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Power, Rights, Interests and Identity: 

Conflict Management Strategies for Building a Democratic Peace

John Davies

This chapter explores seven broad strategies, identifiable across cultures, for the management of social conflicts, internal and external. It proposes that each strategy reflects a different perspective or set of normative expectations regarding forms of relationship on both individual and collective levels. Three general approaches to conflict management (power-based, rights-based and interest-based) are seen as complementary to each other if in proper balance. A more detailed analysis breaks them down into seven distinct strategies or perspectives differentiated along two dimensions: forms of relationship (dependence, independence or interdependence) and levels of collective identity (contact groups, cultures/nations, or world/humanity as a whole). 


The seven perspectives may also be differentiated according to the complexity of social reasoning implied, consistent with the pioneering cross-cultural research of Kohlberg (1981) and others. These perspectives are often poorly differentiated; most theorists are content to distinguish only two—autocratic versus democratic, or collectivist versus individualist—and then often on the basis of institutions rather than the cultural norms on which the institutions depend. One perspective is generally preferred as more civilized, the other(s) rejected, with no further perspective to bridge them.


Yet while the perspectives may be seen as distinct moral paradigms, they are better viewed not as mutually exclusive but as complementary and balanced by others, each optimal under different circumstances requiring different levels of complexity. Political cultures (or leaders) who incorporate a wider selection of the seven as normative—who are willing to “think out of the box” of currently dominant paradigms—have more options for constructive adaptation to complex and changing environments, as in the present era of rapid globalization and technological change, with less violence, injustice and marginalization. The combination allows an expanded realism or enlightened self-interest that takes cultural norms, identities and aspirations into account in interaction with the dynamics of power. Tensions between proponents of leading-edge versus simpler or more familiar strategies may best be regarded as healthy symptoms of a normal political process, motivating critical social debate on how best to adapt to change, rather than as requiring suppression.


The seven-strategy model is useful in understanding intercommunal as well as international interactions and the dynamics and dangers of democratic, predemocratic or market transitions. Effective conflict transformation, peacebuilding, democratization and development diplomacy require facilitating exploration of both strengths and limitations of currently dominant or conventional strategies, and development of new or improved strategies accessible in the context of the host political culture(s), rather than just promoting or imposing a cloned form of institutional democracy. The proposed framework reconciles several competing models of conflict management behavior, and it extends current theory supporting the efficacy of integrative negotiation in conflict transformation and of democratic norms and institutions in conflict resolution and prevention. 


In the following two sections, we review some basic concepts and theoretical assumptions regarding conflict, conflict management, political culture, democratization and development, and consider their inter-relationships. In the third and fourth sections, we examine in more detail the power-rights-interests and the dependence-independence-interdependence frameworks, integrating them in the following section in terms of related dimensions of identity and development (see figure 6.2). We then look at each of the seven strategies or perspectives in more detail, considering the strengths and limitations of each in relation to the development of political culture. Finally, we consider the dynamics of intergroup interactions and misperceptions across these paradigmatic boundaries, and how a better understanding of these may enhance our capacity to build peace and promote sustainable development and democracy.

Conflict Management and Political Culture


All of the more than 30 wars being fought at the turn of the millennium involve nonstate communities whose identities (autonomous existence or equal status with neighboring groups) are in some way contested. Even by definition, any protracted social conflict may be understood as involving distinct collective identities,
 plus a perception that their respective aspirations (rooted in needs, interests and values) cannot be simultaneously achieved (see Gurr and Harff, 1994; Rubin, Pruitt, and Kim, 1994).


Most analyses of alternative approaches to managing conflict tend to focus on the second aspect of this definition, concerning competing aspirations, and on how they may be addressed, either by preferring the needs and interests of our own community or those of another (powerful or highly valued) group, or by integrative or balanced consideration of both (see Rubin, Pruitt, and Kim, 1994). While it is often recognized that identity needs can be powerful motivators (see Azar, this volume; Rothman, 1997c), little consideration is given to the first (collective-identity) dimension of social conflict, how it is constituted and how it interacts with these alternative options for prioritizing or reconciling competing interests. Yet, especially since collective identity is never one dimensional, it is essential to ask whose shared aspirations are being prioritized or reconciled with whose in each case. A consideration of these two dimensions in relation to each other points to a broader array of distinct strategies for managing conflict, strategies that may be better attuned to the perspectives of the parties rooted in their various collective identities. 


Using the term conflict management (rather than conflict termination or resolution) implies an acceptance of conflict as an inevitable part of the dynamics of normal life and as having a potentially positive role in motivating developmental change to accommodate better threatened needs or interests. Conflict management generally does, however, aim to contain or minimize violence (including structural violence or social injustice—Galtung, 1969; Galtung and Jacobsen, 2000), or (if it is assumed that violence is also an inevitable part of the human condition) at least to ensure that it does not work to one’s own disadvantage, however broadly or narrowly conceived. The more specific term conflict transformation also implies an acceptance of conflict as normal or inevitable, but not of violence: the aim here is to reduce or remove the underlying motivation for either direct or structural violence through addressing needs and interests, and thus to transform conflict systems from destructive violence to constructive, integrative, bottom-up as well as top-down efforts for sustainable development and stable intergroup relations.


Political culture may be defined in terms of the norms (shared values, accepted rules, assumptions) that guide our behavior toward each other and our expectations of how we will be treated by others in situations of actual or potential conflict. It is these norms of conflict management, more than the formal laws and institutional structures of society that depend on them, that determine a community’s capacity to prevent or contain violence (see Maoz and Russett, 1993; Powelson, 2001). They provide the essential conditions needed to permit growth in human capital (knowledge, skills, motivation) and social capital (stable, cooperative relations based on trust, both within and across groups) as required for fulfilling aspirations and hence for sustainable economic
 and political development (Coleman, 1990; Putnam, 1993). Political development itself may thus be defined in terms of improvements in a community’s capacity for constructive management of conflict and change (i.e., with minimal direct or structural violence), leading to further improvements in human and social capital and enhanced quality of life (as reflected, for example, in the UN Development Program’s annual indices).

Democratization and Development


Discussion of political development tends to be dominated by the concept of democratization, or movement from autocratic to democratic forms of governance. Both are typically defined in terms of institutional rather than normative structures; Gurr and Jaggers (1998) for example, define democracy in terms of relative openness of political institutions, with executive power being held accountable through institutional constraints, and with transfer of executive power being regulated based on open and competitive elections. Autocracy is defined in terms of closed political institutions lacking such accountability and regulated transfer of executive power; other regimes are classified as mixed, transitional, disrupted or collapsed.


Such definitions have proven valuable in facilitating critical debate informed by empirical research. A key research finding has been that democracies do tend to have far fewer violent conflicts than autocracies, especially within and among themselves (see Maoz and Russett, 1993; Esty et al., 1998; Gurr, Marshall and Khosla, 2000). This is consistent with our definition of political development as enhanced capacity for conflict management. But the same research also highlights the finding that transitional or democratizing communities tend to be far more unstable and violence prone than even autocracies, and that new democracies (so defined) thus have a high failure rate (see Gurr and Davies, this volume).


These findings suggest that we need a deeper understanding of what democracy means and how it can be developed. If we assume that a democracy is defined by its institutions rather than its political culture, we may make the mistake of thinking that those institutions can be imposed or imported without regard for the strength or weakness of the internal norms needed to adapt and sustain them or to allow them to function in a genuinely democratic manner. We may also make the mistake of treating conventional (Western) democratic institutions as a universal prescription for all societies, without any basis for evaluating whether it is appropriate to the local cultural context or achievable in the near term. Such prescriptions are likely to be resisted as Western cultural imperialism, and to the extent that democratic institutions are imported rather than appropriately developed or adapted through engaging the internal dynamics and normative dialogue of the indigenous culture (see Harris and Reilly, 1998), this resistance is entirely understandable. 


We propose that a more differentiated understanding of democracy and autocracy is needed, one that is rooted in an understanding of the normative perspectives or strategies for conflict management that constitute political cultures. At the same time, this understanding of democracy would have to be applicable across cultures, if it is to be relevant to the aspirations of all com-munities, providing a normative basis for efforts to promote political develop-ment internationally (Powelson, 2001). 


As a first step, it may be useful to redefine autocracy and democracy in terms more of the norms that sustain them than of their institutional superstructure. Autocracy depends on the norm or expectation that, in conflict situations, needs and interests are best protected through loyalty or deference to those with power and resources, at least to the extent that one does not have the power to avoid or challenge them. Democracy, on the other hand, requires norms by which needs and interests are generally better protected by upholding rights or principles that have been broadly agreed upon as a just basis for settling conflicts of interest, and hence for constraining and regulating the acquisition and exercise of power (including state executive power). There is a considerable gap between these two political cultures, which may be called power based and rights based. It will be argued that transition from the first to the second and the long-term stability of the second are only possible through a third normative approach to conflict management, which may be called interest based.

Power, Rights, Interests, and Identity


It may be that a shift in collective identity is also required for a democratic culture to take root. Individuals may be said to develop multiple collective identities, each more or less salient under different circumstances (Tajfel and Turner, 1986). These reflect reference communities including: (a) contact groups, such as families, clans, villages, work groups or personal networks; (b) larger cultures, peoples or nations sharing common values, assumptions and expectations (but not, for the most part, direct contact), such as professions, trades or castes, provinces or cities, ethnic, cultural or ideological groupings, peoples or nations, religions or civilizations; and (c) the inclusive identity of humanity as a whole. While there are many alternative identities that can be structured within each broadly defined level, these three levels appear to correspond with the above three perspectives or categories of political culture.


Power-based political cultures tend to be organized around normative expectations that security and other needs are best served through taking care of personal relationships (local and extended contact groups/networks), particularly those with individuals who wield greater power and resources, since those are the people who are expected to make the decisions required to manage conflicts affecting the larger community. Personal loyalties are important, as are personal status (face) and awareness of one’s place in the hierarchical web of relationships. If and when these networks become unclear or disrupted (at least in postsubsistence economies), it may be that order and clarity can only be restored on the basis of competitive assertion of power—power being defined in terms of human, social and economic capital as well as political and military resources, and as including “soft” (persuasive) power as well as hard power exercised through threats and coercion. The potential for protracted violence and recurrent disruption through such reordering processes is great, and awareness of this will tend to reinforce norms of collectivism and conservatism. 


Rights-based political cultures, on the other hand, tend to be organized more around normative expectations that our needs (including those for security, effective participation, identity, justice, well-being—see Azar, this volume) are best served by adhering to normative or agreed-upon rules for managing conflicts in ways that protect the rights of others. Whereas in power-based political cultures rules are legitimized because they serve to make predictable the avenues through which power will be exercised and transferred, in rights-based cultures the legitimacy of the rules derives more from their efficacy in equitably protecting the rights of all or most members of the community. To the extent that these rules are linked to shared cultural or ideological values, it is possible for a national collective identity to become prominent (over the clan or contact-group-based identities that are more critical to those in power-based cultures), expanding the possibilities for social capital as needed for modernization.


In more complex rights-based cultures, the rules (laws and norms) are held to be more sacred than the rulers, who can therefore be held to the same standards as others (rule of law). The rules (and institutions through which legislative, executive and judicial power can be exercised to protect rights) provide a context in which competition for power and resources and other forms of conflict can take place with minimal threat of violence and disruption of social order. This encourages the broad economic and political participation, based on principled competition, that is characteristic of stable democratic cultures and open market economies capable of long-term growth. It also tends to foster greater respect for individual enterprise, adaptability to change, and competing ideas than in power-based cultures, and it provides a basis for scientific and technological progress and sustained economic growth.


Each of these political cultures can provide a self-reinforcing normative context or paradigm that reasonably protects the security and basic needs of its members. Each can be applied and sustained for communities of any size: in the case of power-based cultures, through the maintenance of nested hierarchies of contact groups as needed to link together a larger society. 


However, as a society chooses to move away from a stable agrarian economy toward industrial- and even information- or service-oriented econo-mies, the consequent need for population mobility, openness to international trade, and constant adaptation to change (all of which disrupt established networks of relationships) clearly favors the rights-based cultures, adding to their affluence, power and quality of life relative to power-based cultures. The subsequent sense of relative deprivation and inequity, brought home with the help of the global revolution in information and communication technology, is profoundly destabilizing, weakening the national identity of the power-based cultures and the relationships of respect that hold them together.


A reasonable strategy for redressing this state of affairs is to promote development of rights-based, democratic political cultures. The problem is the huge gap between power-based and rights-based normative frameworks. Sim-plistic efforts to introduce democracy by fiat (establishing competitive elections and other democratic institutions modeled on those in the West) are not sufficient to promote a corresponding shift in the underlying norms, particularly when imposed from outside (e.g., as a condition for needed aid). More likely, the institutions will be adapted to serve existing (power-based) norms, providing international legitimacy, for a time, of existing elites’ grip on power, while deeper changes are resisted in the name of cultural integrity and resistance to neo-imperialism. Worse, multiparty elections may serve to deepen existing ethnic or tribal divisions, with the winning group taking the prize of state power with little sense of responsibility for other groups (e.g., Moi’s Kenya or Mugabe’s Zimbabwe).


A better strategy to address this dilemma is to use a third, interest-based approach to conflict management distinct from both of those considered so far. This approach is rooted not so much in those levels of identity which correspond to contact groups, or to cultures, but in an understanding and acknowledgement of our shared identity as human beings.


Where the resources and legitimacy of power networks have become uncertain and there has been no development of a normative consensus on rules for managing conflict nonviolently, conflicts cannot be efficiently managed on the basis of determining either who is more powerful, or who is right and who is wrong. However, it is possible to look for an understanding of the motivations driving each party to the conflict—their interests, including basic human needs, as well as values and specific interests derived from their needs in the context of cultural influences and individual experiences. If we assume only that human intelligence implies rationality, exercised in order to promote or satisfy interests, we can still look for areas of convergence (shared or complementary interests, values, needs) which can provide a basis for mutual understanding and respect, and hence willingness to work cooperatively where this may help to address shared problems (expanded social capital). Where interests diverge, a joint effort can be directed toward finding ways of bridging or trading off interests for positive-sum outcomes, or toward agreement on principles that would allow the parties to respect a zero-sum outcome that at least avoids destructive, negative-sum scenarios and maintains stable, long-term relations.


This interest-based approach may be seen as an essential complement for maintaining the health and sustainability of any power- or rights-based system, and, of course, it is at the core of second track diplomacy. Where the exercise of power is guided by agreed rules of the game that protect rights, and where consensus on what those rules and rights should be—and on how they should be upheld and applied institutionally—is achieved and constantly refined and adapted through an interest-based methodology, the stability and adaptability of the political culture is maximized. Where no consensus on authority or rights exists, or when the consensus needs extension, the interest-based approach provides an efficient mechanism for developing it. It does not require common personal loyalties or even shared cultural values, only an understanding of the common humanity or intelligence of the parties. Such awareness of common humanity may not define the boundaries of group or national identity, but it may be a necessary ingredient for any group’s long-term stability in a changing world.


The bulk of this book is an exploration of how this interest-based approach can be applied in managing protracted intergroup conflicts. The focus in this chapter is more on understanding its relationship to the more conventional strategies, and how all three strategies occur in different forms. These relationships and differences, which may be critical in assessing what strategies will be effective in implementing adaptive change in different contexts, can best be appreciated with the aid of a cross-cutting framework for understanding strategies for managing conflict.

Dependence, Independence and Interdependence


If we focus on conflict management specifically in terms of how competing interests are reconciled, three primary strategies for managing social conflict (or four, to the extent that avoidance or withdrawal may also be considered as managing) may also be distinguished as occurring across cultures, and as requiring different degrees of complexity of social reasoning (see Pruitt and Carnevale, 1993): yielding, adversarial and integrative. These three strategies correspond to three forms of relationship possible between individuals or identity groups (or four if we add absence of relationship): dependence, independence and interdependence.


Yielding behavior appears to be the simplest strategy, requiring least effort (acceptance of the claim presented to us, perhaps after comparison with a competing interest or perspective of our own). It can be satisfactory (rational) when the other party is trusted, valued or depended upon for resources or at least for restraint of power, to the extent that any competing interests of one’s own would appear to be outweighed by respect for the other’s greater power or capacity to address shared interests, or by concern for a greater apparent interest or need of the other. This strategy, while not exclusive to any culture, is thus likely to be emphasized more in collectivist cultures (as distinct from individualist cultures—see Triandis and Gelfand, 1998). 


Adversarial or contentious behavior requires more effort and complex reasoning, in that an independent position of one’s own must be identified and preferred to that presented by the other party (which may, though not necessarily, be ignored or discounted), and the risks of opposition weighed. It can be rational, however, when the other party to the conflict is not trusted, valued or feared, the conflict is seen as zero sum, one’s own interest or need is perceived to be more substantial or more worthy than that of the other party, and/or the other party may be induced to yield or withdraw without inflicting damage disproportionate to the value gained (emphasized more in individualist cultures and realpolitik perspectives organized around the primacy of one’s own or national material interests). 


Integrative behavior requires more effort and complex reasoning again, in that it goes beyond the simple dualistic reasoning of identifying which position (and risk structure) is preferred over the other. It considers the positions of both (or several) parties, takes the interests of both (or all) substantially into account, and seeks to identify any positive-sum (win-win) solutions that may be achievable through separate or collaborative action. For example, a fight over rights to a certain tract of land may be resolved (transformed into a mutually respectful or supportive relationship) when it is recognized that the primary interest of one party is simply to have a right of way through (or symbolic sovereignty over) that land, which can be granted without major disruption to the farming and other pragmatic interests and activities of the other party. The interdependence implied here thus includes or upholds the interests and independence of both parties (the “dual concern” model—see figure 6.1), thus transcending polarities between dependence and independence, individualism and collectivism, concern for self and for others, winning and losing. 

Figure 6.1 Strategic Choices in Managing Conflict: Dual-Concern Model
	High
	1. Yielding
	
	2. Integrating

	Level of concern for other group’s interests
	
	3. Compromising
	

	Low
	4. Avoiding
	
	5. Contending

	
	Low
	Level of concern for 

own group’s interests
	High



Integrative behavior is rational when the parties are recognized to be, in some sense, interdependent,
 so that any sacrifice in accepting less than 100 percent of what one aspires to in the immediate conflict situation (e.g., exclusive use of the land) may be more than made up for (at least in the longer term) in two ways. First, the solution agreed to will be more stable, as something for which the parties are jointly responsible and from which they jointly benefit; and second, future relations with the other party are likely to be more productive than if adversarial (win-lose) or yielding (lose-win) behavior had been used to one party’s cost. Even if a positive-sum solution is not found to the immediate conflict, the collaborative effort to find a fair solution (a zero-sum compromise or avoidance, based on respect for needs and on mutually recognized standards) can still bring these long-term benefits, and in that sense be a positive-sum outcome. Galtung and Jacobsen (2000) thus point to the value of switching from the conventional (power- or rights-based) axis (options 1, 3 and 5 in figure 6.1) to a perpendicular axis representing a range of possible balanced outcomes (options 2, 3 and 4 in figure 6.1), including creative use of avoidance or compromise when integrative (positive-sum) options appear out of reach.


The emphasis in conflict transformation then, as discussed in this book, is usually to facilitate a shift from adversarial tactics to integrative tactics in circumstances where the needs or substantive interests (and capacities) of both sides are perceived as too great to permit either to yield, rendering continued adversarial tactics less effective than integrative tactics. In some cases, though, it may first be necessary to focus on facilitating a move from yielding or passivity to a culturally appropriate form of advocacy or adversarial tactics, in order that a community can begin effectively to discuss and seek redress for its felt needs or grievances. An ability to express and be firm in standing for one’s interests (the role of advocates or activists—see Lederach, 1995) is a prerequisite for effective integrative tactics; in other words, independent thinking is a prerequisite for interdependent thinking by both parties.


A fourth strategy—to ignore, withdraw, or step back from a conflict—may also be a rational one where perceived interests on both sides are too minimal to warrant time or attention, or where there seem to be alternative paths to satisfying interests without engaging the other party (e.g., instead of yielding or arguing over the rights to one piece of land, we look for a better option elsewhere). This may work well where the parties are nondependent on each other—that is, neither dependence nor interdependence is an issue (in contrast to independence, where dependence is actively rejected and thus is an issue). Otherwise, withdrawal may equate with one of the other three modes of conflict management, depending on the specifics of the relationship and the expectations attached to it; if the owners of the land do not feel it is possible to entrust it to anyone else, withdrawal may be seen as adversarial behavior.


In social conflicts that we cannot easily ignore, withdrawal may still have a critical secondary role, in that we can benefit from stepping back from a conflict temporarily (or habitually, in conjunction with another primary coping strategy) better to reflect on or analyze the situation, to evaluate which management strategy to follow, before committing ourselves to it (or before altering course to adopt a new strategy). Such a reflective strategy is thus important primarily as a transitional phase in improving the effectiveness of conflict transformation, particularly in facilitating a shift from one preferred strategy to another more complex one (see Rothman, 1997c; Kaufman, this volume).


All these strategies may be found in some form in any society (or even any individual), with each being valued as normal, or morally acceptable, in different specific situations. However, we can distinguish people in terms of which strategies they broadly prefer or regard as normal, and the same may be true of different communities (Chilton, 1988). The broader the range of approaches accessible, and hence the more complex the reasoning in the dominant or normal approaches, the more likely that conflicts can also be managed in ways that sustain the interests, relationships and development of the parties involved, minimizing the likelihood of structural or direct violence.


As with the earlier power/rights/interests framework, it is useful further to differentiate the strategies emphasized within this framework. Either of these two frameworks may be useful for planning a conflict management initiative; however, in the more complex and detailed planning needed for a sustainable peace settlement, they are inadequate. There are critical differences, for example, between yielding to powerful individuals and yielding to commonly held principles; between principled and unprincipled competition; between rights based on national ideology and those based on universal human needs. These differences will become more apparent when we look at how one framework intersects with the other.

Identity and Development


The relationship between these two frameworks or sets of normative strategies can best be understood by considering the relevance of identity. We have suggested that identity is a universal need across cultures and that it is a necessary constituent of any social conflict. The fact that all current wars involve at least one nonstate community (i.e., a group whose independent identity is being asserted but not recognized formally or internationally) also suggests that identity needs are of central importance in conflict dynamics. 


The political significance of dependent (yielding), independent (adversarial) and interdependent (integrative) strategies depends on how those employing them see themselves in relation to others. Who, for example, is asserting independence from whom? 


Identity is multidimensional. Collective identities may be defined in relation to physical and behavioral similarities (e.g., dress, size, color), similar-ities of thinking (e.g., family, friends, villages, contact groups), similarities of value systems (e.g., nations, cultures, religions, civilizations), or the globally shared similarity of human nature or intelligence.
 Each more abstract identity implies that more individuals and groups are like the self, having interests, values and needs that are worthy of respect or accommodation. In other words, they represent increasing degrees of interdependence. Each of the four levels of identity interacts with each of three primary strategies for managing conflicting interests—yielding (dependence), adversarial (independence) and integrative (interdependence). Thus instead of three, we may find it more useful to distinguish twelve strategies for managing conflict, of which nine would be relevant to adult communities (the physical self-concept being primary only in childhood),
 rooted in different perspectives on the nature of our relationships with others. All these strategies are likely to be available in any community (more or less accessible for different individuals and cultures, and differently expressed by each), though again some will carry greater normative weight as representing conventional wisdom for dealing with specific types of conflict.


While all of these strategies can be found in any community, the differences among them in terms of complexity is reflected in the finding that in the process of individual development of social or moral reasoning, it is apparent that the three basic modes of relationship emerge and predominate sequentially in relation to each more abstract level of identity or self-concept. In relation to each level of identity, interdependence (integrative mode for managing conflicts) is achieved but is followed by a realization that on a deeper level of identity one is still dependent (unable to distance or distinguish oneself in terms of the more abstract modality), thus beginning a new cycle in a continuing spiral of development (see figure 6.2). The emergence of each more complex level of reasoning (and corresponding strategy for managing conflict) does not displace the earlier ones but complements them and adds to the options available for managing conflict and for lowering the risk of violence.


The sequential predominance of these strategies in individual development is evidence of their increasing complexity and also of the distinct rationality of each within its own frame of reference (assumptions about the nature of human relations). In any large society, all strategies may be found at any time, and different strategies are likely to predominate regarding different issues or contexts and to shift over time. Political development is thus better assessed in terms of an increasing range of strategies broadly available (indicating greater conflict-carrying capacity) rather than in terms of a sequential “stage” model analogous to individual development.
 As this normative range increases or decreases, however, there will typically be a leading-edge strategy relating to key issues, with normal political tensions between its proponents and those of simpler and more familiar strategies, each group being convinced of the moral superiority, or the greater realism, of its preferred paradigm or perspective.


Earlier, we associated the different levels of identity with power-based, rights-based and interest-based approaches to conflict management, respec-tively. However, figure 6.2 offers a more fine-grained analytical framework. Power-based strategies may be divided into two broad types: the first oriented toward obedience and deference to the powerful (collectivism), the second and more complex version oriented toward independence, instrumental exchange, and unregulated competition to satisfy one’s own interests (individualism). 

Figure 6.2 Normative Strategies for Managing Conflict: Expanded Model
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Rights-based approaches may similarly be divided into two types: the first emphasizing deference to shared moral values and rules for managing conflict and differentiating right from wrong behavior, as needed for building a national or societal consensus; the second emphasizing principled competition among interest groups, ideologies, even cultures, with rule of law more valued than any specific leaders’ claims to embody the societal norms. Thus, both yielding and adversarial strategies can be found as subtypes within both power-based and rights-based cultures; in the latter case the emphasis will be in yielding to shared norms or laws rather than to powerful people as such, and adversarial strategies will emphasize lawful or principled competition, as exemplified in adversarial legal processes or scientific debate.


Interest-based strategies are represented in three different forms, the first representing interdependent perspectives capable of bridging the interests of competing parties in a power-based culture, where loyalties to individuals or contact groups are still prior to value systems or shared cultures. We regard this strategy as critical not only for constructively addressing intergroup conflicts in power-based societies but also for promoting successful transition from power- to rights-based political cultures (democratic transitions), providing a mechan-ism for reaching or consolidating a legitimate national consensus on principles and rights. The second is a more complex strategy required for managing conflicts across cultural divides, where there is internal but not cross-group consensus on shared values, or conflicts where one or more groups are marginalized, lacking the knowledge or other resources to engage effectively in principled competition or to assert rights.


In the third interest-based strategy, common humanity (or “world society”—see Kelman, this volume) is not asserted just as a means for bridging the interests and values of different groups but represents in itself the primary identity or reference point for action. We believe that this highly integrative perspective may be key to providing leadership not only for transforming conflict situations toward sustainable development but more broadly for promoting development and societal coherence in ways that prevent violent conflict from arising at all. This perspective points to possibilities for a more robust democracy accessible for any culture, and for a peaceful world that honors the values of all cultures as the unique and constantly changing expressions of human intelligence or natural law.

Development of Political Culture


We have argued that the prevalence in any society of norms reflecting more of these seven perspectives, or strategies, is an indicator of greater conflict-carrying capacity, and hence capacity for adaptive change, sustainable development (expanding human and social capital) and dynamic peace. 


We look at each of these strategies in turn, in the order that they emerge in the context of the development of individual social reasoning. Each more complex perspective or strategy of social reasoning expands on the simpler strategies, rather than replacing them, allowing a broader range of adaptive options for resolving conflict. All strategies are to some extent represented or accessible in all cultures, and by all individuals, although the larger the gap between a currently dominant strategy and a more complex one for the same issue, the less easily the latter will be understood or applied. 


No single model of development or of modes of social reasoning will be optimal for all purposes. Even using the concept of development in relation to political cultures can evoke images of cultural imperialism. Nevertheless, we argue that a transcultural, normative model of development is essential if we are to develop a consensus on what forms of social change are worth working for in a dynamically changing, multicultural world. 


While the strategies differ in terms of complexity and hence capacity for managing more complex conflict situations, all are rational, and no strategy as such is morally superior to any other. Relevant norms thus deserve equal respect: societies in less complex and more stable contexts may not feel the need to adopt more complex norms, and any attempt to prescribe or impose them from the outside is likely to meet with misunderstanding and resistance. Such attempts imply a too-narrow focus on one (usually rights-based) strategy as being “correct,” which limits effectiveness in managing conflict cross-culturally just as surely as does an exclusive focus on simpler realpolitik strategies. The addition of new normative strategies to broaden the repertoire of any society in conflict should come as a result of internal debate and should draw on existing cultural norms, with external support for process, not prescriptive pressure.

Strategies 1-2 (Power-Based) 

1: Obedience to Authority

The simplest strategy, organized around norms of obedience to leadership by powerful or resourceful individuals, requires only the concrete operational thinking acquired in late childhood.
 Conscious decision making on conflict issues that require more reflective thinking is likely to be deferred to leader(s), who control resources and may punish the disobedient.


This perspective has advantages in terms of simplicity of organization and decision making, with minimal time or effort lost in argument between competing viewpoints. Stable family, village or business groups founded on the strength, skills, knowledge or resources of an undisputed leader (patriarch, chieftain, sheik, etc.) may do very well based on the simple norms of obedience and deference conceived from this perspective. Larger organizations or communities can become established through simple iteration of this leader-follower relationship into larger pyramidal pecking-order or food-chain networks under the aegis of a paramount ruler (monarch, governor, emperor, dictator, etc.). Even in postagrarian societies, clear chains of command can be an advantage especially in threatening situations requiring swift decision and response, such as in simple military or paramilitary organizations.


However, emphasis on the virtues of deference and conformity may radically reduce opportunities for initiative and creative contributions from the mass of the community and even among the elite. In the absence of competent leadership, group inertia means that change and adaptation will be slow and uncertain. When the community is too large and complex for effective personal rule, or too much in flux for stable networks to be maintained, or when leaders seek to exploit their positions at the expense of group members or otherwise seek to exercise power and authority beyond their ability to do it well, this perspective is unlikely to support the group’s needs and interests for long. Nor, when it is unclear who has legitimacy to lead and make decisions, can there be efficient resolution of disputes concerning leadership and responsibility.


Worse, because might and right are not easily separable here (the mystique of personal power), dominance may rightly be protected from challenge through punishment, physical coercion, threats and extortion (Kohlberg’s, 1981, “punishment and obedience” stage of moral reasoning). Massive waste of human and social capital can become institutionalized in the form of genocide, enslavement, imprisonment or the creation of underclasses through a combination of direct and structural violence. Hitler, Stalin, Pol Pot, Idi Amin, or any of a host of dictators have exemplified the downside of this strategy—though these were in many ways canny leaders who knew how to appeal to some of the more complex norms as well. As long as their victims count themselves as powerless, morally or practically unable to change or challenge the status quo, such predatory regimes can persist, but they are vulnerable to challenges premised on more complex norms.


As the simplest strategy, it also becomes the most likely default (along with passive avoidance) for those who have been traumatized or feel depressed or overwhelmed by fear or losses from war or other forms of disaster or abuse. Those who feel victimized thus tend not to see possibilities for promoting constructive change, which leads to inertia and makes recovery, development and peacebuilding extremely difficult following protracted war. Recovery efforts thus need to emphasize helping people to move beyond victimhood toward reconciliation (see Borris, this volume).

2: Instrumental Exchange and Competition

From this perspective, accessible from adolescence,
 adversarial modes of managing conflict appear more rational, as awareness of our own interests and needs become sharper than awareness of those that others present to us. We may often find it reasonable to resist, question or actively avoid (in such ways as may be allowed by the cultural context) the claims of others, which appear to lack merit or conflict with our own. Rather than automatic obedience, right behavior now means acting or competing to meet our needs and interests, and expecting that others will do the same. Realism, rather than loyalty or deference, becomes the primary virtue. Conflicts can thus be managed or resolved through instrumental exchange, whether of goods or threats (“bads”—including normative threats of punishment for noncompliance). Any tactics designed to satisfy one’s own desires at the expense of others, whether through argument, bribery, hiding or falsifying relevant information, blaming or demonizing the other, blocking access to others’ sources of support, etc. fit within this broad strategic perspective (see Rubin, Pruitt, and Kim, 1994). If applied subject to principles of nonviolence or respect for law or human rights these tactics would fall within Strategy 5, though the difference may be lost on those habituated to power-based systems. 


This perspective provides the basis for societal norms upholding free trade and barter. Political and social conflicts can now be resolved through competition. Compliance (votes or other forms of cooperation) can be bought through use of bribes, patronage, aid, economic or political favors, or through threats, either on an issue-by-issue basis or as a stable, longer-term arrangement. If power is imposed or goods taken without exchange, just retribution or revenge may be sought (“an eye for an eye” reflects the logic of this perspective). Again, through simple iteration of such instrumental exchange relationships, a relatively stable lattice of relationships can be built up, organized around those with greatest capacity for patronage or threats, thus creating a status system which limits and controls the aspirations of the disadvantaged communities, tribes, classes, castes or gender groups.


On the international level, in a system that is anarchic to the extent that it lacks more complex norms for managing conflicts, this has led to realpolitik reliance on military and economic power, to arms races, and to client states dependent on the protection or support of regional or superpowers (e.g., Zaire under Mobutu, or satellite states during the Cold War). Where there is no agreement on guiding principles, bribery (e.g., the United States with North Korea, or with Israel and Egypt) and/or the threat or application of economic sanctions or military force (e.g., with Saddam’s Iraq and Miloševic’s Yugoslavia) may be invoked as a normal (“realist”) aspect of diplomacy. 


Settlements and political structures based on such instrumentalist thinking, particularly when threats are relied on more than bribes (see Freedman, 1981), are brittle. In a changing world, where power relations are ambiguous and shifting, they are subject to recurrent power struggles, terrorism and vicious cycles of revenge, and they are at risk of deteriorating into protracted violence (e.g., between warlords or competing tribes or communities, as now in Sudan, Somalia, Angola, Burundi, Congo, Israel/Palestine, Sri Lanka, Burma, Chechnya, Colombia—see Azar, this volume). Leaders may play on and exacerbate the fears of their communities, buying popularity or militant mobilization at the cost of further destabilizing and polarizing relations with other groups, blaming or scapegoating others to direct frustration away from themselves. Normative instrumentalist strategies also tend to deplete the environment and marginalize or leave at risk those individuals or groups without sufficient resources to exchange in order to meet their needs (or without sufficient human and social capital to generate those resources). As exploitative political and economic structures inevitably break down, we are left with a level of political underdevelopment reviled by Thomas Hobbes as “the war of each against all.”

Strategy 3 (Interest-Based): Caring and Personal Responsibility


The ability to put oneself in another’s shoes, to understand and respect the conflicting interests of others, to protect and care personally for those who are unable to compete, fend for themselves or offer concrete exchange for needed help is the defining trait of this mode of social reasoning
—the “golden rule” norm that is found at the core of all the major cultures and traditions. It is important to recognize the rational nature of this behavior and associated norms of responsibility and commitment. The norm is to treat familiar others on a par with ourselves (in contrast both to yielding, where the other is put first, and to adversarial behavior, where one’s own interests are put first); although strict expectations of instrumental exchange (immediate self-interest) are no longer insisted on, there is still the probability of benefit from the long-term relationship building and mutual protection that occurs with this strategy. We can expect also to be helped when in need, and this enlightened self-interest leads to increased social capital and a simple form of civil society. The expected benefit may not be just from the person being cared for but from anyone in the community, especially those aware of our own adherence to community norms. Nonadherence can be effectively regulated in political cultures organized around this perspective through shaming, or even banishment—an extreme sanction from this perspective, where personal relationships are primary to identity.


However, while these norms may be present to some degree within one or both communities in conflict with each other, the existence of violent conflict is clear evidence that they are not operating effectively at least across group lines. This strategy is thus the usual or primary focus of second track diplomacy, using Strategy-3 appropriate or “alternative” dispute-resolution mechanisms (i.e., alternative to submissive or adversarial options, whether power- or rights-based). Integrative problem-solving techniques, as discussed elsewhere in this volume, are used to facilitate a strategic shift by the parties, with the aim of developing sufficient understanding, respect, sense of responsibility and trust (social capital) to allow the parties to become aware of, and to work together to find ways of satisfying, the needs and primary interests of both sides. This may be accomplished with or without the support of third-party neutrals, and may involve a cooperative search for additional resources (“expanding the pie”); ways of compensating for or cutting the costs of concessions; trading off different interests, allowing each party to achieve its higher priorities while conceding on lower priorities (“logrolling”—see Brams and Taylor, 1996); or ways of dovetailing or “bridging” the parties’ underlying interests so that both may be substantially if not fully satisfied. 


For example, the United States-brokered Camp David accords between Israel and Egypt in the 1970s were able to resolve the dispute over the Israeli-occupied Sinai territory by finding a formula that addressed the primary Egyptian concern for sovereignty as well as the primary Israeli need for security, by returning the land to Egypt under conditions that prevented future surprise attacks or Egyptian military presence. The respect and trust generated by the normative application of integrative negotiation processes, as well as the discovery of specific positive-sum outcomes through such processes, together provide a basis for sustainable development and a more durable peace than is achievable with the strategies discussed earlier. 


While findings vary according to specific context, research indicates that in general people both prefer conflicts to be settled through an integrative process respecting the concerns of both parties, and that such a process leads to higher joint outcomes than do adversarial processes, with yielding strategies producing lower joint benefit than either of the other two (see Pruitt and Carnevale, 1993).


It is possible through iteration of personal connections of mutual trust and commitment to build a lattice of social relations that can undergird sustainable development and peace even in large societies. A political culture based on Strategy 3 may thus work well either in small, stable communities interacting with outsiders only at the fringe, or where there are stable links among local communities via trust relationships among leaders or elites. However, it will not work so well with large communities in flux, as in the postagrarian world, where most people live in cities, where they are strangers to most of those around them. Trusting and supporting only those we know may not get us far, especially in the press of the anonymous megacities to which displaced villagers and former farm-workers gravitate in search of new jobs.


The problem is that interactions with those outside one’s clan, contact group or network, with whom such personal trust has not been established, may by default still be conducted on the basis of instrumental exchange, subject to the same vicious cycles of threat and revenge discussed above. Communities of trust based on extended families, clans or shared interests (e.g., those of local landowners, nomadic tribes, guilds) will still be prone to zero-sum conflict with rival groups that may lead to protracted violence or structural injustices through domination by the more powerful groups. Examples abound, in predatory or exploitative elites recently in power in countries such as Guatemala, Pakistan, Burundi, the Philippines or Indonesia. Power and ultimate responsibility for managing conflict are left to individuals, and maintained on the basis of personal loyalties (cronyism and nepotism), not subject to any overarching respect for law or broadly shared values. 


If integrative problem-solving techniques are to be effective in resolving violent conflicts between large and complex communities, particularly those with contrasting cultures, it is necessary to look beyond the effort to establish understanding, commitment and trust only on the level of personal relations and to focus also on the value systems that define and divide the larger communities in conflict. Newly won personal understanding and trust can too easily evaporate in the face of negative stereotypes and mutual distrust more deeply woven into the value system of the larger societies in conflict, if the dynamics of these larger systems are not understood and addressed.

Strategies 4-5 (Rights-Based)

4: Deference to a Common System of Rules or Values


Kohlberg’s (1981) research indicates that in most people across a wide range of different cultures, there is a cognitive developmental shift in adulthood where the primary reference point moves from the operational thinking process to the evolving system of principles, rules, assumptions or values which he/she has gradually taken on, constructed or come to understand (consciously or otherwise) as guiding that thinking process.
 While in large part shaped by our cultural context and experiences, our value system comes to be experienced primarily as an internal point of reference. Principled or moral conduct favoring the social good is effectively self-monitored at this level as a matter of duty or conscience, with relatively little need for threats and bribes (Perspective 2) or shaming and personal loyalty (Perspective 3).


When integrative conflict managers fail to find a win-win solution to their conflicts, it is useful to identify commonly held principles or values that can provide the basis for a solution that, while maybe zero sum, can be respected by both parties as fair and thus preserve or strengthen the relationship. For example, if there is only a finite amount of land to be divided between two communities and no acceptable trade-offs for the land can be found, the dividing line will be respected more if it is agreed on the basis of principles respected by both sides rather than imposed based on the greater strength or determination of one side. It may still be necessary for one or both parties to yield some land, but the outcome will be more stable if the yielding is not to the greater power or will of the other side (Strategies 1 or 2) but rather to a mutually respected law, principle or value seen as promoting the common good. Examples of such principles might be equality, first occupancy, proportionality to resources invested, or the need to protect the basic needs and long-term economic viability of both parties.


More efficient for many purposes than a strategy which requires integrative, issue-by-issue negotiation among interdependent thinkers, and/or the establishment of trust-based relationships directly or indirectly with all members of a large community is the strategy of constructing or adapting, reaffirming or refining an agreed set of rules, principles or values which all parties agree to refer to as the basis for managing their conflicts. 


This strategy allows another big expansion in social capital, because trust can be based primarily on adherence to (dependence on) value systems that can be developed, shared and stabilized through very large, diverse and mobile communities or nations (common cultures) whose members are for the most part unacquainted with each other. The value system may evolve as a set of traditional, cultural norms honored or revered by community members, or it may be promoted more quickly by a forward-thinking elite and formalized in part into a set of written rules (community or national laws) that members are willing largely to accept as legitimate and worthy of respect. 


There is no loss of interdependence—rather, dependence on a shared value system or political culture allows expansion of the range of interdependent relationships to much larger, more fluid and anonymous communities. It thus becomes possible and advantageous to build nations based on shared national values and interests that, because of the expansion in social capital, have greater potential for sustainable development and satisfaction of members’ needs and interests (Hobbes’s Leviathan). Given this expansion of social capital, an employer, for example, can now hire the person from the larger community who is most qualified for a job rather than choose only from an extended family, clan or other contact community that he/she personally trusts. A government can establish regulations or laws that are in harmony with the shared value system and (in contrast with regimes organized around normative Strategy 3) can reasonably trust its public servants to apply them dutifully for the common good of a large community, without taking advantage of their positions to enrich themselves and their families and personal friends (Max Weber’s bureaucratic ideal), allowing substantial control over the corruption and bribery that may flow unchecked in the absence of strategy norms.


In the wake of transition from an agrarian to a modern industrial or postindustrial society, where large population transfers become routine, and cities and broad, impersonal communication networks predominate over traditional village communities, such a shift in political culture becomes essential for long-term stability. Application of shared norms will reduce the likelihood of violent conflict, and where conflict does break out, it may be dealt with institutionally, according to law or custom. An important part of conflict management, particularly where secession has become an issue, may be to identify applicable laws or standards, and/or to agree on what adjustments to these rules may be needed for both parties to reaffirm their identities as part of the larger nation (e.g., Montenegro in Yugoslavia, or Aceh in Indonesia).


Leadership at this level is legitimized less on the basis of personal loyalties than on that of the ability to model, apply and conform to the sociomoral order, and uphold and apply the law or doctrine in order to satisfy needs effectively and manage conflict. However, leadership will still typically be vested in and by members of an elite or higher caste, who may be regarded as uniquely qualified to understand and apply the moral order as a principled autocracy (e.g., religious hierarchies, hereditary nobility or ruling classes, traditional chiefs or sheiks, communist nomenklatura). Leaders who fail to come up to standard can be held somewhat accountable to the community and/or remaining elite, and even be replaced, as having lost, in the Chinese idiom, the “mandate of heaven.”


The large, bureaucratic institutions that become possible at this level tend to be highly centralized, top-down affairs (e.g., communist command econo-mies, inquisitorial courts, theocracies), that may become isolated from new or unconventional ideas from either inside or outside the broader community. The expectation is that newcomers will be assimilated or will adapt or melt into the larger social order rather than maintain distinct (sub-) cultures. Nevertheless, this strategy of national consensus on values and rules of behavior (such as the “Asian values” promoted by Singapore’s Lee Kuan Yew) represents a significant advance beyond the limitations of personal rule, essential to the establishment of a modern state, which is often not appreciated by Westerners focused exclusively on rapid democratic reform. Because it is still in a sense autocratic, this form of governance is too often confused with power-based personal rule; rather, it should be valued as a necessary prerequisite for, or element of, smooth and sustainable democratic and market transitions. Preliminary analysis of democratic transitions conducted at CIDCM suggests that countries with these predemocratic, Strategy-4 norms of governance already in place tend to be those able to introduce Strategy-5 democratic institutions without substantial violence or reversals (e.g., South Korea, Taiwan, Poland; see also Dalpino, 2000).


A major limitation of this fourth strategy is that those who do not adhere to the shared value system or laws may be mistrusted and marginalized as deviants, madmen, criminals, apostates, primitives or enemies of the state, who may be denied access, respect, or the opportunity to satisfy their needs or exercise their basic human rights. Because those subscribing primarily to Strategy 4 are closely identified with (dependent on) the value system, it is not easy for them to step back and compare it to alternative cultural worldviews which may appear to conflict with it, or to uphold the value of both their own and alternative systems. The point of law and normative behavior is to protect the moral order. Value systems can thus become rigid ideologies or dogmas, resistant to new ideas that may facilitate adaptive change and development, and they may be used to justify violence (war, colonization) directed at less virtuous outsiders. Outsiders should be assimilated into the culture or excluded from it—there is little patience for cultural, political or economic pluralism. International affairs still tend to be conducted according to the Strategy-2 realpolitik principles, relying on the judicious exercise of power to protect and advance national interests and values.


Leaders in Strategy-4 cultures no longer rule arbitrarily on the basis of personal power and networks of patronage or personal loyalty, but they still in a sense protect and embody the law rather than being fully subject to it, and hence still tend to be replaced only on their death (e.g., postrevolutionary presidents in Iran), and then only by other members of the elite. It is more difficult to achieve a consensus that a living leader has lost his legitimacy, and effecting his replacement can create dangerous instability. In other words, to some extent, the mystique of power characteristic of Strategy 1 can still operate in favor of those who present themselves as the guardians of national values.


However, the more basic problem with national ideologies is that any individual, particularly in mobile, urban, information-age communities, will tend to have several identity groups, with distinct shared values. We may see ourselves as part of an ethnic or linguistic minority group, a religion, a gender group, a profession, etc., as well as a nation, with one or more of these identities becoming salient according to context or need. Particularly when the integrity of a nation, or even the well-being of some of its people, is threatened, affected citizens may well look for reaffirmation of shared values by scapegoating members of such secondary identity groups or subcultures as being alien, outside the common culture, even when there has been no breach of national laws (e.g., Baha’i’s in Iran). Where a nation has become polarized and the boundaries among subnational groups have become rigid, it may become very difficult to reestablish trust and common ground within the confines of this strategy.

5: Principled Competition, Rule of Law, Democracy


The ability to step back from the value system that has been adopted as one’s own, to recognize that, while it has validity at least for one’s own community, it is only one of many possible systems worthy of respect, is characteristic of postformal systems thinking or dialectical operations. The dialectic, in this case, is among differing worldviews, cultural perspectives, value systems or ideological systems. While no longer identified with any single value system (independent from it), this perspective still upholds the values and laws of the home community as having validity, based on the recognition that they represent a duty or social contract with utilitarian value for the members—a rational and principled (if not necessarily conscious) calculation or intuition, based on the greatest good for the greatest number. 


Laws, norms and values are now seen as relative to culture and social context. They are therefore not adequate as a basis for relations between distinct cultures or value systems, or for a cross-cultural consensus on what types of social change should be preferred. In order to go beyond the postmodernist trap of nihilistic relativism, the logic of Perspective 5 (and of postmodernism) leads us to look for a principled basis for such relations. From this has developed the concept of universal human rights (principles to guide human interaction which elicit respect across cultures) and other rules or laws consistent with these universal rights for which cross-cultural consensus has or can be achieved. On the basis of such mutual respect among those representing different value systems, ideologies, nations or cultures, a dialectic, debate or principled interaction among groups with competing perspectives becomes possible, without violence or threat to the core identity, security or developmental needs of any party.


This ongoing dialectic of principled interaction provides a dynamic through which competing perspectives can be evaluated and adapted by the parties—similar to Popper’s view of the function of scientific debate—allowing more dynamic evolution of norms, laws and institutions within the context of each culture or community, as well as in the larger international community. 


In the political sphere, this perspective or strategy constitutes the core of the liberal democratic process, a civic culture (Almond and Verba, 1963; Apter, 1987) allowing broad-based participation in governance and open debate among competing viewpoints, protected by laws or norms of freedom of speech and belief. It requires accountability according to law of rulers to the general population affected by their decisions (rule of law), and an orderly, open and broadly inclusive process of choosing successive leaders and decision makers, thereby ensuring continuing legitimacy of government. The strategy is a rational one, likely to be adopted as elites come to realize over time that the cost of suppressing political opponents with competing viewpoints exceeds the cost of tolerating and engaging them in principled or regulated competition (Lijphart, 1977; Diamond, 1994; Powelson, 2001).


The core of a democracy is the open, principled and nonviolent processes through which leaders are elected, rights and laws for managing conflict openly discussed and agreed, and appropriate institutions developed to administer them—not the specific institutions themselves. The laws will require constant interpretation, revision and adaptation as new situations develop, and so it is the process through which this is accomplished, more than the specific (and never final) laws that may come out of that process, that sustain the democratic consensus. Institutions play a critical role insofar as they embody or express the norms upholding the democratic process.


There is a wide range of institutions that may qualify as democratic, but their effectiveness depends on their appropriateness in the context of the host culture and social conditions, and the legitimacy of the process through which they were established. A strong president elected through multiparty, winner-take-all elections may work well enough for France, for example, but may spell disaster for divided societies such as Angola, where more inclusive, power-sharing institutions are needed before warring factions will be willing to buy in. Nor do “elections” have the same meaning in traditional societies with low literacy levels and no expectation of policy debates or accountability. Harris and Reilly (1998) not only review several options for postconflict democratic institutions that might be adopted, but also emphasize that a pre-requisite for any of these to succeed is that it be agreed on as a national consensus through an inclusive, culturally appropriate, interest-based process—which requires both Strategies 3 and 4.


The same strategy, in the sphere of economics, may be seen as Adam Smith’s “invisible hand,” whereby broad access to principled, competitive participation in a free market economy ensures fuller mobilization of available human and social capital, and more efficient utilization of diverse comparative advantages, to sustain economic growth in a way that is beyond the grasp of a centralized command economy lacking rule of law. Rule of law also differentiates this type of free and fair market from the bandit capitalism of Strategy 2, or the crony capitalism of Strategy 3. Too often the concept of a free market does not distinguish among these different forms, leaving us puzzled by the fragility of free market economics in places like Russia and Indonesia, where Strategy-4 or -5 norms and institutions are still weak. 


Rule of law means that contracts or agreements are no longer dependent on the goodwill of those in authority (revocable any time at their discretion) but, if made according to law, can be relied on and, in case of dispute, interpreted and enforced through appeal to impartial arbitrators or courts respecting the rights of the parties. A continuing process of developing and adapting the body of agreed rules or laws to address new issues in ways consistent with general norms is also a necessary element for the long-term success of this strategy. 


Because the same general logic or strategy of principled competition, supported by rule of law, underlies both democratic politics and principled free market economics, it is not surprising that the existence of a democratic culture is highly correlated with sustained economic development and growth (Lipset, 1981; Inglehart, 1990). Success with a new strategy in one area—say, principled free trade—is likely to inspire application elsewhere, such as democratic reform, as many proponents of China’s entry into the World Trade Organization argue.


Conflicts between different peoples or identity groups are less likely if members are able to recognize their common membership in a larger or cross-cutting group, representing values that can be appealed to by both parties as a basis for resolving disputes (e.g., Ireland and Britain are part of a larger European or Western identity; Israelis and Palestinians part of a larger Abrahamic tradition; Abkhaz and Georgians part of the Caucasian peoples). Thus even within this broad value-system level of identity, shifts to include larger or overlapping reference groups or identities may enhance the capacity for constructive conflict management. The capacity for such shifts is much greater within the dynamics of this fifth perspective, and management of intergroup conflicts within Perspective-4 cultures will be most effective if it explores and models an appropriate Strategy-5 process, locating principles for dispute resolution that transcend differences in culture and  that can be equally respected by both parties.


Principles that transcend cultural contrasts, such as nonviolence and respect for human rights, provide a basis for strategic nonviolent action, typically (and most effectively) aimed at political elites in Strategy-4-dominated cultures. Activists are more likely to be successful when they can attract broad public support based on contrasting their own principled activity with power-based suppression of cultures or interest groups that are perceived by authorities as illegitimate because they do not assimilate to the Perspective-4 values consensus. Such support is more likely in a society which already embraces rights-based norms and may help expand these to Perspective-5 norms. Hence the struggle for Tibetan autonomy in China has so far not had the impact of the campaigns to oust Milosevic in Yugoslavia or Pinochet in Chile, or Gandhi’s struggle for an India independent of Britain (see Gurr and Davies, this volume).


The great achievement of this perspective (liberal democratic culture) is that for the first time, the needs and rights of all people can be respected independently of their personal and cultural loyalties. The law is less concerned with moral or victimless crimes; even those accused of acting violently against others’ needs or rights can debate the charges and evidence, and expect fair treatment through legal institutions or processes aiming to balance the needs, rights and interests of all involved. The potential for violence erupting from conflicts within or among communities at this level is thus enormously reduced. Indeed, nonviolent conflict management is sometimes taken to be the defining characteristic of a democratic culture (see Maoz and Russett, 1993), reflecting the finding that democracies tend to fight fewer wars both within and among themselves, and to settle more wars through negotiated accommodation (see Gurr and Davies, this volume)—the concept of democratic peace. On this basis it is possible to contemplate the possibility of moving beyond the realpolitik assumption of international anarchy and of disrupting historical cycles of international and intercommunal wars based on an evolving international consensus organized around democratic and free market norms and institutions (see Fukuyama, 1992; Gurr and Davies, this volume).


Nevertheless, there are critical limitations to this strategy for conflict management. First, it is not likely to be successful in areas where the parties have had little or no prior experience with the application of at least Strategy 4, in relation to similar issues. To a society based primarily on Strategy 3 norms of personal responsibility, the competitive norms of Strategy 5 can be too easily confused with the unprincipled, instrumental competition of Strategy 2. Working in such societies, we receive several offers to help resolve the apparently out-of-control conflicts raging in Washington, D.C., or in courts all over the United States and other democratic countries—and many expressions of puzzlement or distaste. Strategy 4 (developing a national consensus on the rules of the game), on the other hand, is much more accessible in such communities and will usually provide a more productive focus for conflict management efforts than any exclusive preoccupation with Strategy 5. We will return to this point later, in considering the general issues surrounding shifts between normative strategies.


A second limitation is that, just as those without the resources to compete under norms based on instrumental exchange became victimized or oppressed, so also, even with norms of principled competition, individuals and communities without the resources (relevant education, language skills, wealth, technology, etc.) to compete or participate effectively are greatly at risk of becoming further marginalized and dependent on others. The Marxist critique of capitalist-dominated societies, elaborated in dependency theories and, to a lesser extent, in world-system theories, may still have validity in this sense—although not, of course, the attempt to avoid the evils of such free market capitalism through breaking down institutions upholding principled competition in favor of the coercive and regressive imposition of Perspective-4 command economies and ideologically driven authoritarian states. It is possible with Strategy 5 to develop consensus on norms and laws that moderate the competitive disadvantages of the poor and constrain the narrowly self-serving exercise of economic and political power to avoid the emergence of monopolies and narrow concentrations of power in elites. However, there will always be pressures to return to an elitism more common with Strategy 4, and these may not be fully contained without the emergence of Strategy-6 or Strategy-7-based counterpressures.


Third, even rule-of-law-based economic competition, particularly in the industrial sphere, can still have a devastating impact on the environment and ecology (the tragedy of the local or global commons), in some cases posing as severe a threat as that of Strategy-2 bandit capitalism. While the rights and needs of all may be recognized in principle, and competitive actions are thus constrained within the norms of civic culture, there may be insufficient understanding to motivate active concern and responsibility for common pooled resources and for often anonymous individuals or communities who, while not being directly victimized, are nevertheless negatively impacted or pushed aside in the competitive process (Gilligan, 1982; Chilton, 1988: 54).

Strategies 6 and 7 (Interest-Based)

6: Pluralism, Humanitarianism, Cultural Interdependence


Just as from Perspective 3, it becomes possible to understand or empathize with another’s thinking or put oneself in his/her shoes while simultaneously honoring one’s own competing viewpoint, so from Perspective 6 the same thing is possible in terms of competing value-systems, worldviews, cultures or communities of interest.
 Rather than integratively coordinating just two dimensions of interest at a time (mine and yours: Perspective 3), now the coordination of multiple dimensions of interest, within and across cultures, is seen as achievable and for the common good. Interdependence is recognized as ultimately universal, so that mutual care and responsibility for all others’ needs is assumed, in balance with one’s own—a higher order application of the golden rule (Kohlberg, 1981: 203-204). 


The trend away from top-down imposition of rules by overarching authorities toward more broadly participatory and distributive decision making with each more complex strategy can be continued further with Strategy 6. Strategy-6 cultures and institutions are likely to develop through local or highly issue-specific initiatives as part of the maturing of democratic cultures. While habitual Perspective-6 thinkers may be a small minority in any culture, they may have an influence disproportionate to their numbers by taking on leadership and responsibility for the tough issues and problems that others have avoided as intractable, finding ways to mobilize support among the much larger constituency who can recognize and apply Strategy 6 when occasion demands. 


To make the claim (as Chilton, 1988, does), that no states have as yet developed political cultures based primarily on norms from this perspective, is missing the point. Forms of democracy that emphasize inclusive participation by minorities rather than simple majority rule (e.g., through consociation as in Switzerland, regional autonomy as in South Africa, or more modestly through preferential voting as in Estonia, proportional representation of ethnic groups as in Mauritius, or language pluralism as in Lithuania), are drawing on Strategy-6 norms of pluralism and mutual accommodation and are likely to allow smoother democratic transitions for ethnically or culturally diverse societies (see Harris and Reilly, 1998). Dominance of Strategy 6 is not the point but rather the utilization of Strategy 6 where it is needed in conjunction with Strategy 5, etc., to better manage the concerns and disputes of minorities in diverse societies, protecting the effectiveness of their political and economic participation and guarding against the risk of an exploitative majority.


The critical influence of pluralist or internationalist perspectives is apparent in debates, policy shifts and initiatives over a variety of complex national and global issues, ranging from recognition of the collective rights of marginalized or victimized cultural minorities to restorative justice for those displaced or otherwise impacted by war, to protection of the global environment, to initiatives providing empowerment and support for culturally appropriate economic development, to enhancing the capacity for the poor to compete more effectively and meet their aspirations. The thousands of private volunteer organizations (PVOs) and other NGOs and government or IGO agencies providing relief services for war victims, refugees, homeless or displaced communities that local governments and businesses have not managed to care for are a sign of strengthening Strategy-6 norms that are not fundamentally constrained by state or cultural boundaries. 


Such organizations have been able to provide mediation services across cultural divides (see Moore and Woodrow, this volume), access to information and media, human rights monitoring, and preventive or unofficial multi-track diplomacy to intervene in intrastate ethnic conflicts where states and intergovernmental organizations are able to do little (see Lund, 1996; McDonald, this volume). Gurr and Davies (this volume) point to the impact of emerging global norms on protecting minorities and of the engagement of NGOs and international agencies in sharply reducing the number of ethnic wars now being fought. These organizations also contribute to an increasing extent in recovery and peacebuilding initiatives, providing models for communities struggling to establish norms and institutions that will sustain development and peace in the longer term.


A basic application of Strategy-6 norms is in developing intergroup and cross-cultural dialogue that allows strengthening of more inclusive identities at the national and regional levels to complement those that have been primary in past conflicts. This is essential for strengthening national identity particularly in multicommunal states, and also for strengthening international relations at the regional and global levels, not only among states but also among nonstate communities and organizations. As states recognize their interdependence and realize the opportunities for mutual gain through more collaborative policies, such rights-based institutions as the World Trade Organization, International Atomic Energy Agency, European Union or Organization for African Unity (now African Union) can help to assure minority communities of their place in a diverse society and improve chances for mutual accommodation at the intercommunal level. Thus, for example, Ireland’s and Britain’s membership in the European Union has reduced the distance between the parties to the conflict in Northern Ireland, through reducing the gap in economic opportunities, granting freedom of movement and migration between states, and providing clearer formulation, protection of individual and minority group rights, etc. In contrast, as the Soviet and Yugoslav states broke up, minorities within newly independent states felt more threatened and inclined, in the absence of serious Strategy-6 dialogue, to fight for their autonomy.


Commercial organizations also may take the initiative in dealing with community divisions and social problems in their areas of operation—for example, through hiring and investment practices that benefit local communities rather than only centralized, often corrupt state administrations. They may empower local entrepreneurs through microlending programs, build schools or infrastructure, or clean up the environment, providing models for efficient, integrative and just administration for public as well as private sectors. Too often, however, multinational corporations deal only or primarily with largely autocratic state authorities, strengthening existing power-based norms rather than contributing to the evolution of more inclusive political and economic cultures.


Similarly, the investment and lending programs of major international institutions, particularly of the IMF, are frequently accompanied with detailed policy prescriptions derived with too little consultation with, or involvement by, the target communities (even local elites, let alone the nonelite communities most impacted). This implies Perspective-4, top-down strategies rather than the more inclusive, distributed decision-making characteristic of level-six perspect-ives—with all the risks and limitations inherent in that fourth perspective. While conditionality in lending will usually be necessary to ensure constructive use of funds, appropriate conditions can be identified only by or in close collaboration with those who deeply understand the often unique needs, risks and norms of affected communities. 


Again (as with Strategy 3), the rationality of this strategy should be emphasized: it is not a matter of idealism but of enlightened self-interest to understand the ways in which the quality of life in each community or culture deeply impacts that in others, particularly in an era of global trade and economics, communication and media, and travel. The despoiling of Ogoni and Ijaw homelands in the oil fields of Nigeria, for example, undercut the economic and political viability not only of local communities but also of the larger Nigerian and African region, as well as the longer-term investments of the international oil companies themselves.


The emergence of internationalist perspectives and multilateralism in political and economic theory and practice is evidence of the growing influence of Perspective 6 (see Klare and Chandrani, 1998). There is still some distance to go, however, in developing an international system characterized more by integrative consultation, respect for group rights and mutual support among localized centers of decision making than by the systemic dominance of great powers and multinational corporations.


A limitation of this perspective is that the focus tends to be on dealing reactively with the problems of the victimized, marginalized or oppressed, or with ongoing or potential violent conflicts among distinct social groups. Too exclusive a preoccupation with such problems and with the reactive provision of humanitarian assistance may distract our attention and energy from the many possibilities for more proactively developing human and social capital and quality of life, thus preventing, or reducing the likelihood of, violence, injustice, economic collapse or environmental degradation even before it occurs. Preventive strategies are more cost effective, yielding much greater return than do the tens of billions of dollars per year now being spent in humanitarian relief and military peacekeeping operations (Lund, 1996).

7: Natural Law Orientation, Inclusiveness


A yet more fundamental level of individual identity than value systems is awareness itself, variously described as consciousness, being, life or spirit, as distinct from the thoughts, feelings or value systems which are the content of awareness and generated from it (Alexander, Davies et al., 1990). When awareness is experienced as distinct from any content (“postconceptual” experience), rather than differentiating oneself from anyone else, it connects one intimately with all human beings, since they share the same reality as the core of their humanity. From this perspective, we are no longer defined merely in exclusive, localized or conceptual (“us/them”) terms or bound by limited self-interpretation. This universal perspective is not only reflected in, but also widely regarded as central to, all the great cultural and spiritual traditions (in the Western tradition, the writings of Plato, Descartes, Plotinus, Kant, Hegel, Jung, A. Maslow and K. Wilber are influential examples).
 


Just as value systems provide a structured context supporting and guiding our operational thought processes (which in turn provide a context guiding our behavior), so awareness itself may be understood as providing a structured context for the evolution and adaptation of our value systems or worldviews. Although awareness, as distinct from its content, may not be experienced as a structure, yet its structure is implicit, just as abstract quantum fields, which are said to underlie all matter and energy in the universe, are held (even in their unexpressed ground state) to have structure which can be identified indirectly through the regularity and predictability of their expressions in the phenomenal world. These regularities are the natural laws, which we seek to identify in every field of science (including social and cognitive sciences) as well as through art or religion, and which constitute the primary context of our lives. The same relationship appears to hold true between awareness and the regularities identifiable in the dynamics of human motivation, cognition and experience, as studied in the psychological sciences.


From Perspective 7, which complements and recontextualizes the other six perspectives, rather than replacing them, the emphasis is more on appreciating or understanding what is, less on evaluating as authoritative or weak, friend or enemy, good or bad, right or wrong. Because we do not see ourselves as fundamentally separate from anyone else, such comparisons are no more helpful than labeling parts of our own body as good or bad, etc. From this inclusive point of view, there are no major external threats to human needs for security, identity, effective participation, etc. and there is no longer an option for avoiding responsibility for what we do not like or understand in ourselves by projecting it on to others (as bad, wrong, enemy, etc.). 


Rather than seeing ourselves as the product of circumstances in large part beyond our control, we take full responsibility for where we find ourselves, including both strengths and weaknesses, since from this perspective we are continually generating ourselves and our relationship with others, individually and collectively. In this we are dependent only on the natural laws from which life is structured (or from a religious viewpoint, the divine laws that express the will of God), and which give us ample capacity to manage and develop resources to meet needs and aspirations. The same perspectives of dependence, independence and interdependence appear to be repeated in relation to development of identity at this level as awareness or being,
 but differentiating among these three perspectives in terms of normative political culture will add little to our discussion at this point.


Dependence here on natural law may be contrasted with obedience to specific conceptions of natural (or divine) law formulated or expressed by others—inevitably flavored by language and cultural context—which would constitute the more doctrinally oriented dependence of Perspective 4. Dependence only on natural law, as that structure which dynamically connects us with all of life, reflects a higher degree of both independence and interdependence than Perspective 6 (where identity is still structured primarily in terms of culturally-based value systems), allowing a still more broadly participatory process in political and social life within and between cultures, and a more stable and dynamic peace. 


As we have seen with the earlier strategies, the risk of violence is primarily with those outside our identity group: we are not prone to harm ourselves or (other things being equal) those we currently accept as like ourselves, if we can help it. To the extent that our primary identity is inclusive of all human life (or “world society”—Kelman, this volume), there is no person or community left outside our identity group, so the risk of violence, injustice or blocked development is even less than with Strategy 6. All cultures and value systems are respected as derived from natural law, through the lens of personal and collective experience in diverse historical and environmental contexts, and therefore, at root, not in conflict with us or each other. Each community and all individuals are seen as responsible for creating their own lives and deserving of our support if we can give it. Violence and injustice come not from human nature as such, or from any supposed shortage of resources, but from lack of knowledge of how to satisfy needs, how to make best use of material, human and social resources, and thus how to manage conflicts in more efficient ways that are not ultimately self-defeating. Ultimately, there are no basic conflicts of interest, because all are natural expressions of ourselves, of the desire to satisfy universally shared human needs. This implies that social capital is no longer limited to those who share the same culture or perspective—all are potential partners based on shared needs and shared dynamics of human intelligence.


In comparison to the earlier perspectives, attitudes and behaviors are guided not so much by history and polarities of strong/weak, good/bad, mine/yours; rather, we are free to consider what is, and what is possible and desirable. The focus is proactive in envisioning and generating new possibilities that satisfy and harmonize with all that we are. This strategy frees us both from the inertia of fear and powerlessness (feeling shaped by history and circumstances), and from the consuming effort of resisting, changing or denying whatever we think is bad or wrong (usually projected as outside ourselves), to invest our energy in discovering opportunities for generating what we do want—individual and collective interests. This will have the tendency to prevent or minimize risk of violence without focusing on problems or violence as such, because no one’s interests are excluded or seen as fundamentally competing with our own. In this sense we agree with Cahill’s (1996) characterization of a preventive approach to conflict management as one of the supreme creations of the human spirit, a far more effective guarantor of the quality of human life than even the humanitarianism of Strategy 6.


This perspective, while not sustainable for most people most of the time, provides an essential part of our strategic repertoire for management of complex conflicts. In the transitional reflective phase of conflict transformation and integrative problem-solving processes (see Kaufman, this volume), for example, a primary function is to hear the concerns motivating each of the parties without judging them, to aid in identifying the needs, fears and values driving the communities in the conflict, and to help the parties recognize that they are not just victims or enemies but free to accept responsibility for where they are and to use their time and resources for creating a more desirable and sustainable future. Recognition that, at root, the human needs that motivate the parties are universally shared highlights the common humanity of the parties and provides the ground for genuine reconciliation. 


Another technique for discovering common ground is to engage represent-atives from each of the parties in envisioning a desired possible future for the region in conflict, again while suspending critical evaluation, in order to identify shared goals for which they could work together (see Kaufman, this volume). While these techniques are available for responding to conflicts from earlier interest-based perspectives, Strategy 7 supports them by providing a common identity or reference point even across wide cultural divides, facilitating a stepping back from, or transcendence of, differences. It also implies the ongoing and proactive application of such techniques as a normal part of life, preventing the emergence of future violence.


Much of the recent work of John Marks and Search for Common Ground (SFCG) exemplifies this perspective. Emphasis is placed on bringing groups in conflict together by creating music, radio and television shows, classrooms, after-school centers, sports events, newspapers, magazines etc., created by popular and skilled professionals from the different groups working in partnership. People of all ages are attracted by the quality of the work which expresses the human spirit and transcends cultural differences, while incidentally being exposed to models of integrative behavior, learning to appreciate the contribution of the other groups and unique cultures to the common good (even, in some cases, learning their language), and absorbing the message that everyone gains through such cooperation and mutual respect. As a result, for example, twice as many people as before express willingness to invite members of other groups into their homes (SFCG, personal communication). 


Natural law also provides a basis for developing, reforming and adapting national and international laws in the face of new challenges. Natural justice has become an essential, if sometimes abused, reference point in many legal systems for interpreting laws, or filling in the gaps between statutory laws, in ways that promote the common good. It also provides a supportive framework for efforts to define and achieve consensus on broadly or universally applicable human rights, more recently including group rights. Once formulated, application of such explicit laws or rights is a Strategy 4, 5, or 6 process. With Strategy 6, justice takes the form of restorative justice: the point is not (as with earlier strategies) punishment or retribution, deterrence or protection of people, the moral order or human rights but restoring or enhancing the capacity of victims to lead productive and responsible lives. In Strategy 7, restorative justice expands to include not only victims but everyone else, including perpetrators—whose violence may be seen as driven by lack of understanding of better options for satisfying interests.


The influence of actions from this inclusive perspective will generally be to strengthen coherent and interdependent relations in any community. Strategy 7 is thus an important asset for leadership. Many of the most courageous and insightful breakthroughs for a just and dynamic peace have been by leaders (such as Gandhi, King, Sadat, Mandela) who have acknowledged being inspired to act from experiences of this transcendental perspective (sometimes emerging during long prison terms), allowing them to forgive and engage constructively with former enemies. They, in turn, inspire others at every level of society. However, Perspective 7 does not imply any particular desire for acquiring the positions of power that we usually associate with leadership: from this perspective, leadership may equally be expressed in a grassroots or egalitarian process. 


For example, there is strong empirical evidence that as the proportion in any community regularly accessing this perspective through meditation increases beyond a critical threshold, political and criminal violence consistently decrease and other quality-of-life indices improve (see Orme-Johnson et al., 1988; Alexander et al., 1990; Hagelin et al., 1999). Such nonintrusive but powerful contributions to the collective good represent an expansion in social capital and a level of decentralization of power and capacity for sustainable peace beyond even that achievable with Strategy 6. Such meditative practices have their place in all the major cultural and spiritual traditions, and these findings are a reminder of their potentially critical role in peacebuilding both within and across cultures.


These practices can also help those involved in peacemaking or peacebuilding, often working with people under stress and caught in cycles of fear, blame and resistance, to regain and maintain their own balance, their capacity for empathy, understanding, and awareness of integrative possibilities in any situation. It is difficult to be effective in promoting integration and peace if we are not experiencing it within ourselves, or if we have not released any blaming or polarizing stances in our own conflicts.


The proactive generativity and inclusiveness of Strategy 7 represents an opposite pole from the powerlessness and victimhood to which we are vulner-able if relying too much on Strategy 1, and from the alienation and disintegra-tion that may follow overuse of Strategy 2. It frees us from moral arrogance, projection and divisiveness which may follow from focusing just on rights-based approaches, and even from the often burdensome responsibilities of Strategies 3 and 6. Strategy 7 flows naturally from the experience of the self as all-inclusive, unbounded, one with the world or universe. 


Any effort to impose it exclusive of other strategies would imply either misplaced idealism (as with some forms of libertarianism or nonviolent anarchism) or a power- or rights-based strategy in the guise of Strategy 7 (e.g., the divine right of kings; scripture as national law backed by state sanctions). Nevertheless, it gives us a larger perspective, from which it is possible to envision a better world and to promote progress toward a broader, more robust democracy and economy at home and internationally. It enables us to live more in a way that promotes a just and sustainable society excluding no one, preventing or minimizing violence and environmental degradation without being consumed by the scale and complexity of the problems and associated tensions, promoting an integrative balance complementing and reframing rather than resisting the other normative frameworks.

Dynamics of Development and Peacebuilding


In individuals, the dominant or preferred strategy tends to shift over time and with broadening experience in the direction of greater complexity of social reasoning, with simpler strategies retained as alternatives. Chilton (1988) argues that something analogous happens also in political cultures, with norms of social reasoning or conflict management tending to shift in the same way, providing the basis for political development. 


Even on the individual level, however, a more complex perspective will not become dominant in application to all areas of social behavior at once. It will take time for insights achieved in one area of social activity to be applied to others—a phenomenon referred to as horizontal décalage. Thus, a preference for rule of law and fair competition in free market economics (Strategy 5), for example, may not immediately correspond to a similar preference in the political sphere. Social norms for groups will be even less sharply focused at any one perspective, with a much broader horizontal décalage across issues and areas of activity, as consensus shifts slowly and unevenly through public debate or discussion (Chilton, 1988 explores these dynamics in some detail). 


Applying such a model of individual development of social reasoning directly to the development of political culture is problematic. Too easily it can lead to characterizations of cultures as monolithic, with some societies held as inferior, more primitive, or less worthy of respect than other more developed cultures, which may, in turn, assume a right to prescribe or impose their own norms on societies seen as less capable of governing themselves. 


The reality is more complex: any large culture will have individuals functioning at all levels of development, with some normative support for application of each of the seven strategies of conflict management in different social contexts. Consensus is always far from complete. It not only happens that those preferring a simpler strategy have difficulty understanding and respecting the reasoning of those favoring more complex strategies, but the same can happen in reverse. Just as a society emphasizing norms of personal caring and responsibility (Strategy 3) over the unbridled competition of Strategy 2 may have difficulty appreciating the value of the often fiercely competitive norms of more individualistic democratic cultures (Strategy 5), so liberal democratic cultures may overlook the value of political systems built around personal loyalty and responsibility, and overestimate the potential for rapid democratic reform. In either case there is a failure of understanding and a loss of adaptability and capacity for conflict management. 


A better standard for measuring development than identifying the dominant strategy for dealing with conflict might be the breadth of the repertoire of normative strategies available in public discourse, from which it is possible to identify that strategy most suited to a given context. Simpler is often better; any one of the seven primary strategies may be the best strategy under certain conditions, alone or in combination, and so their combined availability, rather than the dominance of any one, should be the better guide to political health.


Pressure for normative developmental change regarding any social issue comes when a conflict over that issue does not appear tractable in terms of current norms; new options are needed. Resistance to such change typically comes from those who are advantaged by currently conventional norms, who may attack and stigmatize more complex reformist ideas as representing an alien culture, to be rejected by all. Also, more complex forms of reasoning than one’s own will generally not be recognized as such—particularly reasoning more than one step of complexity beyond the currently dominant perspective (Kohlberg, 1981). Rather, they are likely to be understood reductively in terms of the current perspective, or interpreted as lower-level or faulty reasoning. Thus, while it may be advantageous for those wishing to influence a community to be operating from a more complex perspective than the dominant norm for the group, it will be necessary for them to also be able to communicate with the group in terms at or close to the dominant norm.


The analytical framework illustrated in figure 6.2 helps to clarify the ways in which each normative strategy may be most easily misconstrued—usually the more complex being misperceived as the less complex, but sometimes the reverse (e.g., when power-based processes for affirming leadership are passed off as rights based through rigged elections to satisfy donors). Adjacent cells (whether vertically or horizontally) are more likely to be confused than diagonals or separated cells. Thus, power-based, rights-based or interest-based strategies may often be confused within each of these three broader categories (e.g., promotion of Strategy 5 democratic norms may be seen as Strategy 4 Western imperialism). Deference to shared principles (Strategy 4) may be confused with deference to people (Strategy 1); principled competition (five) with unprincipled (two); or deference to natural law (seven) with deference to written laws or to religious or cultural ideology (four). Being alert to the need to clarify these distinctions and to communicate them in terms accessible from currently dominant perspectives can avert much frustration for those seeking to support culturally appropriate efforts for reform and development.


Conflicts between cultures are more difficult to manage than those between groups within the same culture, in that there will be cultural differences in the ways that the same perspectives or strategies for conflict management are realized or normatively expressed in the two cultures. The tendency to interpret reductively ambiguous actions or too-complex communications by others in terms lower than (or at least not higher than) one’s own normative level ensures plenty of room for misunderstandings to occur as a result of cultural differences, even where levels of complexity are equivalent. Another group’s actions are thus easily perceived and demonized as irrational, or more primitive (and hence more dangerous) than one’s own.


Those interested in providing support for conflict transformation, development or peacebuilding are likely to be wasting their time if they are espousing norms or institutions that do not make sense in terms of the current norms of the culture. A necessary first step in such cases will be to elicit from the target communities a detailed expression of their current perspectives, capacities and needs, and then to support them in identifying culturally and developmentally accessible options for resolving their own current conflicts or issues (Lederach, 1995). Imposing from outside, as a condition of desperately needed aid, Western-style institutions, such as multiparty elections, on a society without attention to the more immediate issue of shifting from predatory or exploitative to responsible personal leadership (from Strategies 1 or 2 to 3), or from personal leadership to more inclusive rule based on values or laws shared across clans, castes, tribes or subcultures (from 3 to 4), risks undermining the legitimacy and coherence of existing forces for reform and at best wastes resources that otherwise might promote genuine, endogenously driven develop-ment—as recently in Angola, Burundi and Cambodia. 


It is much better in these cases to think of democracy in broader terms, rooted in participatory, interest-based processes and endogenous adaptation of cultural norms, rather than just Strategy-5 institutions. Imposition of democratic institutions is likely to be self-defeating if accomplished primarily through nondemocratic exercise of power, since it provides a model to reinforce autocratic, nonparticipatory norms. Appropriate and sustainable democratic institutions are more likely to emerge as an outcome of inclusive, interest-based processes, which also seek to define shared national values (Strategies 3 and 4 included as the basis for 5) and to include and empower marginalized groups, affirming their common humanity (Strategies 6 and 7). 


The relative success of the transition from a white-dominated apartheid regime to a potentially sustainable (if still imperfect) democracy in South Africa, for example, may be attributed to such a broad-based peacebuilding process that gave the needed legitimacy to the institutional outcomes. The absence of equivalent processes in Bosnia, Kosovo and Cambodia, for example, has led to weak institutions not yet capable of upholding democratic norms. 


Conflict transformation work normally takes place where each party perceives the other as using at least some Perspective-2 adversarial tactics, obliging it to respond in kind rather than in terms of more civilized norms valued for relations within itself or with other valued groups. The primary focus of most conflict transformation efforts is thus to identify and facilitate the application of integrative or problem-solving strategies (Perspective 3). However, other options should be considered, preferably in combination with Strategy 3. If the political culture of an oppressed community is focused on Strategy-1 norms of obedience, it may be necessary first to identify and make explicit what forms of advocacy or argument exist within the culture and how they might be used as a basis for training in improved advocacy skills (e.g., persuasive argument, projecting firmness, dealing with threats, drawing local and international support) and for exploring how such limitations might be remedied to ensure against a tendency to yield to unsustainable demands.


Conflict analysis may also point to the need or potential for conflict transformation to facilitate a shift of emphasis not just from the second to third strategies but also to strategies which go beyond individual cooperation to promote (or even institutionalize) more broadly interdependent relations between their communities. Too often individuals return home from workshops in which integrative collaboration was achieved on the personal level only to find themselves unable to translate that in terms of the higher-order relations needed for sustainable peace between cultures (Strategies 5, 6 and 7), and to find their new Perspective-3 insights giving way in the face of pressure to conform with existing community attitudes (e.g., at Perspective 4).


Conversely, if facilitators emphasizing Strategy 6 are not careful to differentiate it from Strategy 3 and to avoid relying on strategies more complex than required, workshop participants from communities more used to Strategies 1 or 2 may have difficulty on reentry in explaining their new insights on interest-based conflict management. Or if the complementarity of the different strategies is not made clear, it may be difficult for participants to promote interest-based insights or initiatives while at the same time respecting existing power-based or rights-based norms. Without the continued support of workshop partners, new insights and commitments may soon fade if seen as contradicting longer-established norms.


If representatives from both communities can be helped to recognize the presence of more complex norms internal to each other’s societies, a more complete and balanced approach to conflict transformation and peacebuilding becomes possible. This may involve, for example, promoting a Strategy-4 emphasis on identifying shared goals, values, principles or laws (reflecting a deeper cultural identity common to the parties); Strategy-5 formulation of laws and institutions promoting principled competition and respect for human rights; Strategy-6 policies to ensure that these institutions address security and access needs in poor or marginalized communities, and identity needs in distinct cultural communities; and/or Strategy-7 constructive projects toward common or superordinate goals perhaps unrelated to present disputes. 


These latter strategies (4 through 7) take our attention from short-term conflict transformation efforts to longer-term peacebuilding, or promotion of sustainable development, in the absence of which frustration and violence will recur, even in “developed” (Perspective 5) countries. They are more likely to be beneficial when used in complementary ways and sequentially in a longer-term democracy-building strategy. This emphasis on complementarity also ensures that normative strategies currently in use are respected as part of the larger picture, and it keeps us in touch with the realities of power-based norms; all seven should be recognized as essential elements in a realistic, comprehensive, and internally driven approach to achieving a stable peace.

Concluding Remarks


We have argued that sensitivity to the political cultures of communities in conflict, as reflected in their normative perspectives on conflict management, can significantly enhance facilitation of conflict transformation processes, peacebuilding and development diplomacy. Efforts are likely to be more effective if they focus on promoting not only a shift in predominant norms from dependency or contention to include more integrative strategies of conflict management but also a shift toward increasing the salience of shared values and broader social identities. Broad-based peacebuilding processes which provide a model through a balanced inclusion of elements of all seven conflict management strategies are more likely to engage and earn the respect of all the relevant interest and identity groups. They are also more likely to generate sustainable outcomes, with culturally and situationally appropriate democratic institutions supported by shared national norms as well as norms of mutual respect and accommodation among groups, both internally and internationally. 


We have proposed that political development or democratization may be understood in terms of movement toward a broader and more balanced array of norms for managing conflicts, such that violence and injustices can be progressively minimized, human and social capital enhanced, confidence in the future and opportunities for effective participation broadened, and quality of life improved. The conceptual framework offered includes and expands the narrow realism of more power-oriented theories and the constructivism of culturally oriented theories, while avoiding the traps of idealism out of touch with the dynamics of power and self-interest. It points to more appropriate methodologies for providing effective leadership and for aiding and stabilizing democratic transitions, avoiding the traps of imposing democratic institutions (such as majority voting and majority rule) without first strengthening norms of interest-based accommodation and a national consensus on shared values as needed for a rights-based political culture and identity to emerge. Further, it emphasizes the need for democracies not only to rely on principled competition but also to strengthen multi-track, interest-based processes that bring interest groups and cultures into integrative partnerships which can ensure those principles are constantly reevaluated, adapted to changing conditions and strengthened. Finally, it points to the richly diverse community that can emerge rooted in an inclusive human identity, free from the polarities and “us/them” projections that otherwise shut us off from most of the enormous human and social resources in the rest of the world, as well as within our own community.


The framework outlined here requires more systematic testing and refinement. Our preliminary research at CIDCM confirms our expectation that the presence of broader and more complex norms for conflict management are reliably associated with lower susceptibility to war and other forms of political violence (an expansion and refinement of the democratic peace hypothesis). More rigorous testing might be accomplished through systematic analysis of the policies and statements of leaders, journalists or other reflectors of community norms in periods of conflict or transition, to assess the correlation of different normative patterns with levels of violence and with the effectiveness of different types of intervention in each context.

Notes







1. Separate identities are most often established on the basis of distinct ethnic, linguistic, religious or other ascribed cultural differentials, mobilized in response to perceived comparative disadvantage, threat or distrust.


2. Even in predicting growth in a country’s gross domestic product, economists no longer apply the classical formula by which growth was seen as a function only of physical capital and labor. These factors cannot account for the sustained growth occurring in advanced economies, and they account for less than half the variance observed in economic growth generally. The remaining variance (and sustainable growth in advanced economies) may be understood as a function of human and social capital (e.g., Romer, 1986).


3. Interdependence may also be contrasted with codependence; in the latter case, the parties have not effectively asserted their independence and thus tend to yield to each other without being firm in defending their own needs.


4. The simpler identities will be accessible and preferred at younger ages but remain along with more complex or abstract identities. Thus in childhood (to about age five or six), identity tends to be experienced in terms of physical appearance, action and speech (Piaget, 1971). In adolescence (about ages six to twenty-four years in the United States), identity is typically experienced more in terms of operational thinking and in terms of relations with others with whom thoughts can be shared (ibid.; Kohlberg, 1981). In adulthood, identity tends to be experienced more in terms of value systems, which then may become accessible for comparison through habits of higher-order intellectual or feeling-intuitive functioning, called systems thinking, postformal operations or dialectical operations (e.g., Alexander, Druker and Langer, 1990; Commons et al., 1984; Kegan, 1982; Kohlberg, 1981). Those sharing similar value systems will be more likely included within one’s social identity. A further shift in adulthood occurs (though not with much stability for most of us) to a point where identity is experienced primarily in terms of being, a globally inclusive reference point (see Alexander, Davies et al., 1990).


5. A developmental sequence of dependent, independent and interdependent perspectives in relation to physical-behavioral identity is observable across cultures during the first six years or so of life, from preverbal babies to the independence of the two-year-old able to express desires and walk around at will, to the cooperative play of the five-year-old.


6. In contrast, Chilton (1988) argues for a simpler, normative stage model of political development, closer to the sequence of stages of social reasoning found in individual development.


�. These seven perspectives correspond closely with Kohlberg’s (1981) stages of moral reasoning—the seventh is introduced by Kohlberg and Ryncarz (1990). The first six of these are also the basis for Chilton’s (1988) normative stage theory of political development. This paper draws support from their work and from the extensive cross-cultural research which Kohlberg’s work has generated (see Rest, 1986), though preferring the language of distinct perspectives or strategies linked to levels of identity, rather than importing the language of stages into the realm of collective development. While it is possible to draw more specific distinctions between natural law-dependent, independent and interdependent subperspectives within the seventh perspective, for present purposes it is enough to distinguish this from the other six strategies.


�. The concrete operator finds it difficult to step back and mentally compare one set of thoughts or concepts with another. He/she learns new concepts best by imitation, repetition, conforming to the ideas received from others perceived as competent, powerful or attractive, without yet having the option of systematic questioning or evaluation, and in this sense necessarily depends on their wisdom and good will.


9. As adolescents, we typically develop a stronger capacity and preference for thinking reflectively about thoughts and concepts in their own right, separate from their concrete referents, thus moving from concrete to formal operational thought. We can begin to compare critically and to assess ideas, interests, values and principles independently, distinguishing those which are acceptable as our own from those which are not. Personal identity is now based on what we think and value, more than on the ideas or approval of others. This new independence of thought allows for reasoned defense against ideas and expectations in conflict with our own but does not yet allow much room for simultaneous empathy with such conflicting points of view.


10. The stage of social reasoning typically becoming primary in early adulthood and forming the basis for minimal norms or conventions of adult social responsibility is marked by a tendency to empathize with the thoughts, interests and needs of other valued individuals, while still honoring our own, even when the two are in apparent conflict. This allows, for the first time, the option for sustained, integrative coping strategies that meet or respect the interests of both parties in conflict. It provides the minimum requirement for responsible parenting and mentoring, or for care of elderly, sick, disabled or disadvantaged individuals within the family or contact community. Rather than ignoring, exploiting or blaming the vulnerable, helping or empowering them within the contact group becomes a core value.


11. This represents the beginning of a new cycle of dependence-independence-interdependence in the spiral of development of social reasoning (see figure 6.2), as we come to recognize that while our thinking may be independent or interdependent, on a deeper level it is still dependent on the underlying value system. Such systems thinking is thought to involve massively parallel, nonlinear pathways, engaging primarily the prefrontal lobes of the cortex and the limbic system.


12. A later stage of dialectical or systems thinking is referred to by Fowler (1981) as “synthetic operations,” or by Cook-Greuter (1990) as “unitary operations,” reflecting the shift to an integrative (synthesizing) or interdependent orientation.


13. Kohlberg and Ryncarz (1990) describe a seventh, highest stage of development of moral reasoning based on transcendental experience of the self as more than thoughts and values, beyond the six Kohlberg had identified earlier. To the extent that it was not recognized as a sustainable perspective but rather glimpsed as a temporary experience only, they labeled it as a “soft” rather than “hard” stage, fully distinct from Kohlberg’s Stage 6. In light of more recent evidence for the stabilization of this perspective (see Alexander, Davies et al., 1990; Mason et al., 1997), we would argue that Stage 7 be treated as a distinct hard stage—though some reconceptualizing is needed.


14. Dependence in Perspective 7 is in relation only to natural law (or from a religious perspective, divine law). In postconventional individual development, if we distinguish separate stages, independence in Perspective 8 reflects a dynamic tension between the self as awareness or being, and experience of universal being or intelligence as distinct from the self. Interdependence (Perspective 9) is achieved in the balanced integration of these two aspects of being (see Alexander, Davies et al., 1990, for a more detailed analysis of these perspectives in relation to individual development). 


15. A simple centering exercise, for example, is to sit comfortably, eyes closed, and sweep one’s attention slowly from the top of the head to the center of the chest, then in turn from the hands, from the feet, from the base of the spine and from the surrounding space again to the center of the chest, as if gathering one’s energy there in a silent, boundless ocean of awareness or light, away from the usual chatter of the mind. Any tension or holding in the head or body is consciously released, including from the eyes, jaw, tongue, shoulders, fingers, toes, anus, back and diaphragm. Each thought or distraction or renewed tension that comes, when noticed, is allowed to fall away again into silence, subsiding effortlessly back into the ocean, neither encouraged nor resisted, without judgment or effort. Even ten minutes or so of this process can leave one feeling relaxed, alert and refreshed. Other metaphors may be preferred to aid in letting go of tensions and thoughts, and similar exercises can be found in any cultural tradition, though each with its own unique flavor and impact: I have had good results using the Transcendental Meditation, or TM, technique, whose efficacy has been extensively researched and validated (see, e.g., Alexander, Rainforth and Gelderloos, 1994). 





