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Preface

The idea to produce an edited collection of successful cases of Interactive Con-
flict Resolution has been in my head for some time, more distinctly since writing
my 1997 book on the method, and thereby finding that documentation and as-
sessment has been both limited and scattered. There was clearly a need to pull
together a study of well-executed interventions in ICR, and to attempt to distill
out the characteristics of successful practice.

Another agenda behind this book is political—to continue the educative and
persuasive processes required to impress upon realist academics and practitio-
ners the point that unofficial, relationship-oriented methods have much to offer
~ international conflict management, even in this era of the continuing use of vio-
lence. Realist academics have studied traditional methods of intervention
(through interviews, memoirs, and other accounts), and have declared that ap-
proaches such as power mediation have considerable efficacy—a not-too-
surprising conclusion, given that these methods and the use of force that backs
them up define the very world in which they operate—a self-fulfilling prophecy
that continues to create a dangerous reality. Therefore, as a counterbalance, un-
official methods also require their academic champions, who analyze successful
work that makes a contribution to achieving a more peaceful world.

This collection brings together in one analysis the strongest available evi-
dence of successful transfer effects from unofficial third-party work to official
peacemaking. The enterprise is based on a premise of complementarity between
unofficial and official approaches, working independently but in a coordinated
and respectful manner toward peaceful, sustainable outcomes. The cases are
drawn from different time periods in the brief history of ICR, from the first pio-
neering and seemingly audacious effort of John Burton and his colleagues to
address the Malaysia-Indonesia conflict of the 1960s, to the successful track-two
contributions of Edy Kaufman, Saul Sosnowski, and others, to the official proc-
esses that brought peace between Peru and Ecuador in the late 1990s. In between
these two interstate anchors, there are seven cases that address a variety of inter-
nal conflicts, which range from Lebanon to Tajikistan, and from Mozambique to
Moldova. These conflicts share a protracted, violent nature and resistance to

X



x Preface

traditional methods of conflict management. In each case, unofficial interven-
tions made contributions that helped pave the way, in varying degrees, to suc-
cessful peaoemakmg, not all of which have reached full fruition.

Success, it is said, has a thousand fathers, while failure is a bastard. Thus
many actors claim some credit for the accomplishments toward peace described
in the nine cases. The actual degree to which unofficial efforts contributed to
successful outcomes is unknowable in a complex field of multiple influences.
Nonetheless, the analysis herein should be compelling in terms of its argument
that ICR has arrived on the world scene in a serious manner and deserves in-
creased recognition and support in order to make its unique contributions to in-
ternational conflict resolution.

An undertaking of this magnitude requires the acknowledgment and expres-
sion of appreciation to many contributors, not the least of whom are the chapter
authors. They are very busy people, typically stretching their professional agen-
das to work toward the integration of theory, research, and practice in the field
of conflict resolution. I want to acknowledge their willingness to set aside pre-
cious hours and complete the chapters contained in this volume. The diversity
and depth of their contributions is a testament to the strength and potential of the
field. Permission to reprint figure I.1 from Ronald J. Fisher, Interactive Conflict
Resolution, Syracuse University Press, 1997 is also gratefully acknowledged.

I also want to acknowledge the influence of Alexander George on this vol-
ume, although he played no direct role in its creation. I served with Alex on a
study committee on International Conflict Resolution at the National Research
Council in the mid-1990s, and I was struck by his commitment to bring the best
of social scientific thinking to bear on the very practical challenge of improving
policy and practice in international affairs. Moreover, his lucid articulation of
the method of structured, focused comparison served as my primary guide in
completing the analysis on which the book’s conclusions are based.

The completion of any major scholarly work, it has been said, requires 1
percent inspiration and 99 percent perspiration. In completing this task, I want
to thank Serena Krombach, Editorial Director at Lexington Books, for her sup-
- port and guidance through the entire process of bringing this work to fruition. I
believe that Lexington Books is serving a rare and valuable role in publishing
scholarly work, while many houses are now only interested in textbooks that
bring a significant commercial return. Turning a rough manuscript into a pol-
ished presentation is a formidable task, and I express much appreciation to
Deanna Bearden, my editorial assistant, for a diligent and conscientious effort
that was always performed in an expeditious and cheerful manner. And lastly, I
express my deep appreciation to my wife Carol, who understands that some of
us are driven to efforts like this in hopes of a more peaceful world.

Washington, DC, July, 2004 ‘ Ron Fisher



Introduction

Analyzing Successful Transfer Effects in
Interactive Conflict Resolution

Ronald J. Fisher

Definition of Interactive Conflict Resolution

Increasing attention in the field of international conflict resolution is directed
toward a variety of unofficial, facilitated interactions between antagonists in vio-
lent and protracted conflicts of both an intrastate, often ethnopolitical, nature
and an interstate character. Such interventions are increasingly being directed
toward all levels of such conflicts, involving high-level influentials who have
the ear of the leaderships, mid-level influentials from a variety of sectors, who
can influence policy making and/or public opinion, and grassroots leaders, who
are essential in shaping public attitudes and peacebuilding initiatives on the
ground. While it is now close to impossible to track and describe this profusion
of unofficial activity, various strands of it can be separated out and focused on
for purposes of description and evaluation.

One of the initial interactive approaches to understanding and resolving in-
ternational conflict was pioneered by John Burton and his colleagues in the mid-
1960s through his method of “controlled communication,” later referred to as
“problem solving conflict resolution” (Burton, 1969, 1990). Herbert Kelman
soon followed in Burton’s footsteps and fashioned a related theory of practice,
initially with his colleague Stephen Cohen under the rubric of “interactive prob-
lem solving” (Kelman and Cohen, 1976; Kelman, 1986). Fisher (1972, 1983)
proposes a generic model of “third party consultation,” which captures the es-
sential elements of the method through a number of components including the
identity and role of the third party and the objectives of the method. These and
other similar approaches have been more recently identified as “interactive con-
flict resolution” by Fisher (1997a), who reviews work from 1965 to 1995, and
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provides definitions that capture both the seminal ideas of Burton, Kelman, and
others, as well as some of the proliferation of related interventions that have fol-
lowed.

A focused definition of Interactive Conflict Resolution (ICR), along the
lines offered by Burton and Kelman, sees the method as comprising “small
group, problem-solving discussions between unofficial representatives of iden-
tity groups or states engaged in destructive conflict that are facilitated by an im-
partial third-party panel of social scientist-practitioners” (Fisher, 1997a, p. 8).
This variant is characterized by the high or mid-level of the unofficial yet very
influential participants and by the identity of the third-party facilitators, who are
scholar-practitioners able to bring knowledge about social conflict and expertise
in small group processes to the interaction. Thus, the third-party panel is able to
contribute to as well as lead the participants toward a shared analysis of the con-
flict, and is able to effectively facilitate the often intense and difficult interac-
tions within the group. Theorists vary on the degree of knowledge about the spe-
cific conflict that the facilitators should possess, but the most common opinion
is that they should have a good working knowledge of that situation and its con-
text.

A broader definition of ICR casts it as “facilitated face-to-face activities in
communication, training, education, or consultation that promotes collaborative
conflict analysis, problem solving, and reconciliation among parties engaged in
protracted conflict in a manner that addresses basic human needs and promotes
the building of peace, justice, and equality” (Fisher, 1997a, p. 8). This wider net
includes interactions between antagonists from all levels of society, from the
grassroots to the leadership, and provides a wider set of identities and roles for
the third-party interveners. It would encompass, for example, dialogue at the
community level with neighborhood residents from conflicting groups facilitated
by skilled practitioners who have little formal knowledge about conflict etiology
and dynamics. It could include training workshops in the concepts and skills of
conflict analysis and resolution, which bring together participants from contend-
ing collectivities in interactions that may only at times focus on the relations be-
tween their groups. In this case, the third-party facilitators may have generic
knowledge of conflict, but limited knowledge of the conflict from which the par-
ticipants come. As another example, third parties may organize intergroup edu-
cational activities, more structured and information-laden, with the intent of
broadening and informing the attitudes that members of the groups hold toward
each other. And, as a final example, third parties may consult with members of
the groups separately, conveying perceptions and options between them, and of-
fering potential avenues for further analysis or problem solving that the parties
might find useful. All of these variants can be considered as forms of ICR
broadly defined, and many of them as currently operationalized are in need of
detailed documentation, which preserves the sanctity and confidentiality of the
intervention process, but which allows the broader field of conflict resolution
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and its various stakeholders to appreciate and evaluate the profusion of work
that is being carried out.

The focused approach to ICR carries a number of other characteristics that
are essential to its understanding and successful implementation, and germane to
the question of transferring effects from the unofficial to official domains. First,
it is a quiet yet not a secret back-channel approach, which does not seek public-
ity, but is quick to explain its purpose as an analytical exercise designed to in-
crease mutual understanding of the conflict among unofficial influentials that
might assist in charting broad directions toward peaceful outcomes. It offers to
the leaderships of the parties, an informal, low-risk, neutral, and noncommittal
forum, where people they trust can engage in an exploratory analysis geared to
joint problem solving, which just might create some ideas that could point the
way out of their mutually destructive mess, while assuring that their basic needs
are addressed. Thus, the method can be cast as potentially serving useful prene-
gotiation, paranegotiation, or post-settlement functions, depending on the stage
of official interactions. In other words, the initial rationale behind ICR was to
develop alternative forms of interaction, which could be complementary to offi-
cial negotiation and settlement implementation. The question is therefore imme-
diately raised about the transfer process—that is, how effects (e.g., attitudinal
changes, new realizations) and outcomes (frameworks for negotiation, principles
for resolution) are moved from the unofficial interventions to the official domain
of decision and policy making.

Intentions and Rationale for Transfer

The pioneering contributors to the field of ICR expressed definite, albeit differ-
ing, ideas about the transfer process, particularly as it involved contributions to
official negotiations. Burton (1969) considered controlled communication to ap-
propriately occur at a stage prior to negotiations and to focus on an exploration
of the relationship between the parties with a view to revealing the underlying
causes of the conflict. He was at pains to point out, as with all theorists of the
method, that the interactions did not involve bargaining over positions and is-
sues, even though preconditions for agreement might be established. Once the
outcomes of problem solving had accrued, Burton’s approach downplayed the
role of negotiations, seeing these simply as a discussion of administrative details
and planning required to act on and implement the analysis and options pro-
duced in the unofficial interactions. For this purpose, discussions would be
transferred to the official level (Burton, 1987). With the advent of needs analysis
into Burton’s theorizing, he became even more dismissive of official negotia-
tions, in the sense that “deep-rooted conflicts” based in the frustration and denial
of basic human needs are not negotiable and cannot be satisfied through com-
promise, thus rendering negotiation irrelevant (Burton, 1990). At the same time,
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it is expected that the satisfiers of basic needs are open to negotiation, in that
various forms and combinations of satisfiers would be included in agreements
between the parties in a manner that would satisfactorily address their basic
needs.

"~ Kelman, in contrast to Burton, has always acknowledged the essential role
of negotiations in resolving ethnopolitical and other conflicts, and has stressed
the complementarity of unofficial interactions to the official domain. Kelman
and Cohen (1976) clearly stated that the problem-solving workshop was not in-
tended as a substitute for negotiations, but could be complementary to the offi-
cial track at all stages of the settlement process. Kelman (1992a) particularly
stressed that the communication process of interactive problem solving could
help the parties (through transfer from participants) to overcome the common
barriers to entering negotiations, to reaching agreement, and to changing their
relationship in the post-agreement phase. From his long experience in applying
problem solving to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, Kelman is able to identify a
range of specific learnings that participants have acquired and communicated to
their publics or leaderships—for example, insights into the other’s priorities,
rock-bottom requirements and areas of flexibility. On a broader scale, Kelman
(1995) identifies three ways that his work on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict con-
tributed to the 1993 breakthrough captured in the Oslo agreement: 1) the devel-
opment of cadres of past participants who were prepared to negotiate produc-
tively, and did so, through their subsequent involvement as negotiators or
advisors, 2) the provision of substantive inputs to negotiations through the shar-
ing of information and the formulation of new ideas, and 3) the development of
a political atmosphere favorable to negotiations and to a new relationship be-
tween the parties. The fact that subsequent policies and actions on both sides of
this conflict have squandered the opportunities provided by Kelman’s work and
the Oslo agreement should not discount the contributions that were made up to
that point in time. ,

Embedded in the positive intentions for transfer articulated by Kelman and
other scholar-practitioners is a logical and psychological rationale explaining
why the activities and effects of ICR workshops should help pave the way to-
ward constructive negotiations. Building on the work of Kelman as a prime ex-
ample, Fisher (1989) articulated a rationale for how ICR can enhance the poten-
tial for successful negotiations in situations of protracted ethnopolitical conflict.
The typical processes and outcomes of workshops are deemed to include more
open and accurate communication, more accurate and differentiated perceptions
and images, increased trust, and a cooperative orientation, all of which may be
transferable to official interactions. Such changes in attitudes and orientations
are seen to underlie the “perceptual shift” that has to occur for parties to con-
sider entering into negotiations. In addition, positive changes in attitudinal and
relationship variables should encourage parties to sustain the negotiation process
through its many impasses and turning points. The design requirement that par-
ticipants be influentials who have the potential to influence the leadership’s
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thinking and policy making is essential to the rationale that such participants can
persuade decision makers that a shift in perceptions of the adversary and in pol-
icy regarding negotiations is necessary to move toward resolution. As Fisher
(1997a) points out, this also requires a shift in group norms among influentials
and decision makers in the direction of sanctioning mutuality, reciprocity and
cooperation with the adversary in order to move toward negotiation. In line with
this rationale, it must be emphasized that a continuing series of workshops over
time is necessary to induce and sustain such a perceptual shift, and that corre-
sponding activities toward rapprochement at other levels of society are neces-
sary to support the related shift in policy favoring negotiation. Furthermore; it is
realized that the potential effects of transfer from a successful series of work-
shops are further affected by a multitude of variables and dynamics, which in-
fluence policy making, and thereby render prediction and evaluation extremely
difficult. Nonetheless, it is essential for the field of ICR to bring forward a ra-
tionale for transfer and a conceptualization of how it may occur in order to sup-
port the claims that scholar-practitioners in the field have made.

A Model of Transfer

The question of transfer was handled in a straightforward fashion by Burton
(1969), who maintained that the realizations and options generated in workshop
sessions would simply move into negotiations on implementation details, partly
because participants were very close to decision makers and partly because the
solutions would be obvious. Kelman (1972) was the first to identify the ultimate
goal of ICR as affecting policy making and also to acknowledge that the transfer
process was complicated and difficult. He noted that transfer involved two basic
elements: the changes in individual perceptions, attitudes and so on that partici-
pants experience, and the effect of these changes on the policy-making process.
Similarly, Mitchell (1981) distinguished internal effectiveness, in terms of
changes experienced by participants, from external effectiveness, by which the
nature and course of the conflict are influenced. Between these two forms of ef-
fectiveness lie the thorny challenges of reentry, wherein participants returning
from workshops are subjected to multiple forms of pressure to drop their new
realizations and orientations, and the many difficulties of transfer, wherein a
small number of influentials attempt to persuade decision makers that a sea
change in modal thinking is required.

In spite of the complexity and difficulty of the transfer process, it is impor-
tant to attempt to conceptualize, at least in general terms, how the outcomes of
workshops might be fed into policy making. Fisher (1997a) has made an initial
attempt to develop a schematic model of transfer within the context of the major
constituencies and interactions that influence foreign policy in a situation of in-
ternational (or intergroup) conflict (see figure I.1). The figure distinguishes be-
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tween international politics—that is, government-to-government interactions—
and intersocietal relations—that is, interactions among all manner of transna-
tional organizations and individuals, including the unofficial ones that occur
through ICR interventions.

Party A Party B
International Politics

Peacemaking Processes

Diplomats

ks

Governmental-
Bureaucratic
Constituencies

Governmental-
Bureaucratic
Constituencie

s
—
N
N
)
N

Political

Constit- / A N\aee-=""TT D TTeeel \‘uencies
ced oY ICR e
uencies / i AN
- Unofficial Rt W)

Diplomats

Peacebuilding Processes
Intersocietal Relations

E Decision-making and Policymaking interfaces

Figure I.1. A Model of Transfer Effects

The lines of transfer effects from ICR workshops run in three directions to
constituencies and groups that have input into policy making. Influential partici-
pants (writers, academics, political activists, etc.) can influence the thinking of
public-political constituencies through disseminating ideas and options, both to
the public at large and to think tanks, research institutes, study groups, and so
on. Participants who are informal advisors or representatives can influence the
leadership more directly to consider the perceptual shift required to initiate or
sustain negotiations. Some participants may be connected to the actual negotia-
tion process itself, either as advisors or as members of negotiating teams. In this
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case, the transfer is direct to the analysis and option generation that is integral to
negotiations. These types of influences have occurred in cases of ICR that are
regarded as making important contributions to the negotiation process, most no-
tably in the work of Herbert Kelman and Nadim Rouhana (Israeli-Palestinian),
Harold Saunders and Randa Slim (Tajikistan), John (A.J.R.) Groom and Andrew.
Williams and Irene Sage (Moldova), and Vamik Volkan and Joyce Neu (Baltic
Republics and Russia) and their colleagues. The challenge is to adopt a method
that draws on and at the same time transcends these individual case studies, and
that identifies the commonalities in interventions and in the contexts of the con-
flicts that appear to be related to positive transfer effects. It appears that the
method of comparative case analysis provides such a vehicle.

The Method of Comparative Case Analysis Applied to the
Transfer Question

The comparative method of research has received considerable attention in the
discipline of political science, particularly in the field of comparative politics,
where it has been contrasted with the experimental and statistical methods
(Liphart, 1971). However, the field of conflict resolution has made limited use
of comparative analyses in comparison to experimental research and individual
case studies. Rare examples include the Crocker, Hampson, and Aall (1999)
analysis of multi-party mediation, Fisher’s (1997b) treatment of commonalities
across a variety of training interventions in ICR, Nan’s (1999) comprehensive
analysis of the coordination of conflict resolution efforts in three recent cases of
ethnopolitical conflict, and Lewicki et al’s (2003) content analysis of the frames
that parties adopt in intractable environmental conflicts.

Essentially, comparative case analysis involves examining comparable
cases to identify relationships among variables (George, 1979). Thus, it is neces-
sary to identify what are considered to be independent, intervening (or contex-
tual) and dependent variables, and to develop values or categories of variation
for these. According to George (1979), the categories are not determined be-
forehand, but are developed inductively from the examination of how the vari-
ables vary in the different cases. This interpretation thus sees the method as an
inductive approach to theorizing, in a manner consistent with Liphart’s initial
description of the comparative method as a means of “discovering” empirical
relationships among variables. However, Liphart (1975) later tightened his in-
terpretation to define the method as a means of “testing” relationships among -
variables, that is, hypotheses, and thus placed it on a plane of using the same
logic as the statistical method. In a more recent discussion of the method, Faure
(1994) contends that the comparative case strategy is really a small »n version of
the statistical (i.e., correlational) method, and that the basic logic is the same as
that of experimentation. However, both the small number of cases and the in-
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ability to manipulate the independent variable render comparative case analysis
much less powerful in determining causality. It is therefore best to see the pre-
sent analysis as one of hypothesis formation rather than one of hypothesis test-
ing.

The tack taken here is to see the approach as an inductive one, and to more
or less follow the steps identified by George (1979) in the implementation of the
method of structured and focused comparison. Thus, the class of events of inter-
est are cases of successful transfer, which has to be prejudged, as opposed to
cases of ICR regardless of outcome, that is, successful, unsuccessful, or inde-
terminate effects. Characteristics of the intervention, including differences in the
interventions, are regarded as independent variables, while intervening or con-
textual variables are selected characteristics of the conflict deemed important by
previous theorizing, for example, the stage of escalation. The dependent vari-
ables are different aspects of intervention success, that is, positive transfer ef-
fects. The comparative case analysis is therefore an attempt to discover relation-
ships among these variables so as to identify what aspects of intervention under
what conditions of conflict lead to successful outcomes in terms of transfer ef-
fects to official peacemaking. Thus, the exercise is designed to help develop ex-
planatory theory that will account for constructive outcomes from ICR interven-
tions. As such, the analysis is guided somewhat in the selection of variables and
values by the existing theory of practice on what constitutes effective interven-
tions (e.g., Azar, 1990; Burton, 1987, Fisher, 1997a; Kelman, 1992a; Mitchell,
1981).

In line with George’s (1979) definitions, the analysis is both structured, in
that general questions are used to guide the data analysis, and focused, in that it
deals with only certain aspects of each case as represented in the questions. The
task is to draw on an historical description and explanation for success in each
case and to translate it into the variables that are assessed across all cases, thus
inducing a theoretical formulation that generally accounts for positive outcomes.
The challenge is to develop a theoretical framework that is adequately compre-
hensive to capture the main elements of the explanations of the different cases,
and which thereby represents a causal explanation of the outcomes (George,
1979). However, in contrast to this optimistic, positivistic point of view, it must
be acknowledged that ICR interventions are complex operations, taking place in
an even more complex field of conflict affected by countless conditions, dynam-
ics, and other forces that determine outcomes, all of which are subject to varying
interpretations. Thus, it is difficult if not impossible to ascertain the effects of
particular interventions (Keashly and Fisher, 1996). Nonetheless, by carefully
studying selected cases, it should be possible to identify some of the characteris-
tics and conditions that appear related to success, and thereby provide some
guidance within a developing theory of practice.

To reflect the theoretical framework that will initially be applied to the
cases, the researcher develops a set of general questions that express the “data
requirements” to be satisfied in the analysis of the cases (George, 1979). These
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general questions should relate to the sets of independent, intervening, and de-
pendent variables of interest, in this case, the nature of the intervention, the na-
ture of the conflict, and the nature of the transfer process and outcomes. Table
I.1 presents a list of general questions that were used to guide the case descrip-
tions, direct the comparative case analysis, and to initially identify variables in
the three sets that seemed to be relevant to the analysis.

Table I.1. General Questions for the Comparative Case Analysis

A. What was the nature of the conflict?

Who were the parties, including significant factions?

What were the parties’ goals?

What is a brief history of the conflict?

What were the issues, positions, interests, and underlying needs of the
parties?

5. What were the power relations and predominant form of interaction
between the parties?

W=

6. What was the stage of escalation of the conflict?

7. What indicators of intractability existed in the conflict?

8. What indicators of stalemate or imipending catastrophe existed in the
conflict?

9. What other elements of the conflict affected the appropriateness of the
intervention?

10. What cultural differences existed among the parties and the third party?

11. What were the attitudes of the parties toward de-escalation and unofficial
intervention?

12. In terms of timing, why did it seem to be an appropriate time to intervene?

13. What changes or events in the conflict affected the implementation of the
intervention?

B. What was the nature of the intervention?

1. Who were the participants in identity, number, and connection to the
official domain and to public-political constituencies?

What meetings were held in terms of number, duration, and frequency?
‘What was the setting in terms of neutrality, informality?

‘What was the agenda/topics for the meetings?

Who was the third party in terms of identity, knowledge, and skills?
What were the third party’s role, primary functions, and relationship with
the parties and the participants?

ARl

Continued on next page
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Table I.l——Continued

7. What were the objectives of the intervention as seen by the third party and
the parties?

8. What was the process of the meetings in terms of the nature of the discus-
sions in establishing the necessary conditions of interaction (analytical fo-
cus)?

9. What were the perceived outcomes of the meetings in terms of effects on
participants?

C. What was the nature of transfer?

What was the third party’s rationale for transfer?

Who were the targets of transfer?

What were the mechanisms or lines of transfer?

What were the objectives of transfer?

How was the intervention complementary to official processes?

What was the nature of the transfer effects/products:

a. New or innovative analyses, attitudes, interpretations or language?

b. Creative ideas, directions or options?

c. Concepts or documents, such as principles, plans, proposals, or frame-
works?

d. Connections through participants taking other roles such as advisor or
negotiator?

7. How were the transfer mechanisms and effects evaluated?

8. What conclusions did the third party draw about transfer effects?

SR W

The general questions were translated into a list of variables for each of the
three sets of variables (see conclusion). The development of the variables was a
means of operationalizing the questions to provide for a more explicit and de-
tailed analysis of the cases. In forming the questions and elaborating them
through the specification of variables, I was guided by existing theories of un-
derstanding relevant to conflict analysis and by existing theories of practice
relevant to conflict interventions. For example, stages of escalation (question
A.6) were drawn from the composite model of conflict escalation developed by
Fisher and Keashly, based in part on the work of other theorists including
Quincy Wright, Morton Deutsch, and Friedrich Glasl. Indicators of intractability
(question A.7) were drawn from the thinking of Peter Coleman, while indicators
of stalemate and impending catastrophe (question A.8) were based on the ideas
of William Zartman and Saadia Touval. Questions and variables relating to the
nature of the intervention (questions B.1 to B.9) were drawn largely from my
work on a model of third party consultation. On the nature of transfer, the devel-
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opment of variables was informed by my theorizing on ICR (questions C.1 to
C.5), and was elaborated by drawing on the work of other scholar-practitioners,
including Herbert Kelman, Nadim Rouhana, and Tamra Pearson d’Estree (ques-
tions C.6 and C.7) Thus, the comparative case analysis is well connected to the
existing literature in the field of conflict analysis and resolution.

The plan for the book is to complete a comparative case analysis using the
same set of variables for all nine cases described in the ensuing chapters, and to
then draw conclusions based on the commonalities that emerge. Whether this
analysis will add significantly to current knowledge represented in existing theo-
ries of practice remains to be seen, but at a minimum it will provide the first
piece of detailed, analytical support for transfer effects connected to a wide
range of cases in a systematic manner. It is also possible that the analysis will
identify gaps or weaknesses in existing theories of practice, particularly around
the nature of transfer. Based on the analysis of the nine cases and the commonal-
ities of successful interventions identified, it is expected that a picture will
emerge of what characteristics of ICR interventions tend to be associated with
positive transfer effects. The hope is that these aspects can then be taken into
account in the design and implementation of future interventions.

The Cases for Analysis

The cases of intervention described in the following chapters evidence variation
on a number of dimensions, although all fit the focused definition of ICR, that
is, where an external, unofficial third party facilitated conflict analysis and prob-
lem-solving discussions between influential yet unofficial representatives of the
conflicting leaderships. The intention of the third party in every case was to
make a contribution to the de-escalation and resolution of the conflict as well as
to the improvement of the wider ongoing relationship between the parties.

The cases come from different time periods, from 1965 to 2000, and cover
many regions of the world, including Asia, Africa, South America, the Middle
East, the Caucuses, and Eastern Europe. Thus, the cases include a range of cul-
tures in conflicts that have cultural, ethnic, racial, religious and/or ideological
overtones, that is, which are identity-based. In contrast, the third parties are typi-
cally from modernized, Western cultures with nationalities mainly based in
Europe or North America. Two of the cases are clearly interstate disputes (Indo-
nesia-Malaysia-Singapore and Peru-Ecuador), both related to territory, while a
third (Israeli-Palestinian) may continue to evolve toward an interstate conflict
over time, although it is clearly based in identity and existential concerns. Six of
the cases are internal conflict, either over the control of the government (Leba-
non, Mozambique, South Africa, and Tajikistan) or the issue of the secession of
a constituent part (Moldova-Transdniestria and Georgia-South Ossetia). All
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would be regarded as serious armed conflicts deserving of international atten-
tion.

Although the cases are varied and thereby illustrative of a wide range of ap-
plications, they cannot be considered as a representative sample of violent, pro-
tracted conflicts in general. Nonetheless, they do evidence common themes. of
intractability and apparent resistance to traditional methods of management, and
this in part occasioned the use of innovative approaches to conflict resolution.
Although the approaches implemented also vary on several dimensions, on this
score, the cases provide a relatively good representation of ICR interventions,
and thus a short history on the development of the method.

In chapter 1, Christopher Mitchell describes what appears to be the first
documented case of the use of ICR, as applied to the mid-1960s conflict be-
tween Indonesia and Malaysia/Singapore, the latter entity becoming an inde-
pendent state partway through the conflict. In this instance, a largely academic
panel of social scientists led by John Burton, with national identities not entirely
neutral in the dispute, created an approach as they facilitated a series of infor-
mal, seminar-style discussions with mid-level diplomatic representatives func-
tioning in unofficial capacity. The conflict revolved around disputed territories
that were incorporated into the creation of the Malaysian federation in 1963,
much to the chagrin of Indonesian authorities, who supported local insurgencies
and engaged in hostilities that continued through a U.S.-brokered cease-fire in
1964. The unofficial intervention thus occurred during a time of high tension,
armed incursions, and the failure of traditional means of management, largely
mediation by the U.K. and other actors. Although meeting in unofficial capacity,
the representatives were in constant touch with their leaderships, and hesitat-
ingly moved into the mutual analysis encouraged by the third-party panel. This
process resulted in the correction of misperceptions, the reassessment of the mo-
tives of the enemy and the costs of the conflict, and the development of policy
options directed toward resolution. It appears over a series of meetings and on-
going consultations with the decision makers, that the framework of a solution
was developed in terms of broad understandings and the major heads of agree-
ment. Along with elements of a changing context, including a coup in Indonesia,
these innovative workshops are seen as contributing to the Peace Accord in
1966.

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict is an ongoing tragedy of major proportions,
and has understandably garnered the attention of many official and unofficial
actors. The genesis, escalation and continuation of this dispute provide one of
the most dramatic and frustrating instances of violent, intractable conflict be-
tween different identity groups. The conflict has a long history, but became crys-
tallized in 1948 with the establishment of the state of Israel and the expulsion
and flight of hundreds of thousands of Palestinian refugees. A series of wars be-
tween Israel and its Arab neighbors have culminated in Israeli military domi-
nance and continuing tension between Israelis and Palestinians, expressed in
part through two Palestinian Intifadas or uprisings in the territories occupied by
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Israel. Herbert Kelman, the author of chapter 2, and his colleagues have labored
for over thirty years in addressing this conflict through his method of interactive
problem solving, organizing and facilitating numerous small group workshops
with increasingly influential Israelis and Palestinians. Kelman focuses on the
most impactful period of his work in the 1980s and 1990s leading up to the Oslo
accord, and notes in particular a continuing workshop with most of the same
participants, which overlapped with the start of official negotiations in 1991 and
had transfer effects to both these talks and the back-channel Oslo process. At the
same time, the contributions to the realizations and principles incorporated into
the Oslo accord drew from the entire flow of Kelman’s workshops and from the
resulting policy analyses by both participants and by Kelman as an engaged
third party.

The long civil war that debilitated Lebanon serves as the backdrop for chap-
ter 3, in which George Irani presents an illuminating analysis of the focus and
the context of two problem-solving forums organized by the late Edward Azar,
who founded the Center for International Development and Conflict Manage-
ment at the University of Maryland. Azar and his colleagues organized two four-
day workshops in 1984, which brought together several influential individuals
representing the various religious/political factions (along a generic Chris-
tian/Muslim divide). The analysis of the workshops, which have been previously
described in Azar’s own writings, indicates how the intervention was situated in
the overall political context, wherein Azar worked to maintain a relatively neu-
tral stance on the ground in both Lebanon and in the U.S. capital. Irani’s as-
sessment presents a mixed picture. On the one hand, the workshops pointed the
way to the general nature of an acceptable resolution and generated some ele-
ments that found their way into the eventual settlement. On the other, the work-
shop outcomes were five years removed from the Taif Accord, and dealt only
superficially and in principle with the complex constitutional arrangements nec-
essary to resolve the conflict. Thus, both in magnitude and in extent of transfer,
this intervention has clear limitations, but it stands nonetheless as a courageous
and instructive illustration of ICR.

In chapter 4, Andrea Bartoli of the Community of Sant’Egidio provides a
fascinating account of how this little-known Italian religious NGO developed a
sensitive and caring approach to fostering human relations and then used this
approach to play a central role in bringing peace to the war-torn African country
of Mozambique. Bartoli describes how the Community slowly built relation-
ships with major players on each of the two sides, and then how it was able to
provide a critical third-party role in bringing them together when conditions on
the ground were propitious. The respectful and empowering attitude of the
Community was essential in building a working trust (to use Herbert Kelman’s
phrase) with the parties, and in encouraging them to overcome the hostility and
hatred engendered by a vicious, protracted conflict. A series of meetings with
influential members and leaders of Frelimo and Renamo were necessary in order
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to build a base on which to launch a face-to-face dialogue process, which pro-
duced a joint communiqué demonstrating a commitment to the peace process.
These dialogue sessions then “morphed” into the full-blown negotiations that
produced a viable agreement. While the actions of numerous other players con-
tributed to the peaceful and sustainable outcome, the role of Sant’Egidio appears
to have been essential. Thus, Bartoli presents a unique case, which develops new
elements within the theory of practice of ICR and thereby extends and enriches
our thinking, while at the same time providing a successful instance of positive
transfer effects.

The longstanding interracial conflict in South Africa, represented primarily
by the African National Congress and Afrikaner-dominated governments, gave
rise to fears of an eventual bloodbath that would add significantly to the world’s
list of ethnopolitical tragedies. The achievement of conflict resolution in South
Africa is almost entirely due to the humanity and wisdom of the South Africans
themselves, but there were some important roles played by outside parties. One
such instance of positive intervention is described by Daniel Lieberfeld in chap-
ter 5, who meticulously documents a little-known process initiated by a British
mining company, Consolidated Goldfields (Consgold). With careful organizing
and limited facilitation, the third party provided for a series of dialogue meetings
between high-level ANC representatives in supposedly unofficial capacity and
influential Afrikaners with direct links to the National Party government and its
security apparatus. At considerable expense, Consgold hosted a dozen meetings
in England from 1987 to 1990 at which ANC representatives and the Afrikaners
explored each other’s intentions, aspirations and preconditions for negotiation.
In that context, the discussions developed the broad framework for a future set-
tlement on matters such as the legalization of the ANC and constitutional protec-
tions for Afrikaner culture, education and economic activities. Thus, the sessions
comprehensively explored and clarified each side’s major concerns and posi-
tions as well as almost every issue that later became a focus of negotiations.
Concurrently, the dialogue process increased mutual understanding, provided
reassurances, built trust and enabled the visioning of a common future. Lieber-
feld traces the networks of transfer in considerable detail, based on interviews
and writings of the major actors, and makes a clear case that these semi-official
interactions played a central role in preparing the way for successful negotia-
tions.

One of the longest running and most impressive interventions in ICR is that
of Harold Saunders and his colleagues in the former Soviet republic of Tajiki-
stan. The author of chapter 6, Saunders followed a distinguished career in public
service, including a key role in the peace treaty between Israel and Egypt, with a
continuing involvement in unofficial peace work. After decades of engagement
on U.S./Soviet (then Russian) relations through the Dartmouth Conference,
Saunders along with American and Russian colleagues turned his attention to
the struggling country of Tajikistan, which was ravaged by a civil war in 1992-
1993 after the break up of the Soviet Union. Following a carefully constructed
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theory of practice, expressed in part as five stages of sustained dialogue, the
third-party moderators have organized and facilitated from 1993 to the present a
continuing series of sessions with high-level influentials from the government
and opposition sides of the conflict. Saunders uses the concept of a multilevel
peace process as a framework for assessing the transfer effects from the unoffi-
cial dialogue to the official peace negotiations and the subsequent reconciliation
process. Significant transfer mechanisms included a number of documents that
stimulated and supported official developments, the involvement of dialogue
participants in later official interactions, and the development of NGOs to build
civil society in Tajikistan. Thus, the Inter-Tajik Dialogue stands as a most com-
pelling example of the utility of long-term, well-crafted ICR interventions.

In chapter 7, Andrew Williams provides a firsthand account of a series of
problem-solving workshops focusing on the conflict between the former Soviet
republic of Moldova and the breakaway region of Transdniestria. Working with
a team of mainly academic third-party consultants from the University of Kent
in Canterbury and the Foundation for International Security in London, Wil-
liams helped to facilitate a series of unofficial meetings between high-level offi-
cials and others, which moved from analyzing the conflict to producing constitu-
tional options for the reunification of the country. Split by parallel declarations
of independence and a brief civil war in 1992, the two sides remain at odds,
even though there has been effective complementarity between the unofficial
intervention and the official mediation effort led by the Organization for Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). Williams describes three stages of con-
tact from 1993 to 2000, focusing on the status of Transdniestria within a recon-
stituted Moldova and the various arrangements between the two entities, and
culminating in a common state document, which is reproduced in its entirety in
the chapter annex. Thus, the informal process not only instituted communication
and built understanding and cooperation between the two sides, it also culmi-
nated in a creative solution to the conflict that may yet be implemented in some
form when contextual factors, such as economic realities, are favorable to a
resolution.

Another former Soviet republic that has experienced significant internal
conflict is Georgia, with aspirations for independence being expressed by South
Ossetia, Abkhazia and more recently Ajaria. In 1990, South Ossetia declared
itself an independent republic, and armed conflict with Georgia broke out briefly
before being controlled by Soviet forces in 1991 and a formal cease-fire in 1992.
Susan Allen Nan in chapter 8 describes how a high-level conflict resolution ini-
tiative by the Conflict Management Group, with assistance from the Norwegian
Refugee Council, contributed to the negotiation process between Georgian and
South Ossetian officials. Through interviews with participants, third parties and
others, Nan traces the effects of the workshops held from 1996 to 1998 (a mix of
dialogue, conflict analysis, option generation and negotiation skills training) to
the official negotiations mediated by the OSCE and Russia. The workshops be-
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gan at a point when the official talks were stalled, and contributed to a resump-
tion of negotiations and to their quality. Following four workshops, the two
sides formed a joint Steering Committee in order to meet more frequently to re-
flect on and assess the ongoing negotiations. This initiative ended in 2000 due to
a lack of funding and the two parties have yet to reach an agreement on the
status of South Ossetia. Nonetheless, Nan concludes that the intervention made a
number of contributions to the peace process in terms of improved relationships,
a more effective negotiating process and the introduction of substantive ideas to
help resolve the conflict. Hopefully, these effects will come to full fruition with
the conclusion of a future peace agreement.

In the final chapter, Edy Kaufman and Saul Sosnowski elucidate the signifi-
cant contributions of an ICR intervention in the form of Innovative Problem
Solving Workshops (IPSW) to the peace process that ended the border dispute
between Peru and Ecuador. This longstanding conflict erupted in armed hostili-
ties in 1995, stimulating intense diplomatic activity by the two parties and third
parties involved through international agreements. Following the design ration-
ale of the IPSW, influentials from the same sectors (academia, human rights,
media) in the two countries were invited to what became a series of four work-
shops over a three-year period. Generally following the ARIA process devel-
oped by Jay Rothman, the third-party facilitators engaged the participants in
conflict analysis activities and the generation of ideas in working groups to ad-
dress the different elements of the conflict at both the official and the societal
levels. The authors provide a detailed description of the workshop activities and
how these were linked to negotiations and public initiatives in both countries
that helped to build support for the momentum toward peace. Furthermore, the
track-two process concentrated on peacebuilding activities to support the formal
peace agreement in 1998 and to consolidate the peace through strategies such as
joint economic ventures in the border region. Thus, this case stands as a broad
effort directed toward multiple levels and sectors with the intention of facilitat-
ing an overall peace process that can be implemented and sustained.

In developing their case descriptions, the authors were encouraged to pro-
vide information relevant to the questions for analysis, and generally did so with
some variation. In addition, authors were provided the freedom to describe each
case in their own way, using section headings they preferred and drawing on
various sources of information (written reports, interviews, direct experience) as
appropriate. Thus, there is considerable variation in the style of presentation, and
somewhat less so in the breadth and depth of information provided. In all cases,
what follows is a rich and valuable portrayal of ICR at work on some of the
world’s most perplexing and costly conflicts.
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Notes

1. Portions of this chapter were presented in papers at the Annual Convention of the
International Studies Association, New Orleans, March, 2002 and at the Annual Meeting
of the International Society of Political Psychology, Boston, July, 2003.






Ending Confrontation Between
Indonesia and Malaysia

A Pioneering Contribution
To International Problem Solving

Christopher Mitchell

Introduction: The Background

There is no certainty about when or where the first application of problem-solving
processes to the resolution of an intractable international or intercommunal conflict
occurred. However, there can be little doubt that the series of meetings that took
place in London during the winter of 1965-1966 represents at least one of the very
first such initiatives—and a successful one at that. This pioneering effort was car-
ried out by John Burton and his colleagues from University College, London, to-
gether with members of the Tavistock Institute’s Human Resources Centre and col-
leagues from the University of Edinburgh and the London School of Economics.
The focus of the series, which lasted from December 1965 to the early summer of
1966, was on the interstate dispute initially involving the governments of Malaysia
and Indonesia, a bilateral conflict that became a trilateral one once Singapore broke
away from Malaysia and became a separate and independent state in its own right.
Apart from its effects on the actual conflict itself, this series of workshops has
an intrinsic importance in that it was, in many ways, the precursor of the whole
range of informal and unofficial conflict resolution initiatives that gradually began
to be employed on intractable, usually violent conflicts during the 1970s, 1980s and
1990s—initiatives variously labeled “interactive conflict resolution,” “collabora-
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tive, analytical problem solving,” “facilitated negotiations,” “cross party dia-
logues,” “interactive problem solving”™—or, simply, “Track Two.” The workshops
were seminal in many ways. Together with a subsequent problem-solving work-
shop dealing with the conflict on Cyprus held in London in the autumn of 1966, the
series offered a model of innovative procedures that could be used to contribute
significantly to the resolution of conflicts previously deemed thoroughly intracta-
ble, or at best amenable only to temporary and fragile compromise, often backed up
by the threat of Great Power coercion or large side payments from international in-
stitutions. This first initiative, by focusing with apparent success on the triangular
conflict between Malaysia, Indonesia, and Singapore, provided both an initial suc-
cess and a subsequent inspiration for all those who later struggled to have what be-
came known as “Track Two” approaches to conflict resolution accepted as useful
and legitimate adjuncts to formal and official “Track One” efforts to bring interna-
tional conflicts to an end. For these reasons alone it is worthwhile to put on record a
description of the workshops and to attempt to evaluate their impact on the conflict
that was the subject of these early, exploratory efforts at problem solving.

There were a number of reasons why this pioneering initiative took place when
and as it did, and for the choice of the particular South East Asian conflict as the
focus of the efforts undertaken by what subsequently became known as “the Lon-
don Group.” Chief among them was John Burton’s background as a senior Austra-
lian diplomat during the 1940s and 1950s, which partly accounted for his interest in
the conflict that had arisen between Indonesia on the one hand and the new federa-
tion of Malaysia and Singapore on the other. The conflict, then known by its Indo-
nesian title of “Konfrontasi,” had involved low-level guerrilla violence, the imposi-
tion of rival economic sanctions, Indonesian withdrawal from the UN and a number
of fruitless attempts to mediate the conflict using traditional diplomatic procedures.

The conflict seemed to be ripe for an informal intervention, and its attrac-
tiveness as a possible test case was enhanced by the fact that Burton knew per-
sonally many of the leaders involved. This personal knowledge dated from the
time when he had been permanent head of the fledgling Australian Diplomatic
Service. At that time, between 1945 and 1948, Australia had championed Su-
karno’s government as the legitimate representatives of a new state of Indonesia,
during the anticolonial struggle against the Dutch.” Thus, Burton’s regional
credibility was high, and what was to become known in later years as “the entry
problem” was considerably eased in this pioneering case.

Burton first floated the idea of addressing this confrontation as some kind of a
test case to his colleague, Tony de Reuck, at a conference on Conflict in Society
held at the CIBA Foundation in June 1965, characterizing it as an initiative to try
out ideas from “the sociology of conflict” on a real-world case. In the autumn of
1965, the London Group, with Burton at its head, decided to try to organize an in-
formal, low-key, and unofficial small group meeting of Indonesian, Malaysian, and
Singaporean officials, together with a panel of social scientists, to try to help find a
resolution for “Konfrontasi” by injecting some recent insights on the nature and dy-
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namics of conflict into what were likely to be hostile, acrimonious, and difficult
discussions. What sort of a conflict did they confront?

The Nature of the Conflict: “Konfrontasi” Examined

At first sight, Burton and his colleagues seemed to have chosen an elusive conflict
on which to try out their new approach. Initially, Konfrontasi appeared to be a
straightforward, if intractable, mixture of territorial rivalries over former British
possessions in the Far East, arising from Britain’s decision to establish a lower pro-
file “East of Suez”; plus strong ideological differences arising mainly from Indone-
sian President Sukarno’s stridently neutralist stance in the Cold War, together with
his regime’s sensitivity to possible remnants of imperialism in the region.’

The origins of Konfrontasi go back to June 1961, when the prime minister of
the Malayan federation, Tunku Abdul Rahman, first suggested extending the fed-
eration by including Singapore, Sarawak, and Sabah in an enlarged federal associa-
tion on their achievement of independence from British rule.

In Britain, reaction to the idea was positive, as it solved a problem about how
the three British possessions might be decolonized in a viable form, yet with some
British influence in the area retained. Hence, the British were happy with the joint
Malayan-British announcement of the intention to form a new federation made in
November 1961. For the Malayan government, the scheme offered a way by which
the valuable entrepot of Singapore might become part of Malaya without creating a
Chinese majority that would have challenged existing Malay political primacy.

However, the proposal was thoroughly inimical to the government of Indone-
sia, the leaders of which clearly regarded the territories in northern Bormeo, “North
Kalimantan” to Indonesians, as territory necessary to round out the boundaries of
Indonesia, as well as being rightfully theirs. Furthermore, they saw the proposed
Malaysian federation as little more than a screen for continued imperialist domina-
tion of the region. (This last impression was reinforced when arrangements for in-
dependence and British withdrawal clearly involved the retention of a British base
in Singapore and a defense agreement between Britain and Malaysia.) The situation
was further complicated by the fact that the government of the Philippines main-
tained a territorial claim to Sabah on the grounds that its original sovereign, the Sul-
tan of Sulu, had only leased the territory to the British in 1878.

However, the main opposition to the establishment of the new federation came
from Indonesia and particularly from President Sukarmno, Foreign Minister
Subandrio, and the minister of defense, General Nasution. The intensity of Indone-
sian opposition became evident at the end of 1962, when both Indonesian political
leaders issued strong statements, which both condemned the proposed federation
and supported an abortive rebellion in Brunei. The latter had started on December
8, 1962 but was suppressed with much loss of life by the intervention of British
troops, planes and ships. Indonesian statements and warnings were matched by

i
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military moves in the region bordering “British Borneo,” all of which were preludes
to a sustained Indonesian political and diplomatic campaign, lasting from January
1962 to September 1963, aimed at preventing the enlargement of Malaya and the
incorporation of the northern Borneo territories into any new federation. The politi-
cal phase of Konfrontasi had begun.

In spite of both Indonesian opposition and consequent regional efforts to find a
solution to the conflict, negotiations for the establishment of the new federation
proceeded in Singapore, London and Kuala Lumpur, although hardly at a rapid
pace. The last tricky financial obstacles to a merger between Malaya and Singapore
were finally cleared up by July 7, 1963 and the final agreement for the establish-
ment of the new federation of Malaysia signed in London two days later. August
31st was set for the formal establishment of the federation.

In the event, “Malaysia Day” did not occur until September 16th, the delay be-
ing due to a subsequent agreement concluded at one of the peace conferences that
had been set up to try to reach an accommodation between Malaysia and Indonesia
and avoid an escalation of the conflict. Under the sponsorship of the Philippine
government, a preparatory foreign ministers’ round table had been held in Manila
in June 1963, partly to try to reduce tensions between Malaya and Indonesia over
the new federation, and partly to begin discussions of Philippine President Macapa-
gal’s scheme for an even larger regional community, to be known as “Maphilindo.”
Unfortunately, one tension-increasing result of these meetings was a clear mis-
apprehension between Malaya and Indonesia about whether it had or had not been
agreed there that Malaya would delay the creation of Malaysia until the people of
Sarawak and Sabah had been given a chance to “express their views” on the federa-
tion. Two days after the signing of the Federation Agreement in London on July 9,
1963, Sukamo sent a strongly worded protest to Kuala Lumpur, accusing the
Malayan leader of reneging on an agreement. At an emotional anti-Malaysia mass
rally in Jakarta sixteen days later he announced Indonesia’s intention to “crush Ma-
laysia,” which he characterized simply as “a British project.” In a last attempt to
prevent the whole conflict from becoming militarized, President Macapagal spon-
sored another summit conference between July 31 and August 5, 1963, again in
Manila, at which it was agreed that Malaysia Day would be postponed until the UN
Secretary General had had an opportunity to “ascertain” peoples’ wishes in Sara-
wak and Sabah, Indonesia accepting that this need not involve a referendum.

Some six weeks later, the three agreements concluded on this occasion and
known collectively as “The Manila Accords” disintegrated in acrimony. UN Secre-
tary General U Thant duly arranged to carry out his “ascertaining” mission to Sabah
and Sarawak and the resultant report, published on September 14th, stated that pre-
vious elections held there in 1962 and 1963 had been properly conducted in a free
atmosphere, and that a majority of electors had clearly expressed their desire to be-
come part of the proposed Malaysian federation. With the publication of the UN
Mission’s Report, and given the pressures for rapid progress on federation emanat-
ing especially from Singapore—ironic in view of Singapore’s rapid exit from the
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federation two years later—the new federation of Malaysia officially came into be-
ing on September 16, 1963.

Analytically, then, the structure of the conflict was basically one involving
three primary parties—the governments of Malaya and Singapore joined initially as
the federation of Malaysia (and at this time excluding any representatives from the
territories in dispute); and the government of Indonesia. Secondary parties included
the government of the Philippines and—more importantly—the government of the
United Kingdom as the primary supporter of the Malaysians and the somewhat re-
luctant supplier of military assistance in defense of the federation. On the surface,
the major issues appeared to be simply the possession of disputed territory, together
with Indonesian fears about retention of imperialist domination of the region.

Conflict Dynamics and Timing the Intervention

From this point forward, Konfrontasi escalated rapidly and coercion and counter-
coercion became the chief feature of ensuing interactions over the following
months, although there were also a number of traditional diplomatic efforts to me-
diate between the adversaries.

Escalation and Enlargement

The formal establishment of “Malaysia” led to immediate Indonesian reac-
tions. The inauguration was denounced by Indonesian leaders and anti-British and
anti-Malaysian riots took place throughout Indonesia, with the British embassy in
Jakarta being sacked and British residents threatened by indignant mobs. The Indo-
nesian government announced trade and economic sanctions against Malaysia and
the seizure of Malaysian property. Hit-and-run raids into Brunei and northern Bor-
neo, which had not stopped throughout 1962 and 1963, now increased in numbers
and extent. It became clear that most of the infiltrators had secure bases in Indone-
sia, were trained by the Indonesian army, and increasingly involved Indonesian
“yolunteers.” Such attacks across the border continued in spite of a “cease-fire” an-
nounced by Indonesia on January 23, 1964 following a mediatory visit by U.S. At-
torney General Robert Kennedy.

Following the September 1963 riots in Jakarta and the intensification of Kon-
frontasi, Malaysia broke off diplomatic relations with both Indonesia and the Phil-
ippines, and Britain began a process of reinforcing troops in northern Borneo to
stem the increasing number of Indonesian incursions. In March 1964 the United
States cut off aid to Indonesia, while in the same month the Malaysian Cabinet,
alarmed by the increasing incidence of sabotage apparently by Indonesian agents or
supporters, decided to call up all able-bodied male citizens between 20 and 28 for
military service or civilian defense. President Sukarno’s response was to proclaim a
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nationwide mobilization and to order Indonesian youth to register as “volunteers”
to help crush Malaysia. It was reported in Jakarta that 21 million did so (Keesings
Contemporary Archives, 1964).

The conflict escalated further in August 1964 when Malaysia took the dispute
to the UN Security Council over Indonesian seaborne and paratroop landings in
southern Malaya. The Council spent some time attempting to find common ground
on which a settlement could be built, but they were unsuccessful in this as well as in
their efforts to pass a resolution calling on the adversaries to refrain from the use of
force. This was vetoed by the Soviet Union. In January 1995, however, President
Sukarno withdrew Indonesia from the United Nations, and Konfrontasi continued
into the summer and autumn of that year, with Malaysian-Indonesian relations at
their worst possible level, with continuing if sporadic violence in Sarawak and Sa-
bah, with an increasing toll on the resources of both countries and with no solution
in sight.

Formal Peacemaking Efforts

This was the situation in the summer of 1965 when the London Group began
to consider the possibility of a problem-solving initiative in respect of Konfrontasi.
At the time, the chances of this new kind of process having any positive effect on
the conflict must have seemed remote, no matter how innovative the attempt might
prove. A considerable amount of traditional diplomatic effort had already gone into
unsuccessful official, track-one attempts to mediate a compromise settlement. In
total, four governments attempted traditional government-to-government mediation
during the period 1963-1965. Curiously, the most active was the Philippine gov-
ernment of President Macagapal, which itself had a direct interest in Konfrontasi
through its claim to Sabah and which had hardly rendered itself acceptable to Ma-
laysia because of its refusal to recognize the new federation. However, these gaps
in its credibility did not seem to deter decision makers in Manila and, quite apart
from the three Manila meetings in 1963, the following year saw strenuous efforts
by Dr. Lopez, the Philippine foreign minister, to arrange further joint discussions of
the problem. These culminated in another tripartite meeting in Tokyo when Kon-
frontasi was at its height—unfortunately to no effect.

Other initiatives were launched by the U.S. government, in the person of At-
torney General Robert Kennedy who undertook a round of talks in January 1964 to
little avail; and the Thai government, which was relatively the most successful offi-
cial mediator through the efforts of its foreign minister, Thanat Khoman. In No-
vember 1963, Thai efforts at a Colombo Plan ministerial meeting in Bangkok were
abortive, but Khoman managed to arrange a tripartite meeting in Bangkok in Feb-
ruary 1964 at the end of which Indonesia and Malaysia agreed to a cease-fire in
northern Borneo and to its supervision by Thai monitors—which proved a frustrat-
ing and thankless task, even when a Thai-supervised, token withdrawal of Indone-
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sian forces was agreed in June 1964—perhaps the sole positive result of the Tokyo
Summit,

Finally, the Japanese government not only managed to maintain cordial rela-
tions with both Kuala Lumpur and Jakarta throughout Konfrontasi, but also played
a major role in arranging and hosting the preliminary direct talks between Tunku
Abdul Rahman and President Sukarno held in Tokyo in June 1963. Apart from
hosting the tripartite talks a year later, however, Japan played little part in the con-
flict until April 1965, when Premier Sato dispatched a special envoy to Malaysia
and Indonesia to seek both sides’ agreement to attend, without any preconditions, a
summit conference in Tokyo. In spite of initial acceptance by President Sukarno
and a more cautious agreement by Tunku Abdul Rahman, the proposal broke down
when Sukarno finally declined to attend, apparently because of strong pressure
from the Indonesian Communist Party (PKI). This was to be the last formal diplo-
matic effort to mediate an end to Konfrontasi before the dramatic events within In-
donesia from October 1965 onwards, and the efforts of the London Group to ar-
range an alternative approach to resolving the conflict.

The London Initiative

Efforts to interest the governments concerned in the possibility of a new and basi-
cally experimental approach to seeking a solution to their conflict took place during
the autumn of 1965, a period which saw official efforts by British prime minister,
Harold Wilson, to start formal negotiations in London rebuffed and official efforts
to end Konfrontasi deadlocked. Burton and his colleagues then approached the Brit-
ish prime minister with a proposal that an informal initiative might succeed where
official efforts had failed. Probably without much expectation of success Mr. Wil-
son agreed and three invitations were sent to the three conflicting heads of govern-
ment, asking them to take part by nominating three close colleagues or fiiends as
informal participants in quiet, non-publicized discussions.*

Clearly, approval was forthcoming and by the end of November the initiative
had progressed to the point where participants had been agreed on (some from the
local embassies and High Commissions in London), a date in mid-December set for
the discussions and, largely through the good offices of its Deputy Director, Tony
de Reuck, a site chosen at the London offices of the CIBA Foundation. The partici-
pants who eventually arrived at the CIBA offices on December 13th were assigned
to the task by the central governments in each capital, through the formal invita-
tions sent directly to President Sukamo, Premier Lee Kuan Yew and Prime Minis-
ter Tunku Abdul Rahman, who had all responded favorably to the requests. The
Malaysian High Commission was represented by the Acting High Commissioner,
Mr. Lim Taik Choon, although it seems probable that his duties only enabled him
to attend these initial meetings sporadically and the Malaysian lead was taken by
Mr. Mohammed Sopiee. The latter was a former journalist who held the post of in-
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formation minister at the High Commission, but who was also a personal friend of
Tunku Abdul Rahman. The Indonesian participants were Mr. Rachmat Sukartiko,
First Secretary at the Indonesian embassy, and the Press Attache, Mr. R. Sukarno, a
distant relative of the president. Finally, the Singapore High Commission also sup-
plied a representative, Mr. K. C. Wan, who, in the event, turned out to be a close
friend of Premier Lee Kuan Yew. As it transpired, the participants were hardly tra-
ditional diplomats, perhaps partly because of the recency of the establishment of
diplomatic services in two of the countries. Reflecting later on this factor, one of the
panelists commented on the “. . . unconventional backgrounds and trainings of the
three principal government representatives . . .” going on to say that each of them .
.. had previous experience in revolutionary or political activities and also in some
branch of social science or journalism or both . . .” and arguing that this produced a
combination of “. . . deep practical insights with a keenly intellectual approach . . .”
which very much aided the development of a common intellectual framework and
exchange of ideas (De Reuck, 1966, p. 5).

The fact that Singapore was represented separately draws attention to one of
the two major political events that had taken place in the conflict since the idea of
discussions had first been considered. The first of these occurred in early August
when, for reasons that go beyond the scope of this chapter, Singapore left the fed-
eration and established itself as an independent sovereign state, a move which had
the effect of turning Konfrontasi, formally at least, into a three-party conflict. This
structural change was, however, overshadowed by events in Indonesia during Oc-
tober and subsequently. On October 1st an attempted military coup in Jakarta was
put down by troops who remained loyal to the Sukarno regime, and this was used
as occasion for the army and the Indonesian population at large to turn on the PKI
and virtually destroy it. Accounts of these events vary, but it has been estimated
that over 500,000 people were killed throughout Indonesia (mainly Chinese and
PKI members). It is certainly the case that Communist influence in the country
ceased to be even a minor political factor, and to a large degree this also destroyed a
significant part of President Sukarno’s domestic support base. At the government
level, Sukarno remained in power, but his position had been seriously weakened,
especially vis-a-vis the Indonesian army. In the months that followed he became
increasingly a figurehead with diminishing ability to influence events, except per-
haps to delay them. I return briefly to the significance of these events for Konfron-
tasi below.

For the London Group, the immediate issue in early December was how many
and which social scientists should sit with the participants as the “panel” supplying
ideas from the “sociology of conflict” to help in an analysis of the issues at stake
and possible solutions. In terms to be used later about such discussions, who would
be the “facilitators” and what would be their specific “roles™? Again, it is necessary
to emphasize the lack of any real precedent for such a meeting. All the London
Group had to draw upon as models were the experiences of study groups and hu-
man resource interventions at the Tavistock Institute, the use of T-Groups (sensitiv-
ity training), mainly in the USA, some studies of unstructured group dynamics car-
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ried out by the CIBA Foundation, and some examples from the industrial relations
literature about “problem solving” as opposed to “bargaining” groups.

In the end it was decided to construct a large and varied panel in the hope of
covering a wide range of contingencies.” Apart from John Burton, Tony de Reuck
as host clearly would take a major role and had also had useful experience in ana-
lyzing the structure and process of small group discussions. Two members of the
Human Resources Centre at the Tavistock Institute were panelists, Dr. Fred Emery
and Mr. David Barkla. Two social psychologists from the London School of Eco-
nomics, Dr. Bram Oppenheim and Dr. Roger Holmes, participated, as did Dr.
Roger Fisher from Harvard, who was on sabbatical leave at the LSE.® The panel
was completed by two regional experts on Southeast Asia, Dr. Peter Lyon from the
LSE and Dr. H. M. Lo from Australian National University, and by Mr. Jeff Newn-
ham from University College. (Professor of Sociology, Tom Burns, from the Uni-
versity of Edinburgh also attended the discussions for one of the sessions.)

It is worth commenting on the composition of the panel in the light of the sub-
sequently developed guidelines for workshop panels that they should not only be
small and cohesive, but that they should not contain any individuals who might not
be deemed disinterested or impartial. On this occasion, the panel of “facilitators”
initially contained three Australians, whose government had sent troops to defend
Malaysia in 1963; four from Britain, then supplying most of the military forces in-
volved in Konfrontasi; one American, whose government had put pressure on In-
donesia by cutting off aid and investment; and one panelist with a Dutch colonial
background that might easily have become a source of unease and contention to
some of the participants. To say the least, this was hardly a “disinterested” panel
and it says much for Burton’s personal credibility that the workshop took place at
all, and for the attitudes and behavior of the panelists that the issue of impartiality
seems never to have been raised.

Developing a Process

The next practical problem for the members of the London Group was what proce-
dure ought to be used so that “social science analysis™ might usefully be applied to
this real-world conflict. In other words, what guidelines should be followed once
the discussions had commenced. The members of the Group were more than aware
that they were venturing into unknown country with few maps to help them. Look-
ing back, de Reuck uses the phrase “hastily improvised, ad soc techniques and pro-
cedures” to describe the processes that were adopted for the initial meetings that
took place between December 13th and 17th (de Reuck 1966, p. 7) and subsequent
accounts and recollections bear this out.

One contradiction between principles of seeking or imposing a structure on the
one hand, and on the other of allowing the discussions to flow freely in directions
that seemed fruitful arose and remained strong throughout the week. On the first



28 ‘ Christopher Mitchell

morning of the week’s discussions, Burton still wished to present a list of twelve
points or questions to focus discussion for the participants. Tony de Reuck argued
strongly that they should adopt some of the principles developed at CIBA for con-
ducting unstructured or semi-structured meetings, in which roles are uncertain,
norms of behavior and procedures unspecified, and even the eventual goals of the
meeting somewhat nebulous. He felt that avoiding formalized procedures and even
mildly authoritarian leadership would lead eventually to a stage of attentive listen-
ing, the development of shared perceptions and a common vocabulary, and the at-
tainment of a degree of trust among the participants that would enable some subse-
quent creative thinking to take place; and that this would be worthwhile even if the
initial stages were likely to follow a pattern involving the challenging assertion of
positions and argumentation about differences.’

Burton agreed that this should be the initial procedure adopted and, on the
morning of the 13th, following personal introductions, de Reuck as last minute
chairman suggested to the participants and the panel that the basic rule of the meet-
ing should be to have no rules, in the sense that anyone should feel free to say any-
thing. Moreover, the discussions should take any direction that participants felt ap-
propriate. In this opening stage there appeared to have been a general feeling of
puzzlement among the diplomatic participants, even about what they were doing
there, and a number of comments indicated that they were prepared to give “the
process—whatever it was—one day and if no progress was apparent they would
not return the following day. However, they were willing to present their views of
the conflict to the panel, the Indonesians volunteering to present first.®

What then followed was the beginning of a subsequently familiar first stage in
many workshops, with both sides presenting their case, telling their stories and to
some degree venting, although recollections are that levels of tension and hostility
were not as high as in some later workshops, where participants had direct experi-
ence of loss, damage and death caused by their adversaries. The first days were thus
devoted to the participants presenting their own historical account of Konfrontasi
and its origins, with much emphasis on interaction, and explanations couched in
terms of responses to the actions and initiatives of the other. One of the panelists
also had the strong impression that the participants were, to some degree, covering
themselves against subsequent official questions about whether they had taken care
to present their government’s case forcefully and in detail, when they returned to
their respective embassies or capitals.” Hence, in these first two days and even later
in the week, there was a great deal of what a third panelist described as acting or
playing to the gallery.'®

~ By the end of the first day another subsequently familiar aspect of such work-
shops was evident. The participants were becoming frustrated with what they per-
ceived as a lack of substantive progress, and they announced that they would not be
returning the following day. The panel responded with encouragement and said that
they intended to be at the CIBA center at 9:30 the following day and they hoped to
see the Indonesian, Malaysian and Singaporean guests there. In the event, everyone
arrived on the following morning and the discussion proceeded with the completion
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of thels1 Malaysian and Singaporean accounts of the sources and nature of the dis-
pute.

The ending of the second day and much of the subsequent week were taken up
with the panel asking questions of the participants and commenting on aspects of
the conflict that seemed to them to link to theoretical or conceptual formulations
from appropriate social sciences. One surprising feature of this process for the panel
was the beneficial effects of their not knowing too much of the historical back-
ground to the conflict. With a few exceptions, the panel could convincingly only
claim “expertise” that did not directly arise from knowledge of the region or the
conflict. This enabled them to ask penetrating, if basic questions about underlying
sources of the conflict and its dynamics without the participants feeling that an-
swering these would involve the springing of some clever trap. What de Reuck later
described as the panel’s “innocence” enabled the panel to ask “naively penetrating
questions” and to “view hypotheses and explanations . . . with direct and innocent
vision” (de Reuck, 1966, p. 5) that increased participants’ trust that the panel was
not being manipulative, and helped to produce a less superficial analysis than might
otherwise have been the case. This unexpected benefit clearly underlies the familiar
rule of thumb that workshop panels should not be steeped in the details of the con-
flict they are dealing with, and also the principle that only the parties involved
really know what the conflict is all about.

As far as these initial workshops are concerned, most panelists recollect that a
central focus for the discussions in the latter part of the workshop was on ideas of
misperceptions and misapprehensions, concepts which the participants rapidly
adopted as tools for explaining why the other party had assigned inaccurate mean-
ings or motivations to actions and statements of their own leaders. (It was, appar-
ently, only “the other side” that failed to understand accurately one’s own positions,
goals, perceptions and motivations. “Our own side” was blessed with immaculate
perception.) They appeared particularly interested in the others’ perception of their
own motivations and images and the mistakes that had been made in the past be-
cause initially incorrect interpretations underlay many reactions. The importance of
these ideas was particularly revealed in discussions of Indonesian fears of being
“encircled,” which had been generally dismissed as ill-founded or simply used for
propaganda purposes during Konfrontasi. However, the perception of British impe-
rialism surviving through Australia, of U.S. imperial control via the Philippines,
and of the threat of Chinese ambitions to the north meant that the close ties which
Britain maintained with Malaysia effectively completed this perceived encirclement
and confirmed Indonesians in their strong beliefs about efforts to maintain imperial
control over their region. Further discussion revealed that all three countries shared
concerns about nation building and the difficulties of maintaining minimal unity
over such widely dispersed territories and about the dangers of separatist tendencies
within their diverse populations. This shared set of concerns and misapprehensions
led one of the panelists to write later that one fruitful way of understanding the con-
flict was to abandon any approach which focused on traditional International Rela-
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tions concepts such as “power” or “territorial aggression” and instead to substitute a
“fear-framework,” in which motivations are sought in feelings of insecurity and in-
stability. Substantive issues might be only “an expression of underlying insecurity
and anxiety” that arise so frequently because “it is only too easy to find other ob-
jects to fear” (Oppenheim, 1966, p. 3). Linked to this analysis is also the element of
symbolism, in that certain actions, quite irrespective of their substantive effects, can
take on larger and even different meanings through what they represent to others.
Thus, Indonesians’ feelings of encirclement emerged from the discussions as hav-
ing been intensified by Malaysia’s continuing links with an imperial Britain—that
is the kind of federation that emerged, symbolized by the British base retained in
Singapore.

Apart from this major theme, others that emerged from the interactive discus-
sion in the workshop mainly arose, according to one panelist, from the process of
the participants exploring each other’s motivations for past actions, beliefs on the
other side about these motivations, and mis-reactions based on these assumed moti-
vations.'? Much attention was devoted to actions seen as themselves reactive, but
perceived as new threats by the other, while the theme of fears regarding outside
intervention provided another common interest within all three parties.

Equally, there was some discussion of the “functionality” of the conflict for
elements on both sides, undoubtedly arising from panel members’ familiarity with
the then very influential theories of Lewis Coser (1956). While apparently not em-
bracing the theories wholeheartedly, participants indicated that there had been clear
payoffs from being in conflict and that these were rather reluctantly acknowledged
as being of considerable value. For example, both Malaysian and Indonesian par-
ticipants agreed that before Konfrontasi there had been considerable doubt about
the rationality of having two states, given the ethnic similarity of Malays and Indo-
nesians, but that now there was no question about the separateness of the two coun-
tries; conflict had clearly drawn and reinforced boundaries, as suggested by Coser."

Toward the very end of the week’s work, panelists recall that participants be-
gan to float what might be called what if ideas into the discussions, which is con-
ventionally a way of exploring likely reactions to possible moves and statements
without making any firm commitment that these would be made. Many of these
ideas involved possible actions by other relevant parties—mainly the British—who
were not represented among the participants. Hence, a feeling began to grow that, if
there were to be a follow-up meeting, then additional parties would have to be rep-
resented at the table. However, most panelists recollect that the week ended some-
what ambiguously, with the participants simply saying that they would need to re-
port back to their governments, although it was implied that the discussions would
soon need to be resumed, possibly some time in January.

Part of the procedure worked out at the start of the meeting had been that no
written record of the exchanges would be made, nobody would list agreements—or
disagreements—over whatever points were discussed, and that there would be no
formal report of the workshop proceedings. All of the panel and most of the partici-
pants had kept personal notes, and it was understood that these would form the ba-
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sis of the participants’ reports to their individual governments. On December 17th
the discussions came to what Tony de Reuck recalls as a “natural break point™* and
the initial workshop came to an end.

In the recollection of many of the panelists, it had clearly been an interesting
but somewhat unstructured event. For one thing, the idea of a formal agenda had
been rejected. For another, it was difficult to maintain continuity of panel members
throughout the week. Roger Holmes recalls that people “came and went,” and that
some attended only infrequently.'> However, the process was clearly held together
by a core group of Burton, de Reuck, Oppenheim and Emery.

The team convened briefly to review progress and consider future possibilities
on December 18th or 19th, but at that stage the next move clearly lay with the three
governments and it seems probable that little firm planning could be undertaken. At
this point there seems to have been a recognition that something unusual had taken
place over the previous week, but nobody was yet quite certain what this was, nor
how the very open and flexible procedures that had developed—almost of their
own accord—had contributed to such a result. These matters might clarify in the
New Year.

The Process of Peacemaking

The New Year saw the beginnings of a number of important structural changes
within Indonesia that significantly affected the context for the London meetings.
Some of these had clearly began in late 1965, when some behind-the-scenes efforts
to modify the policy of Konfrontasi became evident. For example, in the middle of
December Dr. Sudandrio had approached the Dutch ambassador in Jakarta to sug-
gest the possibility of a “dialogue” between Indonesia and the United Kingdom, to
be brokered by Dr. Josef Luns, the foreign minister of the Netherlands, but nothing
came of this tentative “feeler” although it was sent to London from Jakarta a few
days later.'®

In summary, the structural changes within Indonesia involved a gradual shift-
ing of power from those in Indonesian political and military circles who favored
continuing Konfrontasi to those who saw the whole policy as an irrelevance to In- -
donesia’s real needs, or simply as damaging other important Indonesian goals, par-
ticularly those involved in economic development. At an individual level, this
meant a gradual lessening of the power of President Sukarno—although he retained
the role of “spoiler” right up to the end of the formal peace process that terminated
in the Bangkok/Jakarta Agreement signed on August 11, 1966. This slow change
was signaled by an increased number of contradictory statements about continuing
or ending Konfrontasi emanating from different ministries and ministers in the In-
donesian government, but more especially by a number of “reshuffles” in the coun-
try’s inner Cabinet which involved the gradual replacement of key ministers who
had supported Konfrontasi. In March 1966, while the killing of PKI members was
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still continuing, a further major shift in real power took place, with Lt. General Su-
harto and other military chiefs finally taking control of the government from the
hands of President Sukarno, who was also forced to remove his minister of defense,
General Nasution, from office. Shortly afterward, following anti-leftist demonstra-
tions by students and others in Jakarta, First Deputy Premier and Foreign Minister
Subandrio was sacked and arrested a few days later. Other former ministers, such as
the minister of information, Major Achmadi, were placed in “protective arrest.”

Thus, over the first six months of 1966, anti-Konfrontasi individuals led by Lt.
General Suharto for the army and by the new foreign minister, Adam Malik, began
to shape new Indonesian attitudes and policies towards the Malaysian federation
and Singapore and, in spite of continued opposition from the president, to signal
this change to their adversaries and the world at large. As early as the beginning of
March, Jakarta Radio was reporting even Mr. Subandrio as saying that the president
would agree to talks with Tunku Abdul Rahman and President Marcos. In mid-
March, a private emissary from General Suharto contacted British Ambassador
Gilchrist in Jakarta with the information that Suharto wished to renew good rela-
tions with Britain; that there was an urgent need to wind up Konfrontasi, although
this would have to be done “bit by bit”; and that Suharto and his group would
emerge into public power very soon. The suggestion was also made that the Austra-
lian government might be asked to provide good offices."” Almost a month later the
official Indonesian news agency, Antara, was reporting publicly that the new for-
eign minister, Adam Malik, was prepared to discuss peace with Malaysian leaders,
by which time another of Suharto’s emissaries, Colonel Ali Moertop, had already
had informal and confidential discussions lasting two days in Bangkok with Tan Sri
Ghazali, the Malaysian Permanent Secretary for External Affairs.'®

In May the pace of events quickened. On the 15th, after what was undoubtedly
a difficult, four-hour meeting of Indonesian leaders at the presidential palace at Bo-
gor, the Indonesian government actually proposed direct peace talks at the foreign
minister level, although a few days later President Sukarno was trying to prevent
such talks taking place by forbidding his foreign minister to travel abroad. How-
ever, on May 27th a delegation of senior Indonesian military officers arrived in Ma-
laysia for talks, later described as “cordial” and two days later Malik and Tun Ab-
dul Razak opened peace talks in Bangkok.

The London Meetings Resume

It was against this background of change that the workshops continued in Lon-
don. The steering group from the panel held a planning meeting shortly after the
opening of the New Year on January 4th. Clearly there had been some encourage-
ment from the thiree governments to continue because the next full workshop took
place only six days later on January 10th. It was probably at this latter meeting that
it became clear to the participants something that had already been considered by
members of the panel: that it would beneficial to have some input to the discussions
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from both the British and Australian governments. Hence, the diplomatic partici-
pants made a specific request that a British and Australian presence should be ar-
ranged subsequently, and this was agreed.

Subsequent one-day, follow-up workshops took place at the CIBA Foundation
on February 4th and 16th and on March 14th, while the London Group’s steering
committee also met formally on January 19th and later on April 22nd, although the
“inner circle” kept in close touch with one another during the intervening periods.
Tony de Reuck recalls that these later workshops became gradually more character-
istic of “direct, bilateral negotiations,” with informal bargaining taking place and
heads of agreement being drafted. In essence, the diplomatic participants “took over
the running” with the panel helping with ideas and suggestions when necessary.

At the meeting held on February 16th, two new diplomatic participants at-
tended, namely Mr. Tam Dalyell, who was Under-Secretary of State at the Foreign
Office; and Mr. Tom Critchley, who was then Australian High Commissioner in
London and who had been a colleague of John Burton’s for many years. Both new
participants were brought into the discussions to provide some information about
British and Australian aims and intentions in the region, and it appears that they did
so in a manner which defused many of the medium and long-term concerns of the
other participants, particularly those from Indonesia. At this time the labor govern-
ment in London was reviewing the whole of British policy “East of Suez’—as well
as Britain’s overall defense posture—particularly the cost of maintaining a strong
military presence in the region, and Dalyell was probably able to inform the work-
shop of possible future directions of British policy and the likelihood of a major
diminution of the British presence in the region—or the British “threat,” as it had
initially been defined in Jakarta.'® Panel members clearly regarded this intervention
as very useful in removing some of the remaining obstacles to finding a solution to
Konfrontasi and opening up possibilities for the regional governments.?’

By mid-March the discussions had progressed to a point at which the partici-
pants had thrashed out some heads of agreement and some detailed terms, at least at
an acceptable draft level although, again, no formal records of discussions or points
of agreement were kept by the panel and each of the participants was responsible
for making his record of what might have been said and tentatively agreed. Panel-
ists recall that participants gave clear indications that they were reporting regularly
on progress to their embassies in London and that information about the workshops
was reaching the foreign ministries in Singapore, Jakarta and Kuala Lumpur. Thus,
the workshops’ penultimate meeting on March 14th occurred at roughly the same
time as the transfer of power in Jakarta to General Suharto and the appointment of
Mr. Malik as foreign minister. Both of these changes clearly led to the revival of
official, track-one peacemaking efforts and eventually to the meetings in Bangkok
in late May.

These official meetings became the occasion for the final workshop which oc-
curred on June 6, 1966, when some of the panel and most of the participants (less
Mr. Wan who had left for Singapore but with Mr. Critchley representing Australia)
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attended to discuss their work in the light of the Bangkok meetings and the agree-
ment to end confrontation.?' There seems to have been a general feeling that the
workshops had made a contribution to the approaching peace, and that the meetings
had been unusual but worthwhile. As a follow up, the steering committee and the
panel decided that visits should be made, as soon as possible, to the three capitals,
in order to ascertain what had been achieved and what further might be done.

Contemplating a New Process

During the summer of 1966, the academics of the London Group who had become,
somewhat to their surprise, involved in an initiative aimed at helping to resolve a
rather low-key but nonetheless intractable international conflict, had a little time to
take stock of what their initial experiment in “social scientific intervention” had
achieved. Leaving aside the issue of how the workshops had helped institution
building,” the two obvious questions to be addressed were, firstly, what contribu-
tion (if any) had the workshop series made to the search for a solution to the con-
flict between Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore; and secondly, what lessons could
be learned from the initiative about how to analyze complex conflicts (if one could
do this with the participation of those intimately involved) and about how to de-
velop mutually acceptable and self-supporting solutions in such conflicts.

Only the first of these questions will be considered in any depth in this chapter.
Those who had helped to organize the London workshops and most of those who
had sat on the panel facilitating the discussions were positive that they had, indeed,
made a contribution to the final resolution of the conflict via the Bangkok and Ja-
karta agreements. One word of caution was sounded by Peter Lyon, who remarked
later on the relatively low status of the participants in their respective diplomatic
hierarchies, and questioned how seriously the three governments were taking the
initiative and what level of attention would be given to reports emanating from such
a low-key event.> On the other hand if, as John Burton had requested, these were

- individuals with personal links to very top decision makers—to Sukarno, to Tunku
Abdul Razak and to Lee Kuan Yew—then their formally low status would have not
prevented their insights being transmitted to top decision-making circles in their
respective capitals.

Moreover, many panelists felt that, in spite of the fact that—by agreement—no
formal record of the points discussed or tentative agreements suggested had been
kept, nonetheless the diplomatic participants had made their own records of possi-
ble de-escalatory moves, of issues that could be sidelined or ignored because of
previous misperceptions and misunderstandings, of areas of mutual interest and
mutual concern, and of points that might possibly be included in any final settle-
ment. Everyone on the panel had been struck by the fact that the diplomatic partici-
pants had, on several occasions, announced that they would need to consult their
own governments back home before proceeding any further. They had all—
apparently—been keeping in regular touch through their embassies with their own
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foreign ministries and probably beyond. It was also very likely that they had been
given some high-level permission to explore the position of the other side, the pos-
sibly bizarre insights made available by the social scientists, and the room available
for various solutions, even, after the December meeting, those involving compro-
mise of publicly stated goals.

However, the most that the facilitators would actually claim about the impact
of the workshop series on the actual conflict—particularly those that committed
their thoughts to paper—was that it seemed to have helped to arrive at a solution,
although the precise form this help had taken and how it had operated remained
vague. Tony de Reuck, for example, wrote shortly after the ending of the series that
the meetings “at the very least must have contributed to the favourable climate sur-
rounding the present detente” (de Reuck, 1966, p. 9). Much later on, he continued
to feel that the meetings enabled the participants to discuss—and later to actually
negotiate—in a way that would never have been possible if they had remained
within the normal bargaining framework.2*

The impression of the London Group that what took place at the meetings had
an impact on the official level of negotiating and peacemaking was later reinforced
when the text of the Jakarta Agreement appeared, and members of the panel were
struck by the fact that the heads of agreement and general outline resembled drafts
that were being discussed in London at the February and March meetings, while
some phrases and expressions seemed to be echoes of those heard at the London
meetings or were even the same, word for word. Tony de Reuck’s point that, had
Suharto or Malik been searching for a ready-made way of ending confrontation that
was reasonably sure of acceptance by the other side, then a draft was “there, ready
for use on the shelves of the Foreign Office in Jakarta.”*’

Less speculatively, British records indicate that some informal intermediary
activity, at the least, had a direct impact on the accord. Shortly after the official
Bangkok meetings Tan Sri Ghazali, the leading Malaysian diplomat, in conversa-
tion with the British ambassador in Kuala Lumpur, commented that, in fact, it had
been Adam Malik and he, rather than Tun Razak, who had worked out the agree-
ment late on the evening of May 31st. Moreover, consensus had finally been
reached “on the basis of a formula which Ghazali had previously agreed in princi-
ple with Suharto during the course of their private contacts through intermediaries
and h;léd confirmed during the last week’s visit of the Indonesian goodwill mis-
sion.”

Only the diplomatic participants and their political chiefs can confirm beyond
doubt the existence and the effects of such linkages, of course, but some positive
indications were gained during the follow-up visit to Kuala Lumpur and Jakarta
undertaken by John Burton in the summer of 1966. Burton recalls being impressed
by the welcome he received “at top levels” and by the assurances that, with all par-
ties in good communication, there would be no need for further meetings in Lon-
don.
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On the matter of what impact the workshops might have had on the develop-
ment of this approach for future use we are on rather more certain ground, as some
of the core members of the panel and steering group put their thoughts on paper for
discussion at the June 3rd meeting. Fred Emery’s account, for example, was fo-
cused mostly on the lessons to be learned for future exercises, although he did con-
clude that what he termed “participative case studies” would be “the most hopeful
way of testing and extending our knowledge and . . . the ability of social scientists
to be even more helpful” (Emery, 1966, p. 7). Most interestingly, Emery’s paper
did extract some general lessons from the workshops which later became standard
guidelines for this type of initiative.”” Some were obvious, even at the time, such as
the argument for “protection from public perusal” for the participants’ freedom of
exploration; and the point stressing the advantage of the participants not being pre-
sent in any final decision-making capacity, which would restrict discussion “to
those matters . . . seen to have a significantly probable contribution to the decision”
(Emery, 1966, p. 6). Exploring “mere possibilities” would free participants so that
they could follow a discussion down whatever paths appeared, however ostensibly -
irrelevant.

On the other hand, the workshops on Konfrontasi appeared to have revealed a
number of counterintuitive guidelines, which often emerged at points during the
first week’s discussions when disagreements about process arose. The first was that
a major contribution from the social scientists—apart from their independence from
the conflict itself—was their ability to assist participants both to begin a joint analy-
sis or search and sustain it in the face of the inevitable hostility which would ac-
company -even the most urbane diplomat to such discussions. Emery argued
strongly that this involved facilitators in allowing the participants to guide the direc-
tion and content of the meeting, in not trying to contain outbursts of anger or avoid
hostile confrontations during the exchanges, and in not trying to force participants
to explore what they seemed to want to avoid—for example, concerns about the
overseas Chinese—or make them become involved in processes—anything resem-
bling formal negotiation—about which they were clearly uneasy.

The second major role for the panel was to help develop what Emery called “a
‘theory’ of the conflict” which was not only accurate and objective, but was ac-
cepted as such by the participants. This “theory” needed to be articulated to the con-
flict under consideration so that it guided discussion toward the next stage in the
process, that of searching for possible solutions, in which the facilitators played a
third important role. Here, Emery first articulated the principle that, to find an out-
come that was acceptable to all parties—the famous win-win solution—it was often
necessary for the facilitators to help participants redefine the nature of the conflict
by examining their more general values and needs and then seeking solutions at that
level rather than at the level of publicly expressed positions and interests. Emery
discusses this idea as that of “recentering”—finding a relevant issue linked to the
ostensibly “prime” conflict, which provides an opportunity to engage in “some
creative thinking and to effectively restructure the way the contestants looked at the
prime conflict” (Emery, 1966, p. 5). In the case of Konfrontasi, Emery argued that
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shifting the focus from the “prime” conflict over Sabah and Sarawak to the prob-
lems caused by the British Strategic Reserve Base at Singapore “recentered” the
problem and led toward a possible resolution, and this does seem likely to have
been the case.

John Burton’s paper was also written in January 1966, in the light of the first
week’s discussions of Konfrontasi and, being intended for delivery at the annual
British International Studies Association Conference, is of a far more general nature
than any of the others. Much of the paper is taken up with a discussion of the nature
of “testing” and Burton’s argument that the only really valid form of theory testing
is to see whether any theory or theories about a particular conflict situation seem
relevant, insightful and applicable to those actually involved in that situation. On
the other hand, reading between the lines, Burton seems to have concluded, even at
that early stage in the workshop series that, quite apart from its theory-testing po-
tentialities, the Konfrontasi initiative had shown that one major revelation was the
manner in which the process could restore sophisticated and non-threatening com-
munication. At the same time, it introduced the representatives of conflicting parties
to useful ideas and concepts that helped in analyzing their mutual problem as well
as suggesting exits.

Conclusion

Whether the ideas, the principles and the theories that had been used in the work-
shop series had, in fact, helped the governments of Singapore, Malaysia and Indo-
nesia to find that exit still remains something of an open question, although the
strong indications are that it did play a major role in the overall peacemaking proc-
ess. All the evidence seems to show that the discussions certainly played a part in
altering the views and ideas of the diplomats who participated in the series of meet-
ings in London over the winter of 1965 and the spring of 1966—not least because
the panelists most of the time seem to have instinctively avoided the trap of forcing
their own analysis on the participants. Fred Emery recalls the warning provided by
Kurt Lewin over a decade before: “the direct assault of new ideas provokes a stub-
born resistance, thus intensifying the difficulty of producing a change of outlook.
Conversion is achieved more easily by unsuspected infiltration of a different idea”
(Lewin, 1950, p. viii). The lesson that the panel does not necessarily know best was
an important one for future initiatives.

Could the new technique be used in other cases? In the summer of 1966 the
London Group was cautiously optimistic. A second workshop series was planned
for the autumn. Burton’s new Centre at University College was recruiting research-
ers and associates, and one of its major purposes was to continue using the new ap-
proach until a body of experience had been accumulated about what did and what
did not work, plus (hopefully) some theoretical ideas about why. It was left to de
Reuck to express a necessary note of written caution about assuming that ideas
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from the CIBA workshops could be transferred, lock, stock and barrel, to other
types of conflict, involving parties from other cultures® with long histories of em-
nity and mistrust. Tony de Reuck made the crucial point that it should not be for-
gotten that Konfrontasi was, as international conflicts go, somewhat extraordinary
even if not unique. He noted that, in many ways, it was an unreal conflict in terms
of its causes and its conduct; relatively few people had been killed or injured, and
relatively few had even been directly affected by it. He referred to it as a “phoney
war,” which echoed the term used later by another observer of Konfrontasi, who
called it a “quasi-war” (Ott, 1972, p. 599). For de Reuck, the main problem seemed,
by the start of 1966, to have become one of finding a peaceful exit for all con-
cerned, given that the workshop series revealed that there existed no objective con-
flicts of interest between two very similar emergent nations, and a powerful am-
bivalence on all sides regarding what had become an increasingly unrewarding
dispute. ' :

Rhetorically, at the end of his paper written in May 1966, de Reuck asked
whether the new approach would be equally successful in conflicts that involved
deep ideological or cultural differences, in disputes over the sharing of political
power, in differences over how to treat national minorities, or in conflicts over pos-
session of or access to valuable raw materials. He might have added to that list con-
flicts that were long-lasting, violent, destructive, or cyclical, or that seemed to in-
volve real conflict of interest, perhaps central to survival. The next thirty years were
to see a variety of social scientists using problem-solving workshops to try to an-
swer those questions.

Notes

1. My thanks to Julie Marcus, Scott Grummon, and Susan Allen Nan for their work in
helping to carry out background research for this paper and to all of the participants and panel
at the CIBA Workshops who allowed me to interview them at inordinate length about past
events in which they had been involved.

2. Australia had been one of the two members that brought the Indonesian issue to the
Security Council in 1946 (the other was India); and when in 1947 the UN sent a Good Of-
fices Committee to try to mediate between the Dutch and the Indonesian nationalists, the lat-
ter chose Australia to represent them on the three-man committee (Coast, 1952, p. 58).

3. The most detailed English-language account of confrontation between the three coun-
tries is by J. A. C. Mackie in Konfrontasi (London, Oxford University Press: 1974).

4. See the account in Burton, “Negotiation to Prevent Escalation and Violence,” pp.13-
14.

5. A number of other social scientists acted as an informal support or steering group, at-
tending planning meetings, offering comments and suggestions, and contributing to the
analysis of the process and its effects. These included Mr. Michael Banks (International Rela-
tions, LSE); Mr. John Groom (International Relations, University College); Mr. Ian Hamnett
(Sociology, University of Edinburgh); Dr. Michael Nicholson and Mr. Charles Raab (Peace
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Research, University of Lancaster); and Mr. Andrew Wilson (Defence Correspondent of
“Observer™).

6. Oppenheim also possessed local knowledge and experience of Indonesian society .
his family came from a Dutch colonial background and he had served in the Dutch forces 1
Indonesia after World War II.

7. Anthony de Reuck. interview; London; November 20, 1987.

8. De Reuck, interview.

9. Bram Oppenheim, interview; London; January 4, 1983.

10. David Barkla, interview; London; July 16, 1985.

11. De Reuck, interview.

12. Oppenheim, interview.

13. De Reuck, interview.

14. De Reuck, interview.

15. Roger Holmes, interview; London; June 10, 1984,

16. Public Record Office, London. File #F0 371 181501/IM 1042/141.

17. Public Record Office, London. File #FO 371 187562/IM 1042/30. The emissary Mr,
Van Tjong also indicated to Ambassador Gilchrist that the new regime was desperate to
make arrangements for new food supplies for Indonesia, and unless this could be arranged
(and continuing Konfrontasi prevented this) the whole Indonesian reform movement would
lose its impetus.

18. Public Record Office, London. File #F0 371 187562/IM 2042/51.

19. At this point in time it seemed clear that the Indonesian perceptions of the British
base were also shifting, at least among the new group of power holders led by Suharto.
Whereas to Sukarno, Nasution, and Subandrio the base had seemed to represent a colonial-
ist’s effort to retain control of the region, for Suharto and his group it was likely to represent a
bulwark against any renewed communist threat to their hold on power and part of a deterrent
against Chinese expansionism into Southeast Asia.

20. De Reuck, interview.

21. Three days previously, on June 3, 1966, a meeting of the social scientists involved
had taken place at CIBA to review progress from an academic perspective and the four pa-
pers mentioned in the bibliography by Burton, de Reuck, Emery and Oppenheim had been
read and discussed.

22. Partly as a result of this first exercise, John Burton was able to establish the Centre
for the Analysis of Conflict, at University College London, with a major focus on the explo-
ration and development of this approach to conflict analysis and its resolution—what became
known three years later as “controlled communication” (Burton, 1969).

23. Peter Lyon, interview; London; July 21, 1985.

24. De Reuck, interview,

25. De Reuck, interview.

26. Public Record Office, London File # FO/187565/IM1042/108/G. Report from Sir
M. Waller, British ambassador to Kuala Lumpur on meeting with Tan Ghazali on June 3,
1966.

27. Emery begins his paper with an interesting discussion about the values and objectiv-
ity of the facilitating panel, and of the conflicting pressures to which panelists from countries
party to the conflict might be subjected. Both of these are topics on which debate still contin-
ues.

28. De Reuck acknowledges that the informal process adopted at CIBA may have
worked well there because it resembled the Malay concept of Musharawah, that is, continv
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3 to talk a subject “into the ground” until consensus is achieved, rather than arbitrating it or
iting on it or adjudicating it according to some abstract principles as in the Western tradi-
. However, subsequent experience with open-ended and flexibly conducted workshops
sems to show that this approach does not work only with people from non-Western, consen-

us-based cultures.



Interactive Problem Solving in the Israeli-
Palestinian Case

Past Contributions and Present Challenges

Herbert C. Kelman

Since the early 1970s, my colleagues and I have been actively engaged in track-
two efforts designed to contribute to the resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian con-
flict. Our work has primarily involved the intensive application to this conflict
of the concepts and methods of interactive problem solving (Kelman, 1998b,
2003), which is my particular variant of Interactive Conflict Resolution. Interac-
tive problem solving is an unofficial, third-party approach to the resolution of
international and intercommunal conflicts, derived from the work of John Bur-
ton (1969, 1979, 1984, 1987) and anchored in social-psychological principles
(Kelman, 1997a).

Our first problem-solving workshop with Israelis and Palestinians took
place in 1971 (Cohen, Kelman, Miller, and Smith, 1977). The work continued
with a series of workshops in the 1970s and 1980s (see Kelman, 1979, 1986,
1992a), culminating in a continuing workshop with highly influential Israeli and
Palestinian participants that met over a three-year period, between 1990 and
1993 (Rouhana and Kelman, 1994; Kelman, 1998a). The last session of the con-
tinuing workshop took place just prior to the announcement of the Oslo agree-
ment in 1993. Our efforts have continued and taken new directions in the years
following the Oslo agreement. The focus of the present chapter, however, is on
the pre-Oslo period: on the contributions of our work to laying the groundwork
for the Oslo agreement—which I still regard as a major breakthrough in the Is-
raeli-Palestinian conflict, despite its inherent flaws and despite the failure of the

41
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Camp David talks in the summer of 2000, the onset of the second Intifada later
that year, and the breakdown in “the Oslo process” in 2001.

Historical Background'

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict is now more than a century old (see Tessler,
1994, for a comprehensive account of the history of the conflict, or Mendelsohn,
1989, and Gerner, 1991, for shorter accounts). Its origins go back to the birth of
political Zionism at the end of the nineteenth century (see Halpern, 1969, and
Hertzberg, 1975). The early decades of the twentieth century brought to Pales-
tine waves of Jewish immigrants who purchased land, built settlements and so-
cial institutions, and clearly signaled their intention to establish a Jewish home-
land and ultimately a Jewish state in Palestine. The growing Jewish presence
was soon perceived as a threat by the Arab population of the land, which was
itself influenced by the development of Arab nationalism and the construction of
a specifically Palestinian identity (see Muslih, 1988, and R. Khalidi, 1997). Vio-
lence first erupted in the 1920s and has continued to mark the relationship be-
tween the two peoples ever since.

During the period of the British mandate, which was established after
‘World War I, various formulas for the political future of Palestine were ex-
plored—including partition and establishment of a federal state—but none was
found to be acceptable to both the Arab and the Jewish populations (or indeed to
either one of them). In November 1947—in the wake of World War II and the
decimation of European Jewry—the United Nations General Assembly voted to
end the British mandate over Palestine (on May 15, 1948) and to partition the
land into a Jewish and an Arab state. The Zionist leadership accepted the parti-
tion plan, with reservations. The Arab leadership, both within Palestine and in
the neighboring states, rejected it. Fighting between the two sides broke out im-
mediately after adoption of the UN resolution and turned into all-out war after
May 15, 1948, when the British forces withdrew, the Jewish leadership in Pales-
tine declared the independent state of Israel, and regular armies from the
neighboring Arab states joined the fray. Fighting continued until early 1949.

In July of 1949, Israel and the Arab states signed armistice agreements
(though the state of war continued). The armistice lines became the official bor-
ders of the State of Israel. These borders included a larger portion of Palestine
than the UN partition plan had allotted to the Jewish state. The Arab state envi-
sioned by the partition plan did not come into being. Two parts of mandatory
Palestine remained under Arab control: the West Bank, which was eventually
annexed by Jordan, and the Gaza Strip, which came under Egyptian administra-
tion. The establishment of Israel and the war of 1948-1949 also created a mas-
sive refugee problem, with the flight or expulsion of hundreds of thousands of
Palestinian Arabs from their homes in the part of Palestine that became the State
of Israel.
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The map changed radically as a result of the Arab-Israeli war of June 1967,
and along with it, the political atmosphere in the Middle East. By the end of the
Six-Day War, as Israelis called it, Israel occupied the West Bank and the Gaza
Strip—thus extending its control over the entire territory of mandatory Palestine.
It also occupied the Sinai Peninsula and the Golan Heights—Egyptian and Syr-
ian territories, respectively. The new geopolitical and strategic situation created
by the 1967 War led to the Palestinianization of the Arab-Israeli conflict, bring-
ing it back to its origin as a conflict between two peoples over—and increas-
ingly within—the land they both claimed (Kelman, 1988).

The Palestinianization (or re-Palestinianization) of the conflict has mani-
fested itself in the actions of the Arab states, of the Palestinian community itself,
and of Israel. Israel’s neighboring Arab states gradually withdrew from the mili-
tary struggle against Israel—though not before another major war in 1973—
leaving it, essentially, to the Palestinians themselves. The disengagement of the
Arab states became dramatically clear with the 1977 visit to Jerusalem of Presi-
dent Anwar Sadat of Egypt, the largest and most powerful Arab state, an initia-
tive that led to the Camp David accords of 1978 and the Egyptian-Israeli peace
treaty of 1979. The Palestinians took repossession of their struggle, which in the
years between 1949 and 1967 had been mostly in the hands of the Arab states.
Fatah, under the leadership of Yasser Arafat, and other Palestinian guerrilla or-
ganizations grew in strength and eventually took over the Palestine Liberation
Organization (PLO), which was originally a creature of the Arab League. Be-
tween the 1960s and the 1980s, the Palestinian movement gradually shifted its
emphasis from the liberation of all of Palestine through armed struggle against
Israel to the establishment of an independent Palestinian state in the West Bank
and Gaza through largely political means. The end of the occupation became the
immediate goal of the movement and, with the onset of the Intifada—the upris-
ing in the West Bank and Gaza—in December 1987, the occupied territories be-
came the focal point of its struggle.

On the Israeli side, the Intifada further underlined the Palestinianization of
the conflict in the wake of the 1967 War. What had been largely an interstate
conflict between 1948 and 1967 had now been internalized by Israel, that is,
transformed into a continuous confrontation with a resentful Palestinian popula-
tion, living under occupation within Israel’s post-1967 borders. Many Israelis
were persuaded by the Intifada that continuing occupation was not tenable and
that the Palestinians were indeed a people, whose national movement had to find
some political expression if there was to be a peaceful accommodation between
the two sides (Kelman, 1997b).

By the end of the 1980s, there was a strong interest on all sides in finding a
peaceful accommodation and an increasing recognition that some version of a
two-state solution would provide the best formula for a broadly acceptable his-
toric compromise. The political obstacles to such a solution, however, remained
severe. A number of strategic and micropolitical considerations—traceable, in
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particular, to the end of the Cold War and the aftermath of the Gulf War—
eventually brought the leaderships on both sides to the negotiating table at the
Madrid Conference in 1991 and the subsequent talks in Washington. These
talks, however, never developed momentum. It was only after Prime Minister
Yitzhak Rabin came into power in Israel in 1992, at the head of a government
led by the Labor Party, and gradually (and reluctantly) concluded that Israel
would have to deal directly with the PLO leadership in order to make progress in
the negotiations, that a breakthrough was finally achieved. This breakthrough
occurred in the secret Oslo talks, which culminated in the exchange of letters of
mutual recognition between the PLO and the State of Israel (which, in my view,
was the most significant achievement of the Oslo process) and the Declaration
of Principles signed in Washington in September 1993 (see Kelman, 1997b, for
further details).

I shall return to a discussion of the conditions that made the Oslo agreement
possible—and of our contribution to the wide array of activities that helped
bring these conditions about—after a brief description of our problem-solving
workshops with influential Israelis and Palestinians and related activities.

Problem-Solving Workshops

The primary (though not the sole) instrument of interactive problem solving is
the problem-solving workshop. A workshop is a specially constructed, private
space in which politically involved and often politically influential (but gener-
ally unofficial) members of conflicting communities can interact in a nonbind-
ing, confidential way. The microprocess of the workshop provides them the op-
portunity to penetrate each other’s perspective; to explore both sides’ needs,
fears, priorities, and constraints; and to engage in joint thinking about solutions
to the conflict that would be responsive to the fundamental concerns of both
sides.

Our Israeli-Palestinian workshops prior to the Madrid Conference in 1991
(which opened an official Israeli-Palestinian peace process) clearly took place in
the prenegotiation phase of the conflict. Their primary purpose was to help cre-
ate a political atmosphere that would encourage the parties to move to the nego-
tiating table. Moreover, until 1990, all of our workshops were one-time, self-
contained events. Some of the Israelis and Palestinians, as individuals, partici-
pated in more than one workshop and the workshops we held over the years had
a cumulative effect within the two societies. But, because of financial, political,
and logistical constraints, we did not attempt, before 1990, to bring the same
group of participants together for more than one occasion.

Workshops take place under academic auspices and are facilitated by a
panel of social scientists knowledgeable about international conflict, group
process, and the Middle East. A typical one-time workshop would begin with
two pre-workshop sessions, about four hours in length, during which the third
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party meets separately with each of the two parties. The workshop itself typi-
cally lasts about two and a half days, often scheduled over an extended week-
end. The participants include three to six Israelis and an equal number of Pales-
tinians, plus a third party of three or more members.

The Israeli and Palestinian participants have included parliamentarians,
leaders and activists of political parties or political movements, journalists, edi-
tors, directors of think tanks, and politically involved academics, that is, scholars
who not only publish academic papers, but who also write for newspapers and
appear in the media, who serve as advisors to political leaders, and some -of
whom move back and forth between government and academia. Some of our
participants have been former diplomats, officials, or military officers, and many
were later to become negotiators, ambassadors, cabinet ministers, parliamentari-
ans, and leading figures in the media and research organizations. We look for
people who are within the mainstream of their societies and close to the center
of the political spectrum. At the same time, they have to be people who are at
least willing to explore the possibility of a negotiated solution and to sit down as
equals with members of the other party.

We are cognizant of the asymmetries between the parties that exist in the
real world—asymmetries in power, in moral position, in reputation. These play
important roles in the conflict and, clearly, must be taken into account in the
workshop discussions. But the two parties are equals in the workshop setting in
the sense that each party has the same right to serious consideration of its needs,
fears, and concerns. Within the rules of the workshop, the Israeli participants,
for example, cannot dismiss the Palestinian concerns on the grounds that the
Palestinians are the weaker party and are therefore in a poor bargaining position;
nor can the Palestinian participants dismiss the Israeli concerns on the grounds
that the Israelis are the oppressors and are, therefore, not entitled to sympathy.
Each side has the right to be heard in the workshop and each side’s needs and
fears must be given attention in the search for a mutually satisfactory solution.
One of the tasks of the third party is to try to empower the party that is less pow-
erful in a given context.

The workshop discussions are completely private and confidential. There is
no audience, no publicity, and no formal record, and one of the central ground
rules specifies that statements made in the course of a workshop cannot be cited
with attribution outside of the workshop setting. In the early days of our work,
confidentiality was particularly important for the protection of our participants,
because the mere fact that they were meeting with the enemy was controversial
and exposed them to political and even physical risks. Confidentiality is equally
important, however, for the protection of the process that we are trying to pro-
mote in workshops. The third party creates an atmosphere, establishes norms,
and makes occasional interventions, all conducive to free and open discussion,
in which the parties address each other rather than their own constituencies, the
record, or third parties, and in which they listen to each other in order to under-
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stand their differing perspectives. We encourage participants to think out loud,
to experiment with ideas, to explore different options, without having to worry
about how others would react if their words in the group were quoted outside.
We want them to engage in a type of interaction that is generally not feasible
among parties engaged in a bitter conflict—a type of interaction that, indeed,
deviates from the conflict norms that usually govern their behavior:

e An interaction that is analytic rather than polemical, one in which the par-
ties seek to explore each other’s perspective and gain insight into the
causes and dynamics of the conflict;

e  An interaction that is problem-solving rather than adversarial, one in
which the parties sidestep the usual attempt to allocate blame and, instead,
take the conflict as a shared problem that requires joint effort to find a mu-
tually satisfactory solution.

The agenda of a problem-solving workshop is designed to allow this kind of
interaction to unfold. The core agenda of a one-time workshop has four compo-
nents. First, each side is asked to discuss its central concerns in the conflict—the
fundamental needs that would have to be addressed and the existential fears that
would have to be allayed if a solution is to be satisfactory. The parties are asked
not to debate the issues raised, although they may ask for clarification of what
the other says. The purpose is for each side to gain an adequate understanding of
the other’s needs, fears, and concerns, from the perspective of the other. Once
they have demonstrated that they understand the other’s needs to a significant
degree, we move to the second phase of the agenda: joint thinking about possi-
ble solutions. What participants are asked to do in this phase is to develop,
through an interactive process, ideas about the overall shape of a solution for the
conflict as a whole, or perhaps, a particular issue in the conflict, that would ad-
dress the needs and fears of both sides. They are given the difficult assignment
of thinking of solutions that would meet not only their own side’s needs, but the
needs of both sides. :

Once the participants have developed some common ground in this process
of joint thinking, we turn to the third phase of the workshop: discussion of the
political and psychological constraints within the two societies that would create
barriers to negotiating and carrying out the ideas for solution that have been de-
veloped in the group. We deliberately leave the discussion of constraints to the
third phase, so that it does not hamper the creative process of jointly generating
new ideas. Finally, depending on how much progress has been made and how
much time is left, we ask the parties to engage in another round of joint think-
ing—this time about ways of overcoming the constraints that have been pre-
sented. The participants are asked to come up with ideas about what their gov-
ernments, their societies, and they themselves might do—separately or jointly—
that would help to overcome the barriers to negotiating mutually satisfactory so-
lutions to the conflict. A central feature of this phase of the work is the identifi-
cation of steps of mutual reassurance—in the form of acknowledgments, sym-
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bolic gestures, or confidence-building measures—that would reduce the parties’
fears of engaging in negotiations with an uncertain or risky outcome.

The third party in our model enacts a strictly facilitative role. It does not
propose solutions, nor does it participate in the substantive discussions. Its task
is to create the conditions that allow ideas for resolving the conflict to emerge
out of the interaction between the parties themselves. A basic assumption of our
approach is that solutions generated in the interaction between the conflicting
parties are most likely to be responsive to their needs and to engender their
commitment. The facilitative role of the third party, however, is an important
part of the process. The third party sets the ground rules and monitors adherence
to them; it helps to keep the discussion moving in constructive directions, tries
to stimulate movement, and intervenes as relevant with questions, observations,
and even challenges. It also serves as a repository of trust for parties who, by
definition, do not trust each other: They feel safe to come to the workshop be-
cause they trust the third party to maintain confidentiality and to protect their
interests.

A special issue that arises in our work is the ethnic identity of the third
party—an issue that I have had to face from the beginning, as a Jew working on
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. In many respects, my Jewish identity has en-
hanced my credibility on both sides. It reassures the parties that I am engaged in
this work out of genuine personal concern, rather than some ulterior motives;
and that I am a third party who is committed and cares about the issues rather
than “disinterested” in the sense of standing above the fray. At the same time,
my ethnic identity may raise questions about bias on the Palestinian side and
loyalty on the Israeli side. I have tried to deal with these issues in part by work-
ing with an ethnically balanced team. The third party in my work has always in-
cluded at least one Arab member. During the 1990s, for example, I worked
closely with Nadim Rouhana, a social and political psychologist who is a Pales-
tinian citizen of Israel. We organized and co-chaired an Israeli-Palestinian Con-
tinuing Workshop that met between 1990 and 1993, to be described below (see
also Rouhana and Kelman, 1994), and a Joint Working Group on Israeli-
Palestinian Relations that met between 1994 and 1999 (described briefly in
footnote 2; see also Kelman, 1998a). Having a balanced team strengthens our
credibility: We claim and try to be, not a “neutral” third party, but an even-
handed one—and ethnic balance on our team is an important indicator of that
even-handedness. But beyond the image of a balanced team, I have found it ex-
tremely valuable in enhancing the third party’s sensitivity to the concerns of
both sides and ability to grasp readily each party’s reactions to new events or to
the nuances of what is being said (and felt) around the table.

Workshops have a dual purpose: to produce changes in the individual par-
ticipants and to transfer these changes into the political process. Changes in the
participants—new learnings—may take the form of more differentiated images
of the enemy, a better understanding of the other’s perspective and their own
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priorities, greater insight into the dynamics of the conflict, and new ideas for re-
solving the conflict and for overcoming the barriers to a negotiated solution.
These changes at the level of individual participants are a vehicle for change at
the policy level. Thus, the second purpose of workshops is to maximize the like-
lihood that the new insights, ideas, and proposals generated in the course of the
interaction are fed back into the political debate and the decision-making proc-
ess in each community.

These two purposes may at times create contradictory requirements, leading
to what I have called the dialectics of interactive problem solving (Kelman,
1979). The best example of these dialectics is provided by the selection of par-
ticipants. To maximize transfer into the political process, we should seek out
participants who are officials, as close as possible to the decision-making appa-
ratus and thus in a position to apply immediately what they have learned. But to
maximize change, we should seek out participants who are removed from the
decision-making process and therefore less constrained in their interactions and
freer to play with ideas and explore hypothetical scenarios. To balance these
contradictory requirements, we look for participants who are not officials, but
politically influential. They are thus relatively free to engage in the process, but,
at the same time, because of their positions and their credibility within their so-
cieties, any new ideas they develop in the course of a workshop can have an im-
pact on the thinking of decision makers and the society at large.”

Another example of the dialectics of workshops is the degree of cohesive-
ness that we try to foster among the workshop participants. An adequate level of
group cohesiveness is important to the effective interaction among the partici-
pants. But if the workshop group becomes too cohesive—if the Israeli and Pal-
estinians participants form too close a coalition across the conflict lines—they
may lose credibility and political effectiveness in their own communities (Kel-
man, 1993). To balance these two contradictory requirements, we aim for the
development of working trust—of trust in the participants on the other side,
based not on interpersonal closeness, but on the conviction that they are sin-
cerely committed, out of their own interests, to the search for a peaceful solu-
tion. ,

Problem-solving workshops, as I pointed out at the beginning of this sec-
tion, are the primary, but not the sole instrument of interactive problem solving.
Other activities, over the years, have been particularly oriented toward maximiz-
ing the transfer of ideas generated in interactions between the parties to the
wider political process. Thus, on the one hand, in the 1970s and 1980s I orga-
nized a series of private, one-to-one meetings between highly influential Israeli
and Palestinian political and intellectual figures under conditions of strict confi-
dentiality. There was every reason to expect that what participants learned in
these very private encounters would be transmitted to top decision makers. On
the other hand, I organized a number of public symposia at Harvard University,
within the framework of the Middle East Seminar (which I have chaired or co-
chaired since 1977),’ including a major symposium in 1984 that brought to-
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gether five members of the Israeli Knesset and five leading figures from differ-
ent Palestinian communities, as well as a symposium in 1989 that brought to-
gether senior Israeli political and academic figures with PLO representatives and
academics from West Bank, Gaza, and American universities. Also, as president
of the International Society of Political Psychology, I organized two open events
at the Society’s 1986 meeting in Amsterdam (the presidential session and a
“fishbow]” workshop) that featured interactions between major Israeli and Pal-
estinian intellectuals and political figures.* Finally, starting in 1977, my own lec-
tures, op-ed pieces, and articles (e.g., Kelman, 1978, 1982, 1982-83, 1987, 1988,
1992b, 1997b, 1998c, 1999, 2000) on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict—
presenting policy analyses, embedded in a social-psychological perspective on
the nature of international conflict, the role of national identity, and the process
of change—have drawn heavily on what I have learned from problem-solving
workshops and related activities. Such third-party products contribute in their
own way to the transfer of ideas developed in the course of workshops (Chata-
way, 2002).

In 1990, a major step forward in our workshop program took place when,
for the first time in our work, Nadim Rouhana and I organized a continuing
workshop. A group of highly influential Israelis and Palestinians—six on each
side—agreed to participate in a series of three meetings over the course of a
year, and in the end continued to meet (with some changes in personnel) until
August 1993 for a total of five meetings (Rouhana and Kelman, 1994). The
meetings of this group were punctuated by the Gulf War, the beginning of offi-
cial negotiations in Madrid and then in Washington, and the election of a Labor
Party government in Israel. In 1991, with the onset of official negotiations, four
of the six initial Palestinian participants in this group became key members of
the Palestinian negotiating team. In 1992, several of our Israeli members were
appointed to ambassadorial and cabinet positions in the Rabin government.
These were very exciting developments from our point of view, in that they en-
hanced the political relevance of our unofficial efforts, but they also created con-
flicts of interest for some of our participants (Kelman, 1998a).

As our work moved from the prenegotiation to the negotiation phase of the
conflict, all three parties agreed that there was still a great need for maintaining
an unofficial process alongside of the official one, although the purpose and fo-
cus of the work would need to change. When negotiations are in progress, work-
shops can contribute ideas for overcoming obstacles to staying at the table and
negotiating productively, for creating a momentum in the negotiations, for ad-
dressing long-term issues that are not yet on the negotiating table, and for begin-
ning the process of peacebuilding that must accompany and follow the process
of peacemaking. The meetings of the group after the start of the official negotia-
tions focused on the obstacles confronting the peace process at the negotiating
table and on the ground, and also addressed the question of the function and
composition of the continuing workshop in the new political environment. The
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final session of the continuing workshop took place in August 1993, ending just
a day or so before the news of the Israeli-Palestinian breakthrough that was
achieved in Oslo began to emerge.

Interestingly, the onset of official negotiations. increased the receptivity to
our unofficial efforts on both sides. The involvement of members of our con-
tinuing workshop in the official process, and the awareness that the issues we
were discussing may soon be on the negotiating table, increased the felt rele-
vance of our efforts. At the same time, there was a heightened concern about
maintaining the distinction between our activities and the negotiations, in order
to make sure that our unofficial efforts in no way undermine the official process.
Moreover, there was increased attention to the issue of transfer of ideas devel-
oped in the course of workshops to the official negotiations. By 1993, partici-
pants felt that the time had come to produce and publish joint papers. Accord-
ingly, in the wake of the Oslo accord, we initiated the Joint Working Group on
Israeli-Palestinian Relations, with the express purpose of producing joint con-
cept papers on the final-status issues (see footnote 2).

The Oslo Agreement

When the Oslo agreement was announced, various observers credited our work
with having laid the groundwork for it. For example, in the wake of the agree-
ment, the then Middle East correspondent for The Boston Globe, Ethan Bronner
(1993), wrote a piece about my contribution to the process for the newspaper. In
it, he quoted Mordechai Virshubsky, a member of the Israeli Knesset at the time
who had participated in our 1984 event at Harvard, as saying: “When one day
they write the history of how this conflict was solved, they will have to write
about Herb Kelman, how he broke ground, how he was one of the initiators.” In
a similar vein, Sari Nusseibeh, now the president of Al Quds University and one
of the Palestinian participants in the 1984 event, told Bronner: “The time will
come when people will look back and see things in context. Herb will certainly
be regarded as one of the central figures in this process.” On the very day the
Oslo agreement was signed in Washington (September 13, 1993), I spoke at an
“International Conference on Mental Health and the Challenge of Peace” in
Gaza. When the late Ibrahim Abu Lughod, a leading Palestinian intellectual and
educator and vice president of Birzeit University, introduced me, he used virtu-
ally the same words as Virshubski in predicting my future place in the history of
the conflict and its resolution.

I must admit that I found such observations gratifying and confirming, and
after a while I persuaded myself that they were indeed true. Of course, I made it
clear that my colleagues and I had no direct involvement in the prenegotiation
and negotiation processes that produced the Oslo agreement. I also stressed that
our activities must be seen:
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within the context of the variety of Israeli-Palestinian meetings and projects
that have been organized in recent years—particularly since the onset of the In-
tifado—under different auspices and with different purposes, types of partici-
pants, formats, and agendas. Different projects have made different contribu-
tions to the recent developments. Some helped by opening particular channels
of communication; others explored the feasibility of certain security or eco-
nomic arrangements. The cumulative effect of this range of activities has
helped to create a political atmosphere conducive to productive negotiations
(Kelman, 1995, p. 20).

I am well aware that it is impossible to disentangle the impact of our own efforts
from this array of unofficial activities at the elite and the grassroots levels.

At the same time, I was—and continue to be—prepared to take credit for
having contributed to this larger effort. Moreover, I would point to some of the
distinct features of our approach to which its particular contributions can be
traced:

e Our program represents a sustained, systematic effort—spanning some
two decades by the time of the Oslo agreement—to bring together politi-
cally influential Israelis and Palestinians; it is one of the earliest and most
consistent enterprises of this type and has reached deeply into the political
elites of both communities.

e We have been very clear throughout about the political purpose of the en-
terprise: communication is not viewed as an end in itself, but as a means
of developing new ideas and insights that can be fed into the political
process.

»  The work is based on close knowledge of the two communities and famili-
arity with their political landscapes; we visit the region frequently, stay in
touch with events and people, and have paid special attention to building
and maintaining our networks.

e The selection process is carefully devised to identify participants who can
both engage in the kind of communication that our workshops call for and
feed what they learn into the political process in their own communities.
Thus, we seek out individuals who are politically involved and influential;
are actively interested in finding a negotiated solution; and, at the same
time, are part of the mainstream of their communities, are close to the cen-
ter of the political spectrum, and have credibility and access.

e  The workshops themselves are carefully designed and conducted so as to
facilitate the process of sharing perspectives, joint thinking, and creative
problem solving; the setting and the ground rules (with their emphasis on
privacy and confidentiality), the agenda, the procedures, and the third
party’s interventions are all geared to making this kind of communication
possible.

In sum, I have felt justified in proposing that our work—the sustained, sys-
tematic use of an unofficial third-party microprocess as a vehicle for influencing
the political debate and official policy at the macro-level—was well-placed to
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help lay the groundwork for the Oslo Accord. Certainly, in the glow of this
breakthrough, I was motivated to accept some of the credit for it. But today,
with the breakdown of the Oslo process, it may seem strange to continue claim-
ing my bit of credit for a process that seems to have been so widely discredited.
But I have no hesitation in doing so, because I maintain that the Oslo Accord,
despite its flaws, was and remains a major breakthrough and that the peace proc-
ess will ultimately have to return to the basic ideas that formed the building
stones of the Oslo agreement. Since our work contributed to the evolution of
these ideas, I shall review them briefly before turning to the nature of these con-
tributions.

The Building Stones of the Oslo Agreement

The ideas that paved the way for the Oslo agreement evolved over the quarter
century or so between the 1967 war and the negotiations in Oslo. They reflect a
number of developments, to some of which I alluded briefly in my historical re-
view: changes in the political environment in the Middle East; events on the
ground, such as the Israeli settlement project in the occupied territories and the
first Intifada; changes in the long-term interests of the key actors; and domestic-
political concerns of the top leaders. These developments persuaded leaders on
both sides of the necessity of reaching an agreement—of negotiating a historical
compromise that would most likely take the form of a two-state solution. There
- was thus an increasing readiness for new ideas about resolving the conflict,
which were in part shaped and diffused in the face-to-face interactions between
the two sides—including our workshops and related activities—that took place
over a period of more than two decades.

Before being prepared to sign an agreement, however, the parties had to be
convinced not only that such an agreement was necessary, in light of their
changing realities and evolving interests, but also that it was possible. In other
words, they had to be persuaded that there was a genuine readiness on the other
side to make the requisite concessions and that there was a reasonable probabil-
ity that negotiations would yield an acceptable agreement without jeopardizing
their national existence. The Israeli-Palestinian interactions that took place—
largely, though not entirely—at the unofficial level were instrumental in the evo-
lution of this sense of possibility.’

Table 2.1 summarizes the ideas that, I propose, served as the building stones
of the Oslo Accord. It sketches out four ideas relating to what is necessary and
what is possible with respect to the process and to the outcome of Israeli-
Palestinian negotiation.

The left-hand column presents the evolving ideas with regard to the negotia-
tion process. The upper box refers to the gradual acceptance of the idea that
meaningful negotiations can be carried out only between legitimate representa-
tives of the two national groups. Acceptance of this idea, obvious though it may
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appear, did not come easy, because seeking out legitimate national representa-
tion of the other side as negotiating partners meant to recognize the other as a
legitimate national actor—which neither side was prepared to do. Instead, each
side searched for interlocutors who were congenial to its point of view. Israelis,
over many years, looked for alternatives to the PLO and even tried to create an
alternative leadership in the West Bank, the Village Leagues, to represent the
Palestinian population. Palestinians, on their part, sought contact with anti-
Zionist Israelis or at least (by the time of the 1987 meeting of the Palestine Na-
tional Council) “with Israeli democratic forces that support the Palestinian peo-
ple’s struggle.”

Table 2.1. Evolving Ideas for Resolving the Israeli-Palestinian
Conflict (1967-1993): The Building Stones of the Oslo Agreement

Target of the Ideas

Focus of the Ideas . —
Negotiation Process Negotiation Outcome

negotiations between
What is Necessary? legitimate national
representatives

mutual recognition of
national identity and rights

availability of a

L the two-state solution
negotiating partner

What is Possible?

An interesting learning experience relating to the issue of legitimate negoti-
ating partners occurred in one of our workshops in the mid-1980s. The Israeli
and Palestinian participants found that they were able to talk to each other, and
developed a degree of working trust. There came a point in the course of the
workshop when the Israelis told their Palestinian counterparts: “If only we could
negotiate with reasonable people like you instead of the PLO, we would be able
to find common ground.” In response, the Palestinians insisted very strongly:
“But we are the PLO,” meaning that they identified with the PLO. In a subse-
quent session, an almost identical exchange took place in reverse, when the Pal-
estinians said, in effect: “If only we could negotiate with reasonable Israelis like
you, instead of the Zionists,” and the Israelis replied, “But we are committed
Zionists.”

What the workshop participants learned in this conversation—and what Is-
raelis and Palestinians were increasingly coming to understand in other contexts
over the years—was that productive negotiations required partners who repre-
sent the mainstream of their respective political communities. But, in addition,
they learned that identifying such legitimate negotiating partners was not only
necessary, but also possible (as noted in the lower left-hand box of table 2.1).
They discovered that it was possible to find PLO-identified Palestinians and
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loyal, committed Zionists, respectively, in whom they could develop a degree of
trust and with whom they could talk seriously, find common ground, and move
- toward negotiations.

What participants learned in the microcosm of our workshop was one mani-
festation of the idea that slowly, gradually took hold on both sides over the
years: the idea that legitimate representatives of the other side may well be
available as partners in serious negotiations. In the 1980s, some Israeli peace
activists summed up this idea with the slogan, “there is someone to talk to and
something to talk about” on the other side. The second half of this slogan brings
us to the right-hand column of table 2.1: what is necessary and what is possible
for the outcome of potential Israeli-Palestinian negotiations.

The understanding that resolution of the conflict must be based on mutual
recognition of the other’s national identity and national rights evolved very
slowly and in the face of great resistance on both sides. It ran counter to the per-
vasive view of the conflict as zero-sum in nature, not only with respect to terri-
tory, but also with respect to national existence and national identity. Each side
has seen the national identity and indeed the national existence of the other as a
threat to its own identity and existence and, accordingly, each has systematically
denied the other’s identity and rights. Recognition of the other was seen as a
dangerous step with irreversible consequences. Not surprisingly, it has taken
many years to achieve wide acceptance of the idea that mutual recognition is a
necessary outcome of Israeli-Palestinian negotiations if the conflict is to be re-
solved. This idea finally found expression in the letters of recognition exchanged
between Arafat and Rabin, which I have always regarded as the most important
feature of the Oslo accord (Kelman, 1997b).

In the early 1980s, the idea of mutual recognition came to be phrased as
“mutual and simultaneous recognition of both nations’ right of self-
determination” (see the two New York Times side-by-side op-ed articles by
Sarid and W. Khalidi in 1984). This language, though not quite explicit, clearly
hinted at a two-state solution. Significant voices on both sides came to advocate
such a solution, including Palestinians with impeccable nationalist credentials,
such as Walid Khalidi (1978), and Israelis outside of the traditional peace camp,
such as former head of military intelligence Yehoshafat Harkabi (1988). In the
brief review of the historical background of the conflict earlier in this chapter, I
mentioned that—in the wake of the 1967 war and the Palestinianization of the
Arab-Israeli conflict—there was an increasing interest on all sides in settling the
conflict and a growing recognition that a two-state solution was the best formula
for the necessary historic compromise.

But the question remained whether it would be possible to negotiate a two-
state solution that would be acceptable to both sides. The obstacles to accep-
tance of such a compromise were (and in fact still are) enormous. Significant
elements within each society were vehemently opposed to compromise, remain-
ing committed to achieving their maximalist goals. Even those elements that fa-
vored compromise were deeply distrustful of the intentions of the other side and
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were afraid that accepting the other’s right to a state would jeopardize their own
national existence. Gradually, however, the idea that it is not only necessary, but
also possible to negotiate a two-state solution as the political expression of the
national identities of the two peoples and as the fulfillment of their respective
rights to national self-determination gained increasing acceptance within the
mainstream of both political communities (lower right-hand box of table 2.1).
Events on the ground and in the region clearly played an essential role in this
process, but direct interactions between the two sides—at the unofficial level
and eventually at the official level—contributed significantly to persuading each
side that formulas for a two-state solution could be negotiated that would meet
the needs of the other without threatening their own vital interests.

The idea of a two-state solution acceptable to both sides as the political out-
come of their mutual recognition was left only implicit in the Oslo agreement.
Still, both leaders and publics on both sides understood that, at the end of the
day, there would be a Palestinian state alongside of Israel, provided the interim
arrangements worked out and the final-status negotiations succeeded. This un-
derstanding was an essential building stone of the Oslo agreement. The failure to
make it explicit has proven to be a major flaw of the agreement—though almost
certainly an inevitable one: Rabin was not ready to make a final, explicit com-
mitment to a Palestinian state without an interim period to reassure Israel that
such a state would be consistent with Israel’s security requirements. Nor was
Arafat ready to commit to the finality of an agreement without knowing the pre-
cise outcome of the final-status negotiations. Israelis and Palestinians committed
to the peace process agree that, now, the resumption of negotiations must be
based on explicit commitment from the start to a mutually acceptable formula
for a two-state solution.

To sum up, the ideas that paved the way for the Oslo agreement were
shaped by political realities in the region and on the ground and their impact on
the long-term and short-term interests of the parties. Direct interactions between
the two sides—often (particularly in the early stages) at the unofficial level, as in
our work—played a significant role in generating, formulating, and diffusing
these ideas. At the risk of oversimplification, I propose that the parties’ interests
in the light of evolving realities were primarily responsible for persuading the
leadership and the public of the necessity of negotiating a historic compromise;
and the interactions between the two sides were primarily responsible for per-
suading them of the possibility of such a compromise.

Contributions to the Peace Process’
There are three ways in which our work has contributed to the evolution and ac-

ceptance of the ideas that served as the building stones of the Oslo agreement:
through 1) the development of cadres experienced in communication with the
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other side and prepared to carry out productive negotiations; 2) the sharing of
information and the formulation of new ideas that provided important substan-
tive inputs into the negotiations; and 3) the fostering of a political atmosphere
that made the parties open to a new relationship.

Development of Cadres

Over the years, dozens of Israelis and dozens of Palestinians—all politi-
cally involved, some of them “pre-influentials” who later moved into positions
of leadership and influence, others already political influentials by virtue of their
current and former positions—participated in one or more of the workshops or
similar opportunities for direct Israeli-Palestinian communication that we ar-
ranged.

Many of these individuals played direct or indirect roles in the discussions
and negotiations that led up to the September, 1993 accord. Most of the partici-
pants in our continuing workshop played central roles, as negotiators or advis-
ers, in the official peace talks that started in November, 1991. Many “alumni” of
our other workshops, meetings, and symposia were also engaged in this process
in a variety of roles. Similarly, some of the participants in our projects were in-
volved in the various secret explorations (including the Oslo channel) that took
place prior to Oslo—and, I might add, since Oslo. Over the years (including the
post-Oslo years), they could be found in the Israeli as well as the Palestinian
cabinet, parliament, and foreign ministry, and in leading positions in other offi-
cial agencies.

In short, we know that participants in our activities have been well repre-
sented in the various phases of negotiation and implementation of agreements.
We can only surmise that their earlier participation in our workshops and other
activities may have helped to prepare them for these roles—in some sense to
train them or even “credential” them for enacting these roles—and may have
contributed to the productivity of the process.

Several factors account for the contribution of our program to the develop-
ment of cadres for negotiation. First, given their sheer numbers, the people in-
volved in the more than thirty workshops and similar activities we conducted in
the years prior to Oslo constitute a significant proportion of the political elites of
the two communities. Second, our criteria and procedures for selection of par-
ticipants and composition of workshop groups yielded precisely the kinds of in-
dividuals (in terms of their personal characteristics and the political groupings
they represented) who were natural candidates for negotiations once there was a
political readiness for that step. Third, the workshops increased participants’
knowledge about the other side and sensitivity to its concerns, and enhanced
their experience and skills in communicating with the other side, as well as their
commitment to such communication. As a consequence, workshop participation
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helped to strengthen their qualifications and effectiveness for the negotiating
role.

Substantive Inputs

Workshops produced new knowledge, understanding, and ideas, which
gradually found their way into the political thinking and the political debate in
the two communities. Thus, Palestinians and Israelis had the opportunity to enter
into each other’s perspective. Each learned about the other’s concerns, priorities,
sensitivities, and constraints; about the nature of public opinion and the political
divisions on the other side; about changes that have taken place and possibilities
for further change; and about the elements on the other side that might be open
to accommodation, and the forms that such accommodation could take. Through
the process of joint thinking that workshops encourage, participants explored
new formulations of issues that would make them amenable to solution, ideas
for solutions that would be responsive to the concerns of both parties, shared vi-
sions of a desirable future, and steps of mutual reassurance (in the form of ac-
knowledgments, symbolic gestures, and confidence-building measures) that
would create an atmosphere conducive to negotiations.

These new understandings and ideas were then fed into the political process
in each community by way of workshop participants’ political discussions and
political work—through their public communications in speeches, articles, and
media appearances, and through their private communications to political lead-
ers and political colleagues. Such communications, for example, helped to inject
into the Israeli political culture an increasing awareness that the PLO is the in-
dispensable partner for Israeli-Palestinian negotiations, that nothing short of an
independent state will satisfy Palestinian aspirations, and that Palestinians are
ready to accept a state in the West Bank and Gaza, alongside of Israel, as the
point final of the conflict. On the Palestinian side, in turn, such communications
helped to inject an understanding of the political divisions within Israel, of the
elements of Israeli society that can be mobilized in support of an agreement
based on a two-state solution, and of the limits of what even the Israeli peace
camp can accept. Ideas that emerged from workshop discussions were also fed
into the political debate through the work of third-party members, such as my
own publications and lectures on ways of overcoming the barriers to a negoti-
ated solution.

In sum, the information exchanged and the ideas developed in the course of
workshop interactions injected into the two political cultures some of the sub-
stantive elements on which productive negotiations could be built: shared as-
sumptions, mutual sensitivities, and new conceptions of the process and out-
come of negotiations. In the terms of the building stones of the Oslo agreement



58 Herbert C. Kelman

that I identified, workshop participants learned and helped their societies to learn
what was necessary and what was possible for successful negotiations.

Political Atmosphere

Our workshops, along with various other Isracli-Palestinian meetings and
projects, helped create a political atmosphere that became increasingly favorable
to negotiations. A new relationship between significant segments of the two
communities evolved over the years. This relationship accelerated after the onset
of the Intifada and it maintained itself despite many setbacks—particularly dur-
ing the Gulf crisis and war of 1990-1991. The workshops and related activities
contributed to a political atmosphere conducive to negotiations and to the grad-
ual evolution of a new relationship between the parties by encouraging—
through the interactive problem-solving process—the development of more dif-
ferentiated images of the enemy; a de-escalatory language that minimizes threat
and humiliation; a new political discourse attentive to the concerns and con-
straints of the other party; a working trust based on the conviction that both par-
ties are genuinely committed, largely out of their own interests, to finding a
peaceful solution; and a sense of possibility, based on the belief that a mutually
satisfactory resolution of the conflict can ultimately be achieved. The two most
important elements of a supportive political environment, to which workshops
contributed, are the sense of mutual reassurance, which reduces the parties’ fear
of negotiations as a threat to their existence, and the sense of possibility—the
perception that there is “a way out” of the conflict (Zartman, 1997), which en-
hances their belief that negotiations, though difficult and risky, can produce an
acceptable agreement.

Renewing the Peace Process

By contributing to the development of cadres experienced in communication
with each other, of substantive ideas for resolving the conflict, and of a political
atmosphere conducive to negotiation, Israeli-Palestinian interactions over the
years—including our problem-solving workshops and related activities—have
laid the groundwork for the Oslo accord. When the convergence of long-term -
and short-term interests on the two sides created the necessity and the political
readiness for negotiations—in other words, the ripe moment—the people, the
ideas, and the habits to take advantage of this opportunity were at hand.

The Oslo accord materialized because certain key lessons had been learned
in the two communities—a learning process to which our activities, among oth-
ers, made substantial contributions. Sadly, these lessons have been unlearned,
particularly since the failure of the Camp David conference in the summer of
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2000 and the onset of the second Intifada. In my view, these lessons must now
be relearned, particularly the underlying assumptions of the Oslo agreement that
there is a credible negotiating partner and that the best formula for ending the
conflict remains a two-state solution. I believe that this relearning process will
take less time than the original learning process, but it calls for a new framework
for pursuing peace. Revival of the peace process at this stage will require mov-
ing beyond a series of concessions dictated by pragmatic considerations and out-
side pressures (although pragmatism and active involvement of outside powers
remain essential features of the process). What is needed now is a commitment
by the parties to a principled peace, one that they can embrace with enthusiasm
and commend to their publics as a peace that addresses the basic needs of both
societies and conforms to their sense of attainable justice. The challenge to our
work is to contribute creatively to the parties’ relearning of the lessons that
made the Oslo agreement possible and shaping them into a new framework for a
principled peace.

The relearning process made significant headway in 2003, with the appear-
ance of two initiatives—quite different from each other, but each the product of
unofficial, joint Israeli-Palestinian efforts—that have effectively challenged the
claims of both sides’ dominant narratives of recent years that there is no negoti-
ating partner on the other side willing to agree to a mutually acceptable two-
state solution. The first is the “People’s Voice” initiative, launched in June by
Ami Ayalon, former commander of the Israeli navy and former head of the Shin
Bet security services, and Sari Nusseibeh, president of Al Quds University and
former representative of the Palestinian Authority in Jerusalem.” They formu-
lated a statement of principles for a two-state solution (see Ayalon-Nusseibeh
Statement of Principles, 2003) for which they have so far gathered tens of thou-
sands of Israeli and Palestinian signatures. The purpose of their campaign is to
mobilize enough public support for an agreement embodying the principles they
have outlined to create both the legitimacy and the pressure for decision makers
to negotiate such an agreement. The campaign is also designed to gain interna-
tional support for these principles, encouraging the relevant outside powers to
put their weight behind them.

The second initiative, the “Geneva Accord” (for the full text, see Geneva
Accord, 2004) was first made public in October of 2003 and formally launched
in Geneva at the beginning of December. It was spearheaded by Yasser Abed
Rabbo, former minister of information and culture in the Palestinian Authority,
and Yossi Beilin, minister of justice in the Barak administration—both leading
figures in the negotiations that ended in Taba, Egypt, in January 2001. The Ge-
neva Accord takes the form of a draft of a permanent status agreement, embody-
ing principles very similar to those outlined in the Ayalon-Nusseibeh initiative.
The Geneva Accord, however, actually spells out the terms of the agreement on
most of the key issues—including borders, Jerusalem, refugees, security, and
monitoring arrangements—in great detail, as they might be found in an official
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treaty. The text was “negotiated” over a period of nearly three years, with facili-
tation by Swiss governmental and nongovernmental agencies (in a process simi-
lar in many respects to the Norwegian facilitation of the Oslo agreement). A di-
verse group of Israelis and Palestinians—including Israeli military, political,
academic, and literary figures, and Palestinian political figures, community ac-
tivists, and civil society leaders—participated in negotiating and promoting this
document and thus added to its credibility. The agreement has no official status,
nor do its authors make such a claim. However, the detailed provisions and the
list of sponsors provide an impressive, concrete demonstration that a mutually
‘acceptable formula for a two-state solution can be devised by mainstream Is-
raelis and Palestinians, including individuals who were in the past and may
again be in the future negotiating on behalf of their governments.

Opinion polls suggest that majorities of the two populations still favor a
two-state solution and are willing to make the compromises it would require—
although they do not trust the other side’s readiness or ability to come to an
agreement. Even among the pro-negotiation segments of the populations, there
is concern about some of the provisions of the Geneva Accord, such as those
regarding the resolution of the Palestinian refugee problem or the allocation of
sovereignty in Jerusalem. These concerns may be exacerbated by the way in
which proponents of the accord present it to their respective populations. For
understandable reasons, each side may emphasize to its own constituencies how
favorable the accord is to their own interests and how much the other side has
conceded. These are important messages to convey to their own population but,
when they are heard on the other side, they may well reinforce the prevailing
distrust. For example, when Palestinians hear Israelis stress that Palestinians
have in effect given up the right of return of refugees, and Israelis hear Pales-
tinians deny that they have given up the right of return, both may come to feel
that this is a bad deal or that there is enough ambiguity to allow the other side to
exploit the agreement to their own side’s disadvantage.

To build on the enormous achievement represented by the Geneva Accord
and the People’s Voice initiative, it is now essential to garner widespread sup-
port for these proposals in the two communities by capturing the public’s imagi-
nation and generating trust and hope. To this end, as I have proposed above, the
initiatives need to be framed in terms of a principled peace that represents not
just the best available deal, but a historic compromise that meets the basic needs
of both societies, validates the national identity of each people, and conforms to
the requirements of attainable justice. Common messages along these lines need
to be jointly constructed and brought to both populations to ensure that propo-
nents of peace initiatives avoid working at cross-purposes as they seek to mobi-
lize their own constituencies.

I envisage three central elements in a jointly constructed framework for a
principled peace:
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Acknowledgment of the other’s nationhood and humanity. Acknowledging
the other’s nationhood requires explicit recognition of each people’s right
to national self-determination in a state of it own, acceptance of each
other’s authentic links to the land, and rejection of language that denies
the other people’s political legitimacy and historic authenticity. Acknowl-
edging the other’s humanity requires words and actions demonstrating that
the other side’s lives, welfare, and dignity are considered to be as valuable
as one’s own. In this spirit, it is necessary to reject acts of violence, espe-
cially against civilian populations; all forms of humiliation, harassment,
destruction of property, confiscation of land, violation of rights, and de-
humanizing treatment; and language of hate, denigration, and dehumaniza-
tion. A corollary of such acknowledgments is willingness to take respon-
sibility and express regret for harm done to the other over the course of the
conflict.

Affirmation of the meaning and logic of a historic compromise. The
agreement needs to be clearly framed as a commitment to ending the con-
flict by sharing the land that both sides claim, through the establishment
and peaceful coexistence of two states, in which the two peoples can fulfill
their respective rights to national self-determination, give political expres-
sion to their national identities, and pursue independent, secure, and pros-
perous national lives. The implications of such a commitment must be
clearly spelled out in terms of the costs and benefits that it entails. On the
one hand, the logic of the historic compromise imposes significant costs
on each side—such as the removal of Israeli settlements from the Palestin-
ian state and limitations on the return of Palestinian refugees to Israel—in
order to safeguard the identity, independence, and viability of both states.
On the other hand, the historic compromise establishes a principled peace
that allows each people—through its independent state—to fulfill its na-
tional identity, to satisfy its fundamental needs, and to achieve a measure
of justice.

A positive vision of a common future. A peace agreement needs to be
framed in positive, visionary terms, as an opportunity for the two peoples
to create a common future in the land they share, enhancing peace, justice
and the welfare of both populations, rather than an arrangement that is be-
ing forced on them by outside pressure and the unending cycle of vio-
lence. Such framing is consistent with the high degree of interdependence
that characterizes the two societies and the emotional attachment that both
peoples have to the entire land even though each can establish its national
state in only part of the land. Thus, the agreement should be presented to
the two populations as the foundation of “a future relationship based on
mutually beneficial cooperation in many spheres, conducive to stable
peace, sustainable development, and ultimate reconciliation,” with the un-
derstanding that “the scope and speed of expanding and institutionalizing
cooperative activities must be determined by experience—by the extent to
which such activities meet the needs of both parties, enhance mutual trust,
and reduce inequalities between the parties” (Joint Working Group, 1999,
abstract).
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I have proposed that peace initiatives, such as the very impressive Geneva
Accord, need to be brought to the Israeli and Palestinian publics within a
framework of a principled peace, featuring the three elements that I have out-
lined. To be maximally effective, this framework should be captured in common
messages, jointly constructed by thoughtful, credible representatives of the two
sides. Joint construction is essential in order to make sure that these formula-
tions are responsive to the concerns and sensitivities of each side without unduly
threatening the other side. I believe that the methods of interactive problem solv-
ing are especially suited to facilitating such a joint effort of creating a new
framework for the peace process and developing common formulations of a
principled peace.?

In particular, problem-solving workshops can provide an arena for the “ne-

gotiation of identity” (Kelman, 1992b, 2001), which is precisely what the cur-
rent stage of the peace process calls for. Negotiating identity means finding
ways, through an interactive process, whereby conflicting parties can accommo-
date their collective identities, and the associated national narratives, to one an-
other—at least to the extent of eliminating from their own identities the negation
of the other and the claim of exclusivity. Such identity changes are possible only
if “they leave the core of each group’s identity and national narrative—its sense
of peoplehood, its attachment to the land, its commitment to the national lan-
guage, welfare, and way of life—intact” (Kelman, 2001, p. 210). Thus, the key
to effective negotiation of identity is to find ways of accommodating the two
groups’ conflicting identities without jeopardizing the core of their separate
identities. This can best be accomplished in a context of reciprocity, in which
acceptance of the other occurs simultaneously with acceptance by the other.
Change in a more peripheral element of identity thus becomes a vehicle for af-
firmation of the core of the identity.
‘ In sum, the challenge to our work at the current stage of the peace process is
to contribute to the development of a new framework for a two-state solution
whose parameters are by now widely known and accepted—a framework that
would persuade the two publics that such a solution is not only necessary, but
that it is possible, that it is safe, that it is fair, and that it promises a better future.
The methods of interactive problem solving have been used effectively at the
prenegotiation and paranegotiation stages of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. I
propose that they can now contribute, with emphasis on the negotiation of iden-
tity, to the revival of a peace process that has broken down.

Notes

1. This and the next section draw extensively on pp. 188-190 and pp. 198-200 of my
chapter in Social Identity, Intergroup Conflict, and Conflict Resolution, edited by Richard
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D. Ashmore, Lee Jussim, and David Wilder, and published by Oxford University Press
(Kelman, 2001).

2. In our work up to 1993, transfer was left to the individual participants. Depending
on their positions in the society, it may have been effected through their writings, their
political leadership, or their advice to decision makers. There was no effort in these
workshops to create joint products, although on some occasions the participants them-
selves decided to do so (cf. Sarid and Khalidi, 1984; Ma’oz, 2000). In 1994, for the first
time in our work, Nadim Rouhana and I organized a Joint Working Group on Israeli-
Palestinian Relations with the express purpose of producing joint concept papers on the
final-status issues in the Isracli-Palestinian negotiations (Kelman, 1998a, pp. 21-24). This
group (and working sub-groups) met on a regular basis until 1999 and produced four pa-
pers, three of which have been published (Alpher, Shikaki, et al., 1998; Joint Working
Group, 1998, 1999).

3. The Middle East Seminar, now cosponsored by the Weatherhead Center for Inter-
national Affairs and the Center for Middle Eastern Studies at Harvard University, covers
a wide range of topics relating to Middle East politics and society, but it has devoted
many sessions to the Arab-Israeli conflict. Speakers have included Israeli, Palestinian,
and other Arab diplomats, political leaders, academics, and writers. Perhaps the most
dramatic event in the history of the seminar was a presentation in 1979 by Shafiq Al-
Hout, head of the PLO office in Beirut—probably the first time that a senior PLO official
spoke at a semi-public event (the seminar is open, but off-the-record) in the United
States. i

4. For example, the speakers at the presidential session (in addition to myself) were
the late Edward Said—the renowned Palestinian intellectual and Columbia University
professor—and Mordechai Bar-On, an Israeli historian, peace movement leader, and, at
the time, member of the Knesset.

5. In a similar vein, Pruitt (1997) speaks of the motivation to de-escalate the conflict
(motivational ripeness) and optimism about reaching an acceptable agreement as the two
broad determinants of readiness for conflict resolution. He proposes that optimism grew
incrementally over the course of the parties’ interactions at Oslo.

6. This section draws extensively on pp. 21-23 of an article published in the Nego-
tiation Journal (Kelman, 1995).

7. Sari Nusseibeh, as noted earlier, participated in a major Israeli-Palestinian event
at Harvard University that I organized in 1984. Ami Ayalon, as a mid-career student at
Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government in 1991-92, took my seminar on International
Conflict, which included a full-scale Israeli-Palestinian problem-solving workshop, in
which the seminar students participated as apprentice members of the third party. They
illustrate the extent to which our work reached into the political elites in both communi-
ties. Unfortunately, in adherence with our promise of confidentiality, the names of many
other participants in our workshops and related meetings cannot be mentioned at this
time.

8. I am very grateful to Harvard University and to the U.S. Institute of Peace for
their financial support of my current work, and to the Weatherhead Center for Interna-
tional Affairs, Harvard University, for continuing to provide logistical support and a most
hospitable environment for this wor