 131).

Rosenberg’s mention of violent words provides food for thought and action by
applied peace linguists. What violent vocabulary do we use not only about other
human beings but about ourselves, and how can that be self-monitored? How
can our condition of peaceful communicative creatures be improved in that
respect? The seemingly unconscious use of negative verbs, which may reflect
imposed authority or oppression, would be another area for collaborative
investigation by CR experts and applied peace linguists. An example would be a
teacher’s use of the verb force in a classroom context: “I don’t force my students
to read texts aloud in front of the class.” In this case, the humanizing verb
expected of a peaceful-language-aware educator would be ask . Two other
authoritarian verbs that may be found in teacher discourse are have and let , as in



these remarks heard during a teacher education workshop: “Do you have your
students share their notes with their peers?” (alternate humanizing verbs: ask,
encourage ), and, “I let/allow my students to use a bilingual dictionary, during
essay writing in English” (alternate humanizing equivalents: “I assure my
students their right . . .” or, more empathically, “My students have the right . .
.”). The very use of should in classroom instructions can also be questioned.
Thus, saying, “One student should assume the role of minigroup leader,” instead
of could may reflect the fact that teachers and teacher educators are unaware of
the humanizing nature of language use, a trait of language that is new in the
linguistics and communication literature.

Nonviolent Communication Research

Founded in 1984 by far-sighted, innovative psychologist Marshall Rosenberg,
the Center for Nonviolent Communication has grown into an international
nonprofit organization that provides expertise in the NVC approach through a
network of “well over 150 certified trainers worldwide” (Cox and Dannahy,
2005, p. 41). Given its longevity and increasing internationalization, NVC has
been tested in varied contexts.

According to Thomas P. Caruso (personal communication, November 2, 2005),
research was conducted in Costa Rica in 2004 on the impact of NVC training at
the Elias Castro School of Excellence; in the United States in 2002 as A Step
toward Violence Prevention: NVC, part of a college curriculum; in the
Netherlands in 2001 on NVC as a way to reduce violence in kindergartens; in
Finland in 2001 on how NVC reduces bullying by 26 percent at the International
School of Helsinki; and in Yugoslavia in 1996 as “Mutual Education: Giraffe
Language in Kindergartens and Schools” (the giraffe, the land animal with the
largest heart, is the symbol for the compassionate language advocated by NVC
practitioners). Researchers in conflict resolution can gain a sense of the high
quality of empirical research on the effects of NVC by reading a 2005 paper by
Cox and Dannahy in which they use the Rosenberg model “as a way of
developing the openness needed for successful communication in e-mentoring
relationships.” According to those researchers (one from the United States, the
other from the United Kingdom), “there is evidence to suggest that the use of
NVC, with its focus on feelings and needs, encourages trusting relationships
characterized by openness.” Interestingly, they continue, “Case study research
was undertaken with students participating in an online coaching and mentoring
module that formed part of a Masters degree at a British university.” In their
conclusion, they state that “the most noteworthy indication of NVC’s ability to



facilitate electronic dialogue is illustrated through the speed at which in-depth
relationships were forged with students.” (For insights into applied research
possibilities by NVC for individual and group practice, Nonviolent
Communication: Companion Workbook by Leu, 2003, is well worth reading.)

Appreciative Inquiry

This approach places “language at the center of human organizing and change”
(Whitney and Trosten-Bloom, 2003, p. 53) and characterizes that system as “the
vehicle by which communities of people create knowledge and make meaning”
(p. 56). Four key concepts of appreciative inquiry (Al) are positive change,
meaning making, freedoms, and power. Positive change emphasizes the positive
potential of people and organizations by focusing on “the best of what has been,
what is, and what might be” (p. 15). From a peace linguistics perspective, Al
authors believe that “words create worlds” and that language has the power to
create social change and reality (p. 53). The term meaning making means the
sharing of interview data—stories, quotes, and inspirational highlights—for
deeper interaction. Freedoms , “six conditions for the liberation of power” (p.
238), include the freedom to be heard. In Al, “having no voice . . . is the
experience of the oppressed. To be heard is to have a recognized and credible
voice”(p. 241). By power the authors mean “the capacity to create, innovate, and
positively influence the future” or “an unlimited relational resource” (p. 236).
Also of possible applicational interest is AI’s “Positive Principle: Positive
Questions Lead to Positive Change”(p. 66). Such formulation is similar to the
philosophy underlying the checklist for asking questions positively proposed by
Gomes de Matos (1996).

Although Whitney and Trosten-Bloom (2003) do not deal explicitly with the
core concept of conflict, examples are provided of communicative conflicts in
the workplace. Of additional interest, especially to researchers in typologies of
conflict, is Whitney and Trosten-Bloom’s mention of Al meetings of people
experiencing conflicts of a cultural, generational, or religious nature. Those
researchers in organizational change acknowledge the relevance of the field of
positive psychology and claim that the approach initiated by American
Psychological Association president Martin Seligman in 1998, “along with
Appreciative Inquiry, may well revolutionize the way that we live, work, and
organize our families, communities, and businesses” (p. 85). For applied peace
linguists, it is gratifying to learn from Whitney and Trosten-Bloom that
“psychologists, like organization development consultants, believe that, to
contribute constructively to human and societal well-being, they need to develop



a vocabulary ot joy, hope, and health” (p. 85).

Research on Al

Appreciative inquiry, a process for positive change, had its beginnings at Case
Western Reserve University in 1985. It is being used by businesses, educational
institutions, health care systems, governments, and communities in the United
States and abroad. As Whitney and Trosten-Bloom state, “Appreciative Inquiry
(AI) is a bold invitation to be positive. . . . Over and over people have told us
that Al works, in part, because it gives people the Freedom to be Positive”
(2003, p. 250). The positive impact of Al comes from its capacity to bring
together and liberate the power of diverse groups of people. In a personal
communication (November 2, 2005), Whitney clarifies that

research into why Al works shows that its 4-D Cycle (discovery, dream,
design, and delivery) is effective as a change process for five reasons: 1) it
lets people meet and be known to each other in relationships rather than in
roles; 2) it enables people to be heard for what they value and care about; 3)
it creates opportunities for people to share their dreams in a broader
community of colleagues and friends; 4) it fosters an environment in which
people are able to choose how they want to contribute; and 5) it builds
systems and structures through which people are supported in taking risks
to create and to innovate.

Rios and Fisher (2003) provide an example of the use of Al as a tool for conflict
transformation in which they explore how the positive features of AI might help
bring about reconciliation between conflicting parties in the longstanding
maritime conflict between Bolivia and Chile. In their conclusion, the two
researchers say that “although AI applications in corporate and community
settings have been successful in addressing complicated issues, scenarios of
deep-rooted and longstanding conflict within or between countries can bring
quite different challenges” (p. 247). According to Whitney, “It is AI’s relational,
narrative approach to the cooperative discovery of what matters to people that is
at the heart of its success as a process for creating positive futures in human
organizations and communities” (personal communication, May 2, 2005). (On
other uses of Al methodology, see Sampson, Abu-Nimer, Liebler, and Whitney,
2003.)

Powerful Nondefensive Communication

This approach shares with NVC the use of the negative prefix non , which has



been universalized in such foundational concepts as Gandhi’s nonviolence , a
term coined in 1915, meaning “the policy or practice of refraining from the use
of violence, as in protesting oppressive authority” (Random House Webster’s
College Dictionary , 1997, p. 891). When asked why she used a negative
hyphenated word, nondefensive , powerful nondefensive communication (NDC)
author Ellison explains that she “couldn’t find a word in the English language
that describes how to communicate without (a) being dependent on the other
person’s cooperation and (b) joining in the power struggle” (personal
communication, April 21, 2005). She adds that “most of the words like peaceful,
cooperative , and so on, inspire most people to think of the cooperative.” She
continues, “My process allows people to speak with power regardless of whether
s/he cooperates.”

On Ellison’s combining power and nondefensiveness in her book’s subtitle, The
Art of Powerful NonDefensive Communication , she clarifies that people respond
strongly to those two adjectives together and want to know more about being
powerful and nondefensive at the same time (personal communication, April 21,
2005).

The core concepts in powerful nondefensive communication (PNDC) are power,
the war model (a traditional system of communicating), and the powerful
nondefensive model (tools instead of weapons). Although the term peace is
conspicuously absent from the book’s index, it is given prominence in its
conclusion: “Peace and Power.” In another personal message, Ellison sums up
her approach to power, language, and peace in this way: “The tendency toward
power struggle among individuals and groups of people and conflict in epidemic
proportions is often seen simply as human nature. It seems to be the story of
recorded human history. I believe that we have used a particular understanding
of power as the foundation of all human communication and if we were to
change how we conceive of power and use it, we could change human destiny”
(August 10, 2005). Ellison states that “the war model reflects a unilateral view of
power, with subsequent need to control and manipulate expressed in how we use
language, asking questions that are interrogating, making statements of opinion
as fact, and trying to convince others to agree, as well as making predictions
designed to threaten or punish others.” She clarifies that in the war model,
reciprocity is seen as being effective only if others cooperate and argues that the
alternative is what she call reciprocal power: “where I choose how to respond to
you based on how you treat me, but I do not try to control you, or convince you
to be different. I call the language for this system powerful nondefensive
communication.” She goes on to explain,



In this system, reciprocity is not dependent on anyone else’s cooperation. I
simply judge how much I do for you and with you based on how you treat
me. Of course, there is still oppression and many circumstances where one
person or group can use violence to take control. However, my belief is that
in millions of personal interactions, reciprocal power expressed through a
powerful nondefensive system of language not only has more power for the
individual using it, but the other person is very likely to disarm their own
defenses. This nondefensive system of language addresses the human need
for connection, love and respect.

In Ellison’s concluding remarks, she speaks of what I call communicative peace:
“If we change how we communicate in our own families and communities, it
will begin to change our human mindset and someday, when one more person
changes to a nondefensive way of listening and speaking, using power in
reciprocal ways, . . . our wisdom can guide us in finding peaceful solutions to the
global issues that we all face.” Of special interest for applied peace linguists in
Ellison’s applicational insights might be her description of questions, statements,
and predictions as tools of PNDC; her formats for NDC (content-or process-
based questions, descriptive statements, if-type predictions); and a list of
individual reactions in interactions.

Constructive Communication

My approach, described in greater length in Portuguese (Gomes de Matos, 1996,
2002a) and briefly in English (Gomes de Matos, 2000, 2001, 2002b, 2005b),
reflects the assumption that communicating well is communicating for the good
of humankind. In my 1996 book, I provided several checklists and guidelines on
how to communicate constructively. The following sample guidelines are
translated from the text in Portuguese:

How to Interact Positively

1. Help integrate seemingly conflicting points of view (yours and your
conversational partner’s).

Be cordial to your linguistic neighbor.
React responsibly, in a spirit of dignifying reciprocity.

Interact for mutual good and kindness.

AR

Find out as much as possible about your interactive neighbor’s beliefs and
values. Remember: People are more important than problems.



6. Ask for constructive feedback.
7. Form questions positively.

Another checklist is centered on how to write constructively. It was first used by
undergraduate students of Portuguese at the local Federal University of
Pernambuco, then by police officers in a community policing program sponsored
by the Pernambuco State Department of Social Defense and by the Center for
Applied Social Sciences:

How to Write Constructively

1. In writing texts for academic or administrative/management purposes, be
sure to foster constructive interpersonal relations.

2. In closing a personal exchange (traditional mail or e-mail), enhance
interaction with your communicative friend by creating variants for the
complimentary close: go beyond sincerely , and depending on prevailing
weather conditions, wish your addressee sunniest regards, and so on.
Exercise your right to be communicatively creative.

3. In writing to friends, wish them health, peace, friendship, faith, development,
and so forth as established by your culture and theirs, or boldly go beyond
conventions. Underlying such constructive writing-centered guidelines is the
belief that writing well is writing for the good of writers and readers and
more broadly, one’s group, as well as national, regional, or international
communities.

Peace linguists might be interested to know that in my workshops aimed at
positive or constructive writing, self-monitoring checklists such as the following
are shared:

1. What constructive knowledge do/did I have about my readers?

2. How can/could I contribute to their individual or collective well-being?

3. What constructive values do/did I communicate/enhance/prioritize? How?
4

. What constructive vocabulary and phraseology do/did I have to change to
communicate more constructively? How?

5. What can/could my text contribute to my readers’ (and my own)
communicative, cultural, ecological, economic, ethical, moral, political,
social, and spiritual well-being?

My constructive communication (CC) approach capitalizes on the applicational



possibilities of checklists. Also included in the 1996 book are guidelines on how
to read and listen positively (this adverb is often used instead of constructively ),
how to criticize positively, how to interact with older persons positively, and
how to use linguistics at the service of positive communication.
Constructive Communication Research

In more recent work (Gomes de Matos, 2012), I refer to my approach to peace
linguistics as LIF PLUS: the life-improving force of peaceful language use. In
that work, I provide two applications of my technique rhymed reflections (RRs):
a set of four stanzas and a set of twenty-one couplets. Here is one of the four-line
RRs:

When with their parents teenagers interact

Disagreements and even conflicts may take place

How could those persons begin to learn to react?

By putting on a smiling friendly face
Following are two of the two-line RRs (slightly adapted for this chapter):

If a conflict we want to manage constructively

Let’s do our best and cooperate creatively

In mediation, Peace can be a conciliatory Power

In meditation, Peace can be a spiritualizing Flower

I also recommend that RRs be considered as the textual component of artistically
designed posters. Here is an example: the third stanza of a three-stanza RR
produced at the Design Department of Associacdao Brasil América, Recife,
Brazil:

What is meant by being educated for Nonkilling?

It is a globally needed type of educational right

It involves Life-supporting-saving-and-preserving

and serves Humankind as a peace-promoting light

And here ic mv reacnn for ncino RR<c ac a nevrhnadiicatinnal-commimicative
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technique:

Cognitively, rhymed reflections are mnemonic

but they can have a deep function: being solomonic

Phonetically, they are pairs of reflections that rhyme

Semantically, they are vocabulary mountains for us to climb

Creatively, RRs are imaginatively wrought

and provide us with more alternatives to be sought

To languages as meaningful mental marvels, RRs pay tribute

To the VERSELility of language users, such reflections contribute

Rhymed reflections, from the mind and heart, human dignity will elevate

Rhymed reflections, for constructive conflict resolution purposes, will educate

Given its relatively young age and the fact that its two foundational works were
published in Portuguese (Gomes de Matos, 1996, 2002a), the constructive
communication approach has experienced somewhat more diffusion in Brazil,
but it is slowly becoming known in English. (For two examples, see Gomes de
Matos, 2001, in which the pedagogy of positiveness is applied to diplomatic
communication, and Gomes de Matos, 2005b, in which uses of peaceful
language are discussed and exemplified.)

Empirical research on the effects of such approaches is still to be conducted, but
it seems to hold promise for an understanding of some of the challenges facing
language users when being asked to explore the friendly-to-unfriendly
communication continuum, through the use of contrastive metaphors, as
illustrated in this chapter. Gomes de Matos’s book on communicative peace
(2002a) was reviewed in English by Rector (2003). According to the University
of North Carolina linguist, “the book is a new step in the development of
linguistic theory” and “it constitutes an interdisciplinary work, intertwining
philosophy, psychology, and social sciences.” The reviewer adds that Gomes de
Matos “suggests a method for achieving a positive and humane communication
for peace” and “teaches how to be positive and avoid being offensive or
destructive.”

A hrinf annrnicnl in Tnrnalich Af tha ~rAanctmanticxsn AcAammaIminntian annranch Ann kA
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found in a linguistic introduction to Portuguese by Berkeley linguist Azevedo
(2005, p. 290): “Research on negative language . . . has led some scholars to
make a case for intentional use of positive language as a strategy to improve
communication, and ultimately, one would hope, human relations (Gomes de
Matos, 1996, 2002b). Whether such efforts can be effective as a tool for social
change is an open empirical question.”

IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATION FOR
PEACEFUL LANGUAGE USE

In educating for human rights and responsibilities, one of the still little-explored
dimensions in applied peace linguistics has to do with communicative peace, that
is, the right to communicative peace, that is, the right every person should have
to learn to communicate peacefully for the good of humankind. In such spirit, a
plea of mine was the subject of a message by the president of the International
Communication Association (Craig, 2003), in which my formulation is
described as an in-depth integration of three fundamental human rights: the right
to live in peace, the right to learn, and the right to communicate.

My updated version of that interpretation, with the addition of the notion of
conflict resolution, is that human beings should have the right and the
responsibility to learn to communicate peacefully in varied societal contexts,
especially in challenging, life-threatening situations. The right to communicate
constructively is much neglected in schools and other forms of education. This
neglect is detrimental to social life and is in need of change. In such spirit, let’s
make the humanizing force of language a frequent rather than an occasional
feature of communicative use. Accordingly, I make a plea here for organizations
committed to helping persons, groups, communities, and nations (re)solve
conflicts and disputes to invest more in interdisciplinary research aimed at
integrating knowledge about peaceful uses of languages into programs such as
Columbia University’s Peace Education Program, which sustains an
International Institute of Peace, founded in 1982 by peace educator Betty
Reardon (Jenkins, 2005). An emphasis on peaceful communication in such
initiatives would reflect the assumption of the need for transformative
communicative change leading to the preparation of citizens as peaceful users of
languages, a systematic practice conspicuously absent from school curricula in
Brazil, for instance, and presumably in most other countries.

To provide a concise view of some implications of the approaches dealt with in



the preceding section, I turn to my THRIL (threefold repetition of the initial
letter) technique, inspired by the long-cherished literary tradition of alliteration,
still underexplored in communicatively vital contexts such as conflict resolution.

What follows are four sets of alliteration through which key concepts and
insights from each approach are presented. Readers are urged to apply their
alliterative talents to their readings in the CR field; it may prove both
entertaining and provocative. By creating such alliteration, you make dual use of
your meaning-making marvel—your mind: (1) you try as best you can to
accurately translate some of the philosophy underlying each approach and (2)
you challenge your ability to be concise, thus enhancing memorability. To
illustrate how such a practice of making meaningful, memorable messages can
be used effectively in political science contexts, here is a set created for a lecture
given to students of international relations at a college, Faculdade Integrada do
Recife. Only some letters have been selected for inclusion:

AAA—AIim at affinity and alliance.
BBB—Build bridges between nations.
CCC—-Consider conflicts constructively.
DDD—Dignify your diplomatic discourse.
GGG—Generate gentleness and generosity.
HHH—Harvest humanity and humaneness.
[II— Inspire for integration and interdependence.
LLL—Let liberty be the light.
MMM—Maximize mediation and meditation.
NNN—Nurture national negotiating styles.
PPP—Perceive persons as peace partners.
RRR—Recommend realistic reconciliation.
SSS—Support and sustain human solidarity.
TTT—Treat others with tact and tolerance.
VVV—Veto all varieties of violence.
WWW—Weigh your words wisely.

Nonviolent Communication



EEE—EXxpress yourself empathically rather than evaluatively.
CCC—Communicate by connecting compassionately.
VVV—Value a vital vocabulary for feelings.

Appreciative Inquiry
AAA—Act amiably and appreciatively.
CCC—Communicate for cooperation and change.
FFF—Foster faith and freedom.

Powerful Nondefensive Communication
CCC—Communicate constructively with compassion.
RRR—Relate through reciprocity and respect.
PPP—Promote peaceful power.

Constructive Communication
CCC—Communicate through cordial, caring language.
LLL—Love your linguistic neighbors in all lands.
MMM—Monitor your manipulative messages.

As a creative practice, alliteration has much to offer inquiring minds in all
domains of human knowledge, especially those that call for language-peace-and-
conflict awareness, a much needed trio in today’s increasingly turbulent world.
In closing, may communicative peace be with you, so that in your language-
based conflicts and disputes, you act as true humanizers, humanists who are
imbued with the ideals of human rights, justice, peace, and dignity and who,
with a keen sense of global social responsibility, apply such values for the
improvement of the human communicative condition everywhere.

LANGUAGE IN PEACE-BUILDING TEACHER
EDUCATION

The focus of this chapter has been the interaction of three core concepts:
language, peace, and conflict resolution. How about their integration in materials
aimed at the preparation of educators as communicative peace builders from a
conflict-management-resolution perspective? As an inspiring example of that, a



description will be made of a recent publication, sponsored by the US Institute of
Peace: Peacebuilding Toolkit for Educators: High School Lessons (Milofsky,
2011). The book is the outcome of a collective effort: the editor plus seven
contributors with expertise and experience in a variety of fields, among them
teacher education, international education, curricula development, conflict
resolution, teaching of ethics, and public policy. As a peace linguist, I was
attracted by the book’s practical treatment of conflict and language. In two of its
three sections are four lessons focused on conflict (definition, identification of
conflict elements, identification of conflict style, conflict mediation), one lesson
on nonverbal communication (the authors remind us that “about 80 percent of
our communication is nonverbal,” p. 57), and one lesson on active listening, in
which seven techniques are presented according to a tripartite framework of
purpose, method, and example.

The example component consists of phraseologies used for such purposes as
encouraging, restating, clarifying, empathizing, summarizing, and reframing.
Given the relevance of phraseologies in human linguistic interaction, the
illustrative phraseologies found in the handout for active listening techniques
may not only draw readers’ attention but challenge them to contribute to the
promising area of cross-linguistic phraseological studies: the comparison of set
phrases (e.g., on apologies, agreement, conciliation, dignity, empathy,
persuasion, problem solving). Two examples of listening actively
(humanizingly, peacefully) are, “I can understand how you would perceive that
as a threat” (p. 68), and, “Let’s see how we can work together to address your
concern” (p. 69). One of the bits of communicative advice given is worth
quoting: “In redirecting negative or adversarial statements, use neutral or
positive rather than accusatory language” (p. 69). Although addressed to
educators in a US context, this tool kit can be adapted to other contexts sharing
the authors’ conviction that students should be encouraged “to think critically
about the world around them and their place in it” (p. 7).

The Rise of Nonkilling Linguistics

A recent initiative of the Honolulu-based Center for Global Nonkilling should be
brought to the attention of readers of this third edition: the launching of the
volume Nonkilling Linguistics: Practical Applications (Friedrich, 2012). It
includes the pioneering chapter, “Nonkilling Linguistics,” coauthored by Patricia
Friedrich and Francisco Gomes de Matos, originally published in Toward a
Nonkilling Paradigm (Pim, 2009). The volume contains an interview with
Gomes de Matos, in which suggestions are made for applications of nonkilling



linguistics. This emerging branch of linguistics aims at using principles of
linguistics to help language users avoid and prevent acts of communicative
violence and killing. Recognition of the relevance of nonkilling linguistics can
be found in Deutsch (2010). In his poster-review, Deutsch states, “Gomes de
Matos’ poems are a contribution to the world.” Given the relationship between
peace linguistics and nonkilling linguistics, developments in both initiatives
should prove inspiring to practitioners of conflict resolution.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter, I have offered to readers a sense of the theoretical and applied
dimensions related to the emerging area of applied peace linguistics. I have
summarized the key concepts of language, peace, and conflict resolution and
have described their interrelationship through a synthesis of implications from
four communication-based approaches to conflict resolution, three of them from
the United States and one from Brazil. Finally, I have provided examples of
applications of communicative peace and have called for a new type of
communicative right and responsibility to be considered in the education of
peaceful language users:

In such spirit what do peace linguists recommend?
Language, Peace, and Conflict Resolution

Let’s constructively blend.
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APPENDIX: ON LANGUAGES

A Poem-Plea by Francisco Gomes de Matos

What is a language? A mental marvel

Used for all kinds of meaning making
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But how can we integrate languages

Into the blessed ways of peace making?

By avoiding forms of verbal abuse

Preventing aggressive acts of discourse

So that our communicative intentions

Can be free from a collision course

Being communicatively empathic and friendly
In speaking, listening, reading, writing, or signing
By interacting with persons, groups, communities
In language that is linguistically dignifying
For languages to shine everywhere

And deeply touch the human soul

Let’s promote peaceful language

And make it a permanent goal

Ensuring for everyone the right to learn

Is a universal human rights priority

Learning to communicate peacefully

Should also be a vital necessity

Language uses can be loaded

It’s like a weapon, some would say

Instead, let’s give it PeacePower

And make it a truly humane way

As language users, each of us is different

But in one role very much alike we can be:
That of acting as peaceful meaning makers

And believing a kinder world there will be



CHAPTER NINE
THE PSDM MODEL Integrating Problem Solving

and Decision Making in Conflict Resolution
Eben A. Weitzman
Patricia Flynn Weitzman

One way to think about what people do when they resolve conflict is that they
solve a problem together. Another way to think about it is that they make a
decision—again, together. Sometimes problem solving and decision making are
treated as synonymous. For convenience, we distinguish between the two in
order to make clearer the ways in which they complement each other, even
though the processes are intermingled in the course of conflict resolution. In the
“Problem Solving” section of this chapter, we discuss diagnosis of the conflict
and also the development of alternative possibilities for resolving a conflict. In
“Decision Making,” we consider a range of the kinds of decisions people
involved in resolving conflict have to make, both individually and together,
including choice among the alternative possibilities and commitment to the
choice that is made. When faced with the necessity for commitment and choice,
the parties may decide that the alternatives are inadequate and reiterate the
process of diagnosis and development of alternatives (problem solving); there
may be repeated cycles of such reiteration before a conflict is resolved. This
implies a cooperative conflict resolution process consisting of four general
phases: (1) diagnosing the conflict, (2) identifying alternative solutions, (3)
evaluating and choosing a mutually acceptable solution, and (4) committing to
the decision and implementing it. As we discuss in this chapter, this process is
not strictly linear, and it will often be necessary to loop back through parts of it
repeatedly.

It is thus possible to think about problem solving and decision making as
components of a broader conflict resolution process. Research and practice over
the past few decades have shown these ways of thinking about conflict to be
profitable for both understanding conflict and developing constructive
approaches to resolving it. We begin by suggesting a simple model of the
interaction between problem-solving and decision-making processes in conflict
resolution. This model introduces a framework and guide for the remainder of
the chapter.



A SIMPLE MODEL

In figure 9.1 , we suggest an integrated model of problem solving and decision
making in conflict resolution. (For simplicity, we refer to it as the PSDM model
.) When people are unable to resolve conflict constructively, they are in some
way unable or unwilling to reach a resolution that is to all parties—at the least—
acceptable. There are many potential sources of such stuckness. Their interests
might appear to be (or actually be) incompatible; they might be too angry with
one another to talk constructively; they might have fundamental differences in
values about the subject of their conflict or about processes for resolving it; they
may hold different versions of “the truth” about what has already happened,
what will happen, or about any of the “facts” involved; they may have different
views of, or desires for, the nature of their relationship, or they may have deep
misunderstandings that are hard to sort out. (Because the word interests is often
understood as a reference to the tangible outcomes people may be seeking, we
use the term concerns to encompass not only interests but also values, emotional
investments, views of reality, and so on.)
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