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Chapter 4 – Experimenting with ARIA Globally: Best Practices and Lessons Learned 

By  Edy Kaufman and, John Davies, with Harita Patel 

Overview 

This chapter provides an overview of the ways in which the Center for International 

Development and Conflict Management (CIDCM) at the University of Maryland, College Park, 

has made wide use of ARIA in several continentsmany countries, in transforming conflict both 

across and within borders. For roughly two decades of experimentation, and in more than a 

hundred workshops, CIDCM has included ARIA as a technique for building consensus on how 

to transform conflict at every level from local village communities, to societal to inter-state. 

While focusing more in Latin America and the Middle East, CIDCM has also facilitated many 

ARIA workshops in Africa, South Caucasus, South, Central and Southeast Asia, Eastern Europe 

and North America. Most have involved participants from opposing parties inte sides of dyadic 

conflicts, which were often ethnopolitical and strongly identity driven. CIDCDM has also 

conducted many training workshops both around the world and at least twice yearly at the 

University of Maryland, the latter typically including several international participants.  

 

Participants in our ARIA workshops are usually referred to as Partners in Conflict, or at a later 

stage, as Partners in Peacebuilding (at a later stage), or in short, as Partners, a term that we use to 

stress that while the participants are coming from contending sides, they are nevertheless 

selected because they share a common denominator across the divide. Typically they are selected 

as civil society opinion leaders, informally representing the parties (“second track” process) 

where official (“first track”) leaders have become entrenched in their positions and resistant to 

negotiation. The common linkage between groups may be as fellow “influentials” in specific 
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categories, such as(e.g., policy advisors, rectors of university rectors or professorsies, editors of 

newspaper editors or journalists, religious or traditional leaders, environmental specialists, or 

human rights leaders), professionals (e.g., journalists, business leaders, or academics), shared age 

(students or young political leaders), civil society organizations, or leaders among women or 

youth. (NGOs or social movements), gender (women), and more.  

 

Often we have found it is better to take a bottom-up, multi-track approach, working initially with 

Partners at a local level in several locations, creating models of success that then lead to 

opportunities to move toward the center, engaging influentials (second track, or lower level 

officials) at higher levels until the political leaders (first track) are directly involved. For 

example, in one case presented here (Lesotho), we began working with local chiefs and council 

members, and then with police, District Administrators, Ministry of Local Government officials, 

Principal Chiefs, and finally the leaders and deputy leaders of all political parties represented in 

parliament, including the Prime Minister, who were able to reach consensus among themselves 

and with the Principal Chiefs on how best to transition to democratic forms of local government. 

.  

 

There have been a wide variety of issues dividing the Partners in these workshops. For example, 

in the Israeli/Palestinian conflict alone (e.g., Kaufman et al., 2006): finding a new paradigm for 

prisoner exchange/release (documented as one of the case studies of in this articlechapter); 

refugees; the status of Jerusalem; allocating water rights; the “separation barrier/security 

fence/apartheid wall;” a democratic Israel for Jews or for all citizens (Arabs and Jews). Other 

examples include: opening borders (Armenia/Turkey, India/Pakistan, Egypt/Gaza); post- war 
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peace building (Peru/Ecuador, Argentina/United Kingdom: e.g., Kaufman and Sosnowski, 2005); 

environmental damage (Uruguay/Argentina); balancing land rights with ecological and 

indigenous protection (Indonesia, Canada); balancing long-term fishing calendar rights with 

ecological protection (Galapagos, Ecuador); inter-religious and ethnic violence (Banaras, 

Gujarat, West Bengal, and Assam in India, Kalimantan, Maluku, Bali, Aceh, and West Papua in 

Indonesia, Mindanao in Philippines, Bulgaria);  transition to elected local government (Lesotho, 

Indonesia: Davies et al., 2009); allocating water rights (Egypt/Sudan, Israel/Palestine, 

India/Pakistan, Lesotho: e.g., Beach et al., 2000); introducing changes in the school system 

(Paraguay, Egypt); principles for autonomy or independence in the Southern Caucasus 

(Nagorno-Karabakh/Azerbaijan/Armenia; Abkhazia/Georgia; South Ossetia/Georgia; 

Aceh/Indonesia); bilingual high school education  (Kazakhstan); political violence at universities 

(Venezuela); normalization in bilateral relations (Cuba/United States); and revocation of an 

amnesty law (El Salvador). 

  

The chapter is divided into four five sections: 1.  Background on our involvement with ARIA;, 2 

& 3. Examples of iInnovation and adaptation of ARIA methodology in our approach to conflict 

transformation using Innovative Problem Solving Workshops (IPSW);, 34. Three case studies 

providing condensed discussingons of some lessons learned from our experimentation with 

ARIA in macro-political contexts;, and 45. Conclusion – ding remarkssome lessons learned.  

 

4.1 Background and Relationship with ARIA 

 

Edy Kaufman’s long tenure as Executive Director of the Harry S. Truman Institute for the 
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Advancement of Peace at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem coincided with Jay Rothman’s 

initial applications of ARIA in the Holy Land in a search for common ground between Arabs and 

Jews as part of his dissertation research there in the late 1980's.
1
 Rothman was doctoral student 

and Junior Fellow of Professor Edward Azar, founder and director of the Center for International 

Development and Conflict Management at the University of Maryland.  Azar and his close 

colleagues John Burton, and Christopher Mitchell and others were at that time testing and  

developing the Iinternational Problem Solving Workshop approach (PSW) to conflict resolution 

(Ssee Cchapter one1, this volume, also see Azar and Burton 1986, Fisher 2005, Kelman 2003, 

Mitchell,1981, Volkan 1988, and Montville and Davidson, 1981).  As a close colleague of 

Azar's, Kaufman hosted Rothman at the Harry S. Truman Institute for International Peace as 

Rothman undertook his dissertation research to adapt the PSW to inter-ethnic relations between 

Jews and Arabs in Israel (Rothman, 1988, 1989, 1992, 1997, 2012).   As Rothman piloted ARIA 

as a way to operationalize, test and develop the PSW approach, Kaufman saw the potential of 

ARIA to meet the need for a structured process for addressing identity-driven conflicts, through 

transforming an adversarial stance between groups into an integrative search for common 

ground.  

 

The concept of “dialogue” is often perceived, especially by the  “”underdog” in an asymmetric 

conflict, as an easy out, a way for the “top dog” to postpone or avoid action to address injustices 

(Kuttab and Kaufman 1998). So moving from the concept of dialogue into a “problem solving” 

approach was a realistic proposition for mediating the conflict, especially after the first intifada 

(Palestinian uprising) at the end of 1987 (Kelman 2003, 81-106). The resulting sense of 

empowerment among Palestinians – predominantly without using lethal weapons – gave them 

                                                
1
 We use this term "Holy Land" as a neutral term acceptable to both parties covering territories claimed by both). 
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confidence to engage with Israelis through second track diplomacy to generate realistic 

propositions for how to implement the newly accepted concept of a “two-state solution.” These 

academically facilitated second- track processes became popular, with one of them maturing into 

the multi-track Oslo process, which went a long way toward demonstrating the feasibility of a 

two-state solution. In the transition from reactive flows of aggression to mutual understanding 

and finally to constructive action, new avenues for the search for common ground were opened 

on the ”final status issues” such as Jerusalem, refugees, borders and security, settlements and 

water. In projects co-facilitated in the Truman Institute the ARIA framework became 

increasingly popular. 

 

Particularly appealing was the way in which ARIA facilitated the parties to go deeper to 

understand the roots of a conflict, not limiting the process to adversarial dialogue but rather 

exploring the underlying human needs motivating the parties. The understanding of the conflict 

required a framework that included not only the tangible interests of the parties (land, water, a 

viable economy, rule of law, access to holy sites etc.) but also the underlying human motivations 

–   (fearselings, and needs and fearssuch as those for security, justice, respect and recognition) – 

the intangibles behind these concrete demands.  

 

The untimely illness and death in 1991 of Dr. Edward Azar, the founder of CIDCM, resulted in 

Kaufman’s appointment to replace him as Director of the Center. John Davies had joined the 

Center in 1988, at that timeinitially focusing more on conflict analysis, early warning and 

prevention, and later (from the early 1990’s) beginningan a continuing partnership with Kaufman 

as joint co-directors of the Center’s Partners in Conflict and Partners in Peacebuilding program. 
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With time as Kaufman began experimenting with the ARIA approach, and in time it became a 

primary tool of practice at CIDCM, beginning with Rothman’s  facilitation, at the Kaufman’s 

invitation of Kaufman in 1993, of an ARIA-based in a workshop with Palestinian and Israeli 

student leaders at College Park on the issue of Jerusalem.  

 

The most striking recollection from this first workshop was when, in the reflexive or resonance 

stage of ARIA (see chapter two), he asked the students a question they’d never been asked 

before: why do you need Jerusalem? After some mumbling, protest and confusion (“I live in 

Jerusalem”, “I am part of it”, “I am Jerusalemite”), a young Palestinian woman tried: “Jerusalem 

is like the heart of a body; you can go without a hand or a leg, but without the heart there is no 

life.” When Jay went on funneling deeper, asking: “What do you mean when you say Jerusalem 

is the heart?” then she was able to articulate a new concern we had never heard before: “There is 

no other city on which we ourselves can agree to be our capital. If Gaza City, the West Bankers 

will oppose; if Nablus, or Ramallah, the Gazans and Hebronites will oppose, and so on. 

Jerusalem is the only place we can all agree on.” In further discussion it became clear that 

Palestinians needed Al Quds (Jerusalem’s name as the sacred city in Arabic) since it was 

uniquely central to their shared identity as Palestinians. Once it was clear that shared identity was 

the primary need (rather than the specific territory which supported it), it also became clear that 

their Al Quds did not have to overlap much with the Jewish Yerushalaim (the Hebrew word for 

Jerusalem), regarded by Israeli Jews as their eternal capital.  

 

After the workshop was over, when participants were lunching at the nearby Naval Academy in 

Annapolis, a young submarine officer misunderstood and thought that his neighbor was from 
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Pakistan and not Palestine. This infuriated the student, who told us: “Why do we need 

Jerusalem? Everybody knows about the Holy City, but not about Palestine. Jerusalem gives us 

recognition.” This anecdote demonstrates how looking for the why behind the official discourse 

in terms of human needs (in this case identity or recognition), can shift the parties from 

polarization and deadlock to a joint effort to address the needs of both parties. Over time, it 

became a common illustration when training new participants into the relevance of the reflexive 

or resonance stage (the “R” of ARIA). 

 

This observation brings us into some explanation why this chapter utilizes the former naming 

system of the four stages of ARIA (adversarial, reflexive, integrative and action -– Ssee 

Rothman,  1991, 1992) rather than the newer naming that Rothman has adopted building on the 

metaphor of musical harmony (antagonism, resonance, invention and action – see, Rothman, 

1997). Until recently, in preparing this chapter, we never confronted ourselves as to why we 

reverted to the older naming system. At one level it may have been a matter of inertia, when our 

books, documents and instructional materials were already using the original naming. On another 

level, for us the original terms were more consistent with our process. The adjective adversarial 

meant more of an active attitude or approach, an strategic option that people adopt in an 

originalthe early stages step of a dispute, particularly when the expectation is that the “other” 

will push back, or escalate. Antagonism as a noun seems more of a passive description than a 

matter of choice. Reflexive (or reflective) in our application recognizes the direct implication and 

value of both reflecting on their own deeper motivations, and also of reflecting back the voice of 

the other in a joint exploration of the needs behind their positions.
2
  

                                                
2
  As Rothman writes in his 1997 book, disputants may be able to explain the external attributes of their 

conflict and the suffering it has caused them, but they are often hard pressed to verbalize the conflict’s inner 
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The newer term for the third stage, Iinvention, seems to capture well its main purpose as required 

in the search for solutions. However, keeping the original term integrative invention serves us 

well, since it denotes highlights that a strategic shift, where the parties now begin choose to work 

cooperatively to address the needs identified in the second stage. The strategy to build common 

ground in this stage requires movement through three steps in which the parties are progressively 

more integrated in their work together: a) creative thinking in the brainstorming process requires 

letting go of blame and of exclusive ownership of any specific ideas; b) critical thinking in the 

evaluating and formulating process, requires closer collaboration among topic experts across 

conflict lines; and finally c) the process of consensus building among all participants requires 

communicating and understanding the principles behind any objection and an effort to integrate 

those principles into a joint resolution. The action stage is well named in that it deals with the 

many obstacles and opportunities in moving from consensus ideas to practical implementation 

and long-tem follow through. As explained in the next section, this action stage (the term is 

retained in the newer ARIA terminology) has also become a multi-step process.
3
 

 

We acknowledge that the new naming system may be just as reflective of the deductive and 

theoretical utility of ARIA, and we by no means are averse to utilizing it. Instead, we see this 

choice in how ARIA is applied and utilized within our own work as a manifestation of its 

flexibility and applicability in diverse situations. The new naming system has taken us towards a 

                                                                                                                                                       
meaning. As he writes, it is uncommon for disputants to try to do so since other forms of explanation are simpler, 

and blame is likely more familiar, rhetorically appealing and in the short term, psychologically comforting. ARIA 

helps make this deeper discussion possible. 
3
 As can be seen in the dynamic ARIA diagram in chapter one of this volume, Rothman's original  terminology 

which we still use, inductively describes the dynamic, or input of an ARIA process (i.e.g., Adversarial framing) 

while the newer terminology deductively suggests the its dynamic, or output of it (i.e.g., Antagonism). 
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deeper understanding of ARIA, one that Rothman hopes to share with all those who utilize ARIA 

and make it their own. In the following sections we discuss the use of ARIA as we have adapted 

it in the context of our Innovative Problem Solving Workshops (IPSW – see Davies and 

Kaufman, 2003). 

 

4.2 ARIA in Innovative Problem-Solving Workshops (IPSW): Adversarial and Reflexive 

Stages 

 

IPSWs consist of four parts: trust building, skills building, consensus building and peace 

building. The first two stages we have found to be essential in preparing the ground for success 

with ARIA as a method for building consensus and crafting action plans for sustainable peace 

building. Trust building, both before and during the first days of the workshop, includes 

familiarizing the Partners with the process, agreeing on location, ground rules and issues to be 

addressed, and getting to know each other better. Skills building then gives the Partners 

confidence that they have what they need to ensure that the process will work to their benefit. 

Skills may include listening with empathyto understand, non-violent and cross-cultural 

communication, reducing prejudice, negotiation and mediation techniques, creative thinking and 

consent-based decision-making. When there has been enough progress with these skills, Partners 

will be wanting to shift the focus to working on their own conflict, and we make the transition to 

ARIA. 

 

The Adversarial (Antagonism) Stage 

In this stage, it is important to provide some time for each party to first prepare to make their 
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case persuasively, since often this is the first chance they have had to speak what is important to 

them directly to the enemy – the “other” in relation to whom their primary identity may have 

been built – as well as to respected third parties. Authentic communication is most likely when 

parties are allowed to speak from the adversarial perspective that has been most familiar to them 

in the course of the conflict. On the one hand, participants in each party work together to 

accumulate sufficient arguments for all team members to play a part in articulating them. On the 

other hand, they strategize how to be persuasive, preparing the lines of argument, and ways to 

articulate them firmly and clearly.  

 

This stage will serve several functions: it will firstly make clear what issues are currently in 

dispute (since these can tend to shift as the conflict evolves). It will also establish the credibility 

of the participants as knowledgeable and effective spokespersons for their communities, who 

might therefore also be effective in persuading their own communities to consider any new 

perspectives that may emerge from the consensus-building process for resolving the conflict. 

And it makes clear that neither party can be persuaded to concede on the key issues, showing 

where they will stand firm, demonstrating the limits of a purely adversarial approach.  

 

There is rarely any need to spend much time training the participants, since adversarial discourse 

has been the norm in many societies, particularly those with protracted conflicts. The setting we 

use for this phase is commonly a fishbowl, with two chairs per team facing each other in the 

center of the room with and the rest of each teams sitting behind. These four chairs serve to focus 

the debate, the ground rules requiring being that only those sitting in them may speak, while and 

that they yielding their seat as others from their team come forward to replace them. All are 
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encouraged to take a turn, and anyone may return to speak again. We call the lead speakers for 

each team the ‘pilot’ and ‘co-pilot,’ who are normally selected in the preparatory phase of this 

stage, typically from those who are more knowledgeable or articulate. 

 

 It should be remembered, however, that confrontational discourse is not a universal concept: 

some Japanese, Burmese and Thai participants we have worked with found it very difficult to 

articulate arguments in an adversarial manner. In such cases, some training in culturally 

appropriate advocacy skills, (which may not need to be overtly antagonistic), may be beneficial 

for the Partners; and it will be important to emphasize that the aim of this stage is to clarify the 

positions of the parties, not to determine who is right or wrong.  

 

We have found it highly beneficial in this stage to include a second round of discussion, with 

each team being invited to play the role of the other party. Often, there is resistance to 

representing the views of the other, but since the rules of the game have been clarified and 

agreed in advance, the Partners almost always are able to overcome this natural aversion and 

proceed to energetically defend their opponents’ arguments. Several interesting patterns should 

be readily apparent. More often than not, they voice the more extreme positions of the other, 

either because they were less alert to the more moderate arguments or because politically and 

psychologically it may be more expedient to portray their rival as extremist and resistant to 

compromise. In the reverse role playing, the presenters tend to raise their voices more, show 

more aggressive body language and/or become more pointed and critical of each other. This 

session can be tense, but it occasionally provokes laughter or a smile at the ability of one side to 

represent so accurately at least the more extreme views of the other, and there is generally a 



 12 

softening of the tensions manifested in the first round of this stage (it is interesting to compare 

this to Rothman's use of reverse role playing in the Reflexive stage – see  in Rothman's preface 

to this volume, see preface). The facilitators should be seriousvigilant, however, in upholding the 

ground rules throughout the simulation, to keep the discussion focused within the four speaking 

chairs, and if possible to engage all the Partners, while ensuring the process is stopped for 

debriefing before tensions are allowed to escalate to levels unacceptable to participants. The 

debriefing and evaluation that follows the role reversal should review the strategies used, 

including body language, and what was accomplished, then before moveing rapidly into an 

analysis of the value and limitations of the adversarial stage.  

 

To a large extent, this stage is "a dialogue of the deaf" and, as such, only excites each side 

against the other. People are inclined to cease listening, becoming aggressive and verbose. Each 

listens only to find flaws in the arguments of his/her antagonist and to counter the arguments. 

This form of discourse tends to affirm the participants’ preconceived points of view, and to 

preserve or promote a prematurely closed-minded attitude, with a digging in to previously held 

positions. On the other hand, this stage fulfills important functions, such as helping to develop 

the ability to frame official positions in a powerful way, perhaps helping the opposing party to 

realize that both parties do have good points, after all. It also allows each side to feel pride that 

there is a platform from which to deliver what is normally not demagoguery but merely strongly-

felt principles that might be accepted by both sides as truthful and just, and to recognize that their 

counterparts are also effective representatives of their community and as such, potentially 

influential Partners.  
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Further, there is a catharsis in the process, as it allows the Partners to speak what is in their 

hearts, expressing their negative feelings over injustices suffered at the hands of the other, that if 

covered over, could later erupt or otherwise undermine the capacity of the Partners to undertake 

the integrative work required to reach common ground. In other words, people may not be able 

to fully hear and understand their adversaries without first having been able to verbalize their 

own strongly held convictions in front of them. Many of the grievances brought out are genuine 

and profound, and there is a need to air these emotions in public before it is possible to consider 

different pathways to peace. 

  

Before ending the day, it is a good idea to find a way to explain the nature of the reflexive stage, 

since it may be difficult for some Partners steeped in the adversarial attitudes of societal conflict 

to get a good grasp of it and participate in it without prior practice or awareness of its power. 

Often, conflict situations arise or are made worse by lack of communication and knowledge of 

what is important to the other. An extra effort is called for the next day, to reflect on one’s 

motivations, values or needs, to express difficult feelings, and to listen with attention, respect and 

empathy to better understand Partners on the other side. To an extent, the reverse role-playing 

has opened the way for putting ourselves in the shoes of the other, which is a key part of the 

exercise to follow.  

 

The Reflexive (Resonance) Stage 

The reverse role-playing in the previous stage already provides a transition from the aggressive, 

polarizing tone of the adversarial stage to the capacity to argue the position of the other with 

passion and some empathy. Now the challenge is to move fully out from the dialogue of the deaf 
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to an active listening mode (what Rothman calls "Resonance listening" - see appendix #1).  The 

reflexive stage is essential in reframing the conflict, so it is understood not just in terms of 

opposing positions, but at a deeper level of understanding, in terms of the underlying human 

needs motivating each party involved. It also significantly de-escalates the antagonism that was 

allowed to surface the previous day.  

 

The transition from the adversarial stage implies shifting to a deeper level of empathy, for both 

sides. The facilitators should generate an intellectual comprehension of the concept of “needs” 

through serious discussion (see chapter five). It should be explained to the Partners that when 

one tries seeks to understand what drives people and nations to the extreme of sacrificing their 

own lives and well being for a cause, we find that as human beings there are strong inner forces 

that drive us. We use the drawing of an iceberg to illustrate that what we can see through the 

adversarial perspective is only the top which is above water. But in order to avoid escalation or 

stalemate we need to explore the much bigger mass that is hidden under water (this use of the 

iceberg metaphor is similar but not identical to Rothman's use of it – - see chapter one). 

 

Human needs such as physical security, freedom from oppression and discrimination, economic 

well-being, group identity recognition, dignity and respect, access to political and economic 

participation  – these are some of the human necessities which are most commonly expressed in 

societal conflict situations, and which appear to be universal across cultures (Azar, 1990). Unlike 

demands or interests, which may be understood as strategies for addressing needs, human needs 

themselves can be seen as non-negotiable (Azar 2003), so that a settlement which does not 

address those which are primary for each party is unlikely to hold.  
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It is here that understanding the psychology of conflict, stress, motivation, and behavior becomes 

useful. A “dual concern” model to promote such understanding defines continuums of behavior 

varying with awareness or concern in two different dimensions (e.g., Pruitt and Kim, 2004, 

chapter three).{DAVIES …… [CAN YOU ADD A CITE OR TWO FOR THIS?].  One 

represents a range of concern for self, from low (leading to yielding or avoidance) to high 

(leading to confrontation or collaboration); the second dimension delineates a range of concern 

for others, from low (leading to confrontation or avoidance) to high (leading to yielding or 

collaboration). Too often in complex conflicts, it is assumed that these two concerns, defined in 

terms of competing demands or even interests, are inherently incompatible, representing opposite 

poles on a one-dimensional model, with choices limited to confrontation, yielding, avoidance or 

possibly a zero-sum compromise. However, by recognizing that there are two distinct 

dimensions of concern, for self and for other, that on the level of human needs, are not 

incompatible, one can discern a third continuum, from low concern for both (leading to 

avoidance or inaction) through moderate concern (allowing compromise), to high concern for 

both, which motivates collaborative effort to find a win-win or positive-sum outcome.  

 

 

 

Figure 4.1: “Dual Concern” Model 

Dimension 1: 

Concern of Self 

Dimension 2: 

Concern for Others 

Dimension 3: 

Concern for Self and 

Others 

 ?Citation :[HP1]הערה

 Figure number? How are :[HP2]הערה

we numbering them? Is this something 

the publisher is doing? 
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High 
(leading to confrontation or 

collaboration) 

High 
(leading to yielding or 

collaboration) 

High 
(collaborative effort to find 

win-win outcome) 

  Moderate 

(Allowing compromise) 

 

 

Low 
(leading to yielding or 

avoidance) 

Low 
(leading to confrontation or 

avoidance) 

Low 
(leading to avoidance or 

inaction) 

 

This latter spectrum, representing equal concern for both parties, lies between the former two, 

and opens a way to move beyond them. On conflicts over issues (needs) of high concern to both 

parties, only full collaboration creates a stable solution satisfying both parties; any of the other 

options leaves one or both parties partially or completely unsatisfied, and thus represents an 

unstable settlement of the conflict.  

 

There are a variety of ways to help increase improve the participants’ talking and listening skills, 

and hence their ability to engage in the reflexive stage, since it is the most personal phase and 

therefore the most threatening stage for many people. Like the adversarial stage, this too can be  

particularly difficult in some non-Western cultural systems. In America, self-examination in 

public is part of the popular culture, and when carefully guided in a safe setting, a large number 



 17 

ofmany American's often feel free enough to discuss psychological or personal problems with 

others, sometimes even including strangers. When dealing with Partners on a worldwide 

scaleacross cultures and nations, more often than not it is necessary to spend a good deal of time 

in preparing, to make the participants comfortable with this more intimate and introspective 

session. In general, we have found it best to work in small groups of three, or four at most, and 

only at a second stage to share with the rest of the group in more general terms the “whys,” the 

underlying needs that were disclosed during the active listening exercises in small groups.   

 

In the preparatory skills building stage, Partners will have received training in active listening. In 

addition to giving undivided attention and respect, listening skills we have found useful include: 

1) Paraphrasing to reflect back with empathy what the listener hears as the key statements of the 

other. These may include what the speaker has observed relating to their issues of concern, how 

the speaker feels about them, or what is behind those feelings – in other words, what it is they 

need. Any statements of blame, judgments, assumptions or interpretations going beyond 

observations, are left aside without comment. Empathy is promoted to foster understanding about 

what the other is experiencing and what they need as a human being, without judging them as 

right or wrong and without sympathizing, colluding or palliating. 2) Summarizing to clarify the 

implicit logic or structure in what the speaker is saying, which otherwise may be hidden in the 

flow of emotions and spontaneity. 3) Eliciting, in which the speaker is encouraged to say more 

regarding the most pressing issues, until related events, feelings and needs are clear. For Partners 

in conflict, some funneling in may be needed to open and explore painful issues more deeply, 

with empathetic appreciation of the fears, motivations, values, concerns and human needs which 

may surface.  
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The tone is significantly different from the previous antagonistic stage. For example, the 

participants are encouraged to use “I” statements, rather than the incriminating “you” from the 

previous phasestage, to talk of their own experiences, and to be honest about their feelings. It is 

important to remind everyone that they should provide only as much information as they feel 

comfortable sharing with others, while at the same time stressing emphasizing that opening up is 

not a sign of weakness. Facilitators should validate the willingness of participants to share 

experiences and concerns. Their concerns are often deep and personal, and therefore an 

empathetic and sensitive atmosphere should be constructed. This can be best achieved working 

in small groups.  

 

What we originally conceived as “one to one” conversations with Partners rotating between 

being the speaker and the listener, evolved into groups of three, in which the third person 

becomes a facilitator and note taker, so that the needs of each party are recorded. Of course, the 

third person will also be from either one party or the other, so the note-taker job rotates between 

the two participants that represent the same party in each group.  

 

The needs are best recorded on a flip chart divided into two columns, one for each party (say 

Palestinians and Israelis). If we are working with 18 participants, for example, we create six 

groups, and over a couple of hours, facilitators generate six posters with many items on each 

side. When groups return back to the plenary, we post them all in order to compare and integrate 

the lists to reflect the overall pattern of needs motivating each party. For instance, we may start 

with Palestinian needs, asking the original facilitator of group six to read aloud their list, with 
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facilitators of the other groups confirming where similar needs emerged in their respective 

groups. The facilitator of group six adds the number of concurring groups for each need (if 

unanimous it could be a maximum of six – indicating a need of major concern for Palestinians 

and so for Israelis as well), and the other group facilitators delete each need from their lists as it 

is counted. Then the facilitator of group five goes through a similar process with the remaining 

needs on their list, and eventually to group one, where any remaining need would get only one 

vote (indicating a need not broadly shared or central to the conflict). We can then reverse the 

process and ask the group one facilitator to start reading their Israeli needs, moving through to 

group six. We may also edit specific concerns or needs for clarity and consistency. 

 

Over the evening, we rank the needs according to frequency (between one and six) to highlight 

the major needs for each party, noting also where similar needs are expressed by each side. This 

summary is circulated via internet and displayed the next morning in preparation for the third 

stage of ARIA, the integrative stage, where  the plenary group will start focusing on how to 

address the prevailing needs.YES, WE ATTACHED SEVERAL 

 

In de-briefing this stage, the effectiveness of such listening and reflective techniques is 

discussed, and perhaps recognized as life skills that could be used also for de-escalating disputes 

within the family or community. Partners are asked to evaluate what they have learned, and how 

they might improve their listening skills in future potential conflict situations. . Their perception 

of the relevance and validity of the specific exercises can be assessed, along with their evaluation 

of the extent to which knowing the “why” behind the Partners’ positions may help in moving the 

negotiation process along. The discovery of the unexpressed reasons motivating the participants 
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gives valuable insight both for those speaking and for the listeners.  

 

It should now be clearer how much misperceptions have distorted the messages of both sides, 

and inclined each party to expect the worst behaviors and conspiracies of the other. The Partners 

are now more aware that different individuals and nations tend to express their needs only 

indirectly, that they have universally recognizable human needs, and those that different needs 

will be more salient to different groups. For example, Israelis are overwhelmingly concerned 

with security, at the national level as well as at the personal level of daily existence; at the same 

time, Palestinians most strongly feel the need to be master over their own destiny and not 

controlled by others. Once both needs are clearly understood, it becomes clear there are ways in 

which both can be met, generating potentially complementary and mutually beneficial outcomes. 

It is the search for such common ground, based on an evolving understanding of shared or 

complementary needs, which motivates the parties to make the transition from personal issues to 

group problem solving during the next day. 

 

No doubt, it is the inclusion of the reflexive stage, translating the needs-based approach into part 

of the process, transitioning the participants from an adversarial to an integrative perspective, 

that is Rothman’s major contribution to the field. In traditional diplomacy, participants too often 

attempt to move from a declaratory/antagonistic stage straight into a search for solutions. 

Without a reflexive stage the real issues are likely to remain hidden behind the rhetoric of official 

statements and positions. 

 

4.3 Agenda Setting: The Integrative (and Action) Stages of ARIA 
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The Integrative (Invention) Stage 

Now that we have a sense of the primary needs to be addressed, the search for common ground 

shifts into more concrete terms. During most of this and the following stage, the participants 

should be sitting together in one circle or semi-circle as a single group rather than in distinct 

groups as for most of the previous two stages. In light of the primary needs, the specific agenda 

or concrete focus for the next day’s brainstorming session can be set in one of several ways: 1) 

By getting feedback from official first-track negotiations, either of impasses that have emerged, 

or of points of discord that have been avoided thus far but still require addressing before a final 

agreement. 2) By looking to the best and worst plausible future scenarios emerging from an 

earlier “shared vision” exercise (recommended as part of building both trust and skills in 

consensus decision making) and then “back casting” from the preferred future (say, 20 years 

ahead) back to the immediate issues that would need to be addressed if the vision is to be 

achieved. 3) By requesting the participants themselves to suggest the most viable and important 

issues they think should be addressed.  

 

It may help to split the participants into small groups, with each identifying the specific problems 

that they would like to address, and then reporting back their collective preferences to the 

plenary, where a consensus can be built on the priority issues. Criteria for selection can be 

suggested, such as: salience, gravity (degree of violence or suffering), relevance of the 

participants’ knowledge, simplicity, relevance for a majority of the people in both parties, and 

possibilities for early warning and preventive action.  
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It is advisable to appoint from among the Partners a small preparatory committee that will meet 

with the facilitators a day or two prior to the brainstorming session to discuss not only potential 

topics, but also practical issues that might arise while addressing them. For example, in one case 

dealing with the Palestinian/Israeli conflict during the second intifada, we looked into ideas for 

countering the negative effects of potential acts of terrorism or mass violence by either side, 

considering what might be done in response to events that may impact private (family) or public 

domains. The subject/s for the integrative phase should be presented to all the Partners during the 

previous day’s session so they can have time to think about the issue and sleep on it, before the 

integrative stage starts. 

 

We are careful to distinguish several separate phases within this integrative stage. The first phase 

is brainstorming options for addressing the priority issues, engaging creative thinking skills 

through whole-brain thinking, supporting Partners in moving from reliance on the more linear-

thinking left hemisphere typically dominant in high-stress situations, to include the more holistic 

right-hemisphere of the brain (e.g., de Bono, 2009). (MIGHT YOU INCLUDE A REFERENCE 

FOR THIS? I HAVE REFERRED PREVIOUSLY TO TO DAN SIEGAL'S WORK; JOHN, 

HOW ABOUT YOUR OWN WORK ON MEDITATION AND MINDFULNESS?). Doing this 

requires balancing techniques that are logical and sequential, with those that are open and 

freewheeling. The second phase is classification, re-formulation and evaluation, engaging 

critical thinking skills, whereby Partners organize the ideas generated in terms of their priorities 

and re-draft them, to make the language more accessible to people outside the workshop, 

avoiding rough or potentially offensive “hot button” wording in thinking about creative ways 

forward.  

 Another note from Jay for :[HP4]הערה
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As a first step in this evaluation phase, the ideas generated in the brainstorming phase are posted 

around the room, and each of the “partners in conflict” is asked to individually assess each idea 

in terms of its relevance and likelihood of being accepted by his/her own group (at home), 

marking with ++ the most positive down to – for the most negative assessment. Once this is 

done, the ideas are divided into several baskets according to sub-themes, such as economic, 

social, cultural, political, security, and humanitarian concerns. Small groups of 3-5 participants 

are formed to focus on each theme or basket, including representatives from each party, selected 

according to expertise or interest relevant to each theme.  

 

Each group takes it upon themselves to refine, reword and make presentable the ideas arising 

from the brainstorming that needed further development. Each group should evaluate at this time 

only those ideas within their specific area. We may suggest a quick procedure where each group 

member rates each idea from 1- 5,  so with five participants, the maximum points could be 25. 

This is not a vote, but along with the positive and negative ratings from the plenary group, it 

helps the group identify which ideas are popular, which may need more refinement to attract 

consensus, and which are unlikely to make it.  High scoring ideas are normally those we call 

“apple pie” – all like them, but there is not much new “out of the box” thinking behind them. 

Paradoxically, the more innovative ideas typically come with many pluses but also minuses, so 

there is an important opportunity for the small group to re-calculate evaluate and develop in their 

own way the potential of these  more creative, if perhaps unconventional, ideas.  

 

Getting each small group to rate the suggestions in their own way, while also noting the marking 
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by all participants, allows them to take ownership of their work in refining the ideas as needed to 

find consensus in the small group on the ideas to be presented in the next phase to the plenary. 

Ideas which are then presented enthusiastically to the plenary, let’s assume by an Israeli and 

Palestinian member of the small group, have a much higher chance of acceptance. Parties attach 

different values to gains (and losses) in each of the baskets, and even if one basket seems to have 

the most important issues at stake, the introduction of many groups (sometimes more than ten) 

makes both sides alert to the potential trade-offs, which they may benefit from only if they are 

willing to be flexible on the more difficult and important issues. This small group process 

continues as facilitators and participants begin to understand and prioritize what is of concern for 

both parties, and lays the ground for the third phase of the integrative stage, which is a search for 

common ground.  

 

During this phase (applying consensus building skills) it is made clear that a consensus is not 

achieved through majority vote or avoidance of anyone’s objections. Everyone should have his 

or her concerns brought before the entire group, and only when that participant is comfortable 

with relinquishing an idea or an objection should the group let it drop. True consensus finding 

requires that people actively listen to each other and seek ways to satisfy the important concerns 

of everyone. This takes longer than majority voting, but the resulting buy-in is critical to 

avoiding anyone sabotaging the project at a later time. If participants feel unduly pressured, they 

will have a hard time implementing any ideas they are not happy with, particularly in the context 

of ongoing complex societal conflicts. Transforming such conflicts to where sustainable peace 

building is possible requires building genuine consensus on ways to address the concerns of all 

parties.  
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In the consensus building process we have used a “jigsaw puzzle” strategy, moving first on the 

acceptance of individual ideas before integrating them into a comprehensive consensus 

agreement. We differentiate several levels of consensus (as below) and seek agreement on using 

the fourth as a modest and achievable goal.  

 YES 

 

 Levels of Consensus 

This ladder illustrates what different degrees of consensus may sound like, moving from the 

clearest level of consensus to that showing most concern. #4 represents a minimum level for 

consensus; #5 and #6 may lead to majority vote, but no consensus: 

 

Table 4.1: Levels of Consensus 
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In cases where one or more participants express a reservation (fifth level), and can explain the 

principles or concerns behind their objection, we can take a few minutes to discuss it and look 

for friendly amendments that address the concerns both behind the idea and the objection. But if 

unsuccessful, then using the jigsaw puzzle strategy, we firstly frame a consensus document with 

the easier pieces or ideas, leaving for the end the most difficult ones. Once we have the borders 

of the puzzle completed it then becomes easier to place the remaining pieces as needed to close 

the gaps, and the desire to complete the picture is higher.  

 

At times we may not be able to reach consensus, even on a second round, on some pieces that 

could be the most out of the box and creative options. Ideas that are still controversial even for 

“partners in conflict” who have the benefit of our socialization, trust and skills building 

processes, clearly would be out of reach for the officials of both sides, but need not necessarily 
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be abandoned. One option is that the participants agree to include them in an agenda for further 

treatment at a later stage, making it clear that this waiting list does not imply any prior 

agreement. It merely confirms that such ideas were brought up, did not reach consensus, and yet 

may deserve revisiting by the same group or by others in the future, when circumstances change. 

Alternatively, it may be agreed, if time permits, to reconvene the next day and consider an action 

testing process for some of the more powerful and innovative ideas that have remained 

controversial. The Partners would seek agreement on what short or long-term outcomes in this 

testing process would be sufficient to convince opponents of the idea to drop their objection. 

 

Action Stage 

Too often in peace making, coming to agreement between the parties is considered to be the 

primary goal, and is celebrated as the achievement of peace, rather than the beginning of an 

extended peace building process. So it is not surprising that almost half the official peace 

agreements that are negotiated for societal conflicts, fail within the first eight weeks (Hewitt et 

al, 2011). In second track work, the agreement itself is unofficial, and has value only to the 

extent that it generates action to create the conditions for sustainable peace. Stage four of ARIA 

focuses on action planning and preparation for re-entry by the Partners back into their home 

communities, giving them the support needed to engage in action for conflict transformation in 

the real world (see also discussion of re-entry in chapter eight)OK. Without this post-consensus 

focus on planning and support for implementation, peacemaking workshops become isolated 

events. This is not only economically unsound, but can be counter-productive, by raising hopes 

and then producing an anti-climax that can feed cynicism and despair, with Partners feeling 

isolated, lost or confused after re-entry.  

 ?Is this okay as is :[HP6]הערה
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The re-entry process has been described as a culture shock both for the separation from those 

who had undergone a similar shared experience, and for the exposure to some sort of inquisition 

from others in a still hostile environment when they attempt to share new insights. Without 

adequate preparation and support, participants who wish to share new and moderate ideas from 

the workshop may be regarded by some in their home community as fools, naive, or even worse, 

as victims of brainwashing or even as traitors.  

 

Training for re-entry requires anticipating likely challenges such as this and preparing to meet 

them. For example, to avoid being perceived as proselytizing or preaching, Partners are guided to 

speak modestly of their lessons learned, and to actively seek and receive feedback on new 

perspectives before seeking to promote them. In order to stimulate team-building, it is suggested 

that Partners prepare themselves for joint presentations to officials or other local or mixed 

audiences, to write an op-ed together, or to explore other forms for joint expression. At College 

Park we have arranged for young Partners in small groups to jointly visit schools where peer 

mediation takes place, and to have them talk about their conflict and current experiences in 

addressing ways to resolve them. If they are academics or professionals, the Partners can be 

asked to share the podium at a university, a relevant embassy or elsewhere in a safe environment 

before considering what might be possible in their home country.  

 

While speaking jointly in public, new Partners must take care to minimize the potential for 

ending the presentation in an adversarial manner. One way of doing so is to include at least two 

rounds of presentations. In the first round the Partners speak introspectively and responsibly 
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about their own side of the conflict, looking only at the performance of their own government 

and society. In the second round, they can comment on the performance of the other party and, if 

necessary, note any possible biases in the presentation by the other presenter. The order of 

speakers is reversed in this round. This two-staged approach encourages self-responsibility, 

alleviates the uncertainty of going first, and avoids the temptation to attack immediately as a pre-

emptive measure.. (sounds delicate and in need of careful orchestration - you might comment on 

that). . ONCE THE MODERATOR AGREES ON SUCH RULES OF THE GAME, IT MAY 

TAKE SOME COURAGE TO VOLUNTEER TO GO FIRST IN THE INTROSPECT, BUT 

THEN IN THE SECOND ROUND THE SAME SPEAKER WILL GO LAST, HENCE 

HAVING THE CHANCE TO RECTIFY WHATEVER WAS LEFT TO PUT THE RECORD 

STRAIGHT 

 

In general, workshop organizers should plan to provide follow-up opportunities in at least one or 

two minimal ways in the same location, to keep building on the momentum of the workshop, and 

as far as possible in their respective communities after they have returned. Giving Partners 

opportunities for shared outdoor activities or excursions that require some investment of energy 

and human resources can also promote team building in more informal ways. 

 

In particular, the Partners should be supported to jointly design and develop action plans and 

collaborative projects, with timelines and detailed strategic planning for activities designed to 

implement or promote the ideas agreed on. This is a good time to familiarize the participants 

with potential sources of funding, fundraising issues, and the possible involvement of the hosting 

institution in future plans. The current funders for the project may also be invited for a 

 Does this need to be :[HP7]הערה
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conversation with the Partners, along with other project development specialists. The types of 

projects that can be developed are nearly limitless, but must take into account practical 

constraints imposed by budgetary considerations. There are many training resources for action 

planning, each often copywriting their own product. We have used different organizing 

frameworks, mostly based on systematic common sense, dealing with short term objectives and 

long-term goals (what?), motivation (why?), division of labor (who?), timeline (when?), 

activities (how?) and, obviously, budget (how much?). Partners should be supported to ensure 

planned action commitments are set out in actionable and verifiable terms, to recruit appropriate 

involvement from other participants, and to organize follow-up meetings to evaluate and adjust 

ongoing action strategies to unfolding realities on the ground.. (DO YOU HAVE AN ACTION 

PLANNING TEMPLATE YOU USE AND MIGHT INCLUDE IN THE HOW-TO 

APPENDIX?) JOHN? 

 

It is useful to sow seeds as needed for developing a shared mechanism or institution to sustain 

these projects. A loyalty can develop to a transnational joint enterprise or epistemic community 

that may transcend the original group loyalty to the group. Such institutions may take on a life of 

their own and promote problem solving through the generation of shared values. For example, 

Kaufman’s team-teaching and collaborative initiatives with a Palestinian colleague for several 

years has not only afforded him a good understanding of his Partner’s perspectives (each could 

probably lecture in the other’s place) but both Partners’ views have become closer and more 

integrative. The recurrent practice of pedagogic or other joint activities tends to unite Partners, 

especially when facing a hostile environment in their own societies.  
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4.4 Case Studies 

 

Experimenting with ARIA in different cultural and political contexts has brought home to us the 

adaptability of the methodology and the diversity of outcomes that can be achieved. We review 

three cases here which exemplify this flexibility and diversity. 

 

4.4.1 Israeli/Palestinian Prisoner Release/Exchange 

 

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict is frequently framed as a resource-based conflict over territory 

(i.e. "who get's what, when and how"), however this conflict is, we believe, a quintessentially 

identity-based conflict; what Edward Azar framed as a "Protracted Social Conflict." Azar defines 

protracted social conflict as one whose focus is on, “is religious, cultural or ethnic communal 

identity, which in turn is dependent upon the satisfaction of basic needs such as those for 

security, communal recognition and distributive justice” (Azar 1990).  

 

We have had three opportunities IN THE 1990’S  to experiment with this issue in the 1990’s, 

within our broader ongoing work with the deeply protracted identity-based Israeli-Palestinian 

conflicts: first, a simulation at the University of Maryland, with the participation of at least one 

Israeli and one Palestinian serving to anchor other participants supporting each side (in 19xx); 

second, working with a group of Palestinian ex-prisoners and mainstream Israeli NGO 

professionals (in 20xx); and third, working with the Palestinian and Israeli students enrolled in 

the MA studies of Gotheberg University, that took place in the Holy Land in the mid-1990’s 

(20xx). 

ללא קו תחתון :מעוצב  
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 The consensus document developed in the first of these workshops is included 

in an article that Kaufman co-authored with Prof. Manuel Hassassian, currently 

the Palestinian ambassador to the United Kingdom (op-ed in the Baltimore 

Sun, A way out for prisoners?New parole system could end one part of Mideast 

deadlock BY EDWARD KAUFMAN AND MANUEL HASSASSIAN SPECIAL TO 

THE SUN ORIGINALLY PUBLISHED AUGUST 27, 2006 

. Its most important contribution is the paradigm shift from referring to the crimes committed in 

the past ( e.g., the prevailing Israeli objections to the release of those who have had ”“blood on 

their hands”) to a future-oriented perspective (e.g., prioritizing the objective of making sure that 

there will be no recidivism). So regardless of past behavior, the Partners were able to focus on 

how to best ensure that violence will not be used by the released prisoners, thereby 

collaboratively addressing the primary needs of the parties for security and justice. The 

consensus document was brought to the attention of the Israeli Minister of Justice at that time, 

and his Director General went through the recommendations one by one; even after a change of 

Cabinet, the new Director General took an interest as well.  

 

The issue of prisoner release later became was replaced by the issue of prisoner exchange, when 

an Israeli solder was captured and held by the Hamas organization ruling in Gaza. There have 

also been efforts to get agreement between groups of relatives of victims killed by acts of war or 

terror (one, a pieace-oriented Israeli-Palestinian NGO professional supporting prisoner 

release/exchange, the second a Jewish-only NGO professional objecting to any 

release/exchange). While these talks did not directly bear fruit, they have contributed to an 

environment that has allowed for a major prisoner exchange to proceed with broad public 

acceptance (e.g., Baskin, 2011). (JAY, IF YOU HAVE A QUOTE,FROM BASKIN,  BY ALL 
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MEANS, INCLUDE IT, WANT TO ADD A CITE HERE? PERHAPS SOMETHING BY 

BASKIN?) More work is needed to set an agreed basis for future releases or exchanges, which 

could help to strengthen a moderate Palestinian Authority based in the West Bank, and progress 

toward a two-state solution.  

 

This case demonstrates the ability of Partners to move beyond past behavior on sensitive 

subjects, which is a reflection exemplifying the transformation of antagonism in through the 

Adversarial, Reflexive and Integrative stages in ARIA, with. Furthermore the internalized 

understanding found in the Reflexive stage allowings for more stability when moving toward the 

Integrative and Action stages. One of the difficulties challenges in identity-based conflicts in 

particular, which ARIA helps to meet, is in the need to helping Ppartners come to terms with 

their own framing of the ‘other,’, and so that they can overcomimove beyondng the desire for 

retribution or violence,. To and constructively engage in a more peaceful discussion for 

cooperation for mutual benefit is an ongoing process. However when Partners opt for peaceful 

means in a dialogue it shows a significant step forward in ARIA. 

 

4.4.2 Peru/Ecuador  -– Second Ttrack dDiplomacy and the rRole of cCivil sSociety in 

Ppeacemaking 

The peace treaty signed by Ecuador and Peru in October 1998, following their most recent war in 

1995, appears to have brought to an end the longest-standing border conflict on the continent. An 

initial treaty had been contested by the Peruvian government, arguing that they felt a level of 

coercion when signing, due to Ecuador’s upper hand in this war. Tensions, mainly over disputed 

territory and borders, had led to a process of alienation over time that had erupted into three 

separate wars. It had seeped into many aspects of each society to the point that shared 
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stereotypes and assumptions of enmity became normalized in everyday life and education. 

However, it became apparent to us early on that attitudes toward the border disputes were less 

antagonistic among civil society representatives, as compared to governmental and military, who 

were more concerned with elections and legitimacy in the post-Cold War era. 

 

Second track negotiations between civil society leaders therefore provided a way to move 

beyond this new first-track stalemate, while engaging local communities directly involved in the 

border conflict also helped to build public trust and a culture of peace. A total of four workshops 

were conducted over the course of four years, beginning in August of 1997 in College Park, 

Maryland, a neutral location with a tradition of peace building initiatives that was acceptable to 

both parties. “Grupo Maryland,” the title that the group eventually gave themselves, was an 

expression of their commitment to their goals for a collaborative approach to conflict resolution 

(Kaufman and Sosnowski, 2005).  

  

In this first workshop, there were ten participants from each country, including opinion leaders 

both from the capital cities. Given that the violence had already ceased, ice- breaker and skills-

building exercises served to quickly and efficiently build relationships of trust. In then preparing 

for the ARIA process, the parties engaged in a frank and rather confrontational  review of 

historic relations between the two countries.  

 

On the second day, the adversarial stage began, with the participants arguing and defending the 

official positions of their respective nations.  In the second adversarial round, roles were reversed 

and participants argued the position of the opposite side, allowing each to experience the 
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perspective of their opponents. This process helped make clear how differences in the language 

used to communicate their interpretations of the same protocol made it seem that they were 

referring to two completely different versions of the same document. These differences were 

then addressed through an active listening process in small groups during the ARIA reflexive 

stage, making participants on each side aware of the foundations of their perceptions in 

discovering the different human needs moving them. The importance of the Adversarial 

(Antagonism) stage is that it allows for each side to express their frustrations and anger in a 

“controlled setting” and serves as a “point of comparison” through out the new process which is 

a motivational tool for Partners to move forward (Rothman 1997, page 28). 

 

For the integrative stage, a working group was selected to prepare the specific issues on which to 

focus the brainstorming meetings for the entire group. At the Integrative (Invention)In this stage 

the first goal is to find as many innovative options to mergefor addressing needs is importantas 

possible. One of the participants, who had experience with this method, was in charge of 

preparing and leading this integrative stage.  The participants drafted a list of proposals during 

the brainstorming session, and  these proposals were then evaluated by five parallel working 

groups and refined to create a final set that were approved by consensus.  Most of these ideas 

were directed towards the tasks of for the civil societies in Ecuador and Peru, while others 

focused on the ongoing first- track process in Brasilia. Specifically, the working groups focused 

respectively on: environmental problems in the conflict region; the role of the press and mass 

media in impacting public opinion;
 
the role of education in developing mutual understanding;  

and the role of businessmen in local economic development.
 
The fifth group focused on possible 

contributions of civil society to first- track diplomacy, emphasizing the need for the governments 
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to reiterate their commitment to maintaining peaceful channels for conflict resolution and 

discarding the use of force. Most conflicts at this level are multifaceted, and require not just one 

solution but many. Having multiple working groups is efficient in helping Partners to focus on 

what’s at stake, and to assure that needs on both sides are met addressed so that more mutually 

acceptable solutions to can be developed.   

 

In the final ARIA stage of action planning, the participants agreed to join forces as a “Research 

Group for Ecuadorian-Peruvian Peace and Cooperation” (the name was later shortened to  

“Grupo Maryland”) and to draft a series of proposalsjects with formulas that contemplatinge 

reciprocal concessions, and that generatinge mutually beneficial options that lead to promote 

peace. 

 

 

By the end of the deliberations in a concluding action planning workshop, many practical 

proposals emerged, that were shared in a visit to the Peruvian chancellery and the Peruvian 

ambassador. Four of the original Partners in the Maryland group were then brought into the first 

track negotiation process, three as advisers to the Ecuadorian side and one to the Peruvian.  In 

this workshop, particular attention was paid to the effective implementation of ideas generated 

within the previous workshop. In the reflexive phase, participants explored the underlying 

reasons why sovereignty was being seen in zero-sum terms, preparing the ground for the 

possibility of establishing a “bi-national” or “transnational” definition of sovereignty to be 

applied in the critical geographic areas in dispute.   
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A high level workshop took place in El Pueblo, Peru in March 1999, when both chancelleries 

had reached a consensus regarding nearly all the issues under dispute, including those related to 

the Commerce and Navigation Treaty.  However, this was not the case with regard to drawing a 

common border. This turned out to be the most sensitive issue not only in terms of the relations 

between the two countries, but also those between each president and his society. In response, 

the wording “bi-national” was proposed, and following intense negotiations, it was decided to 

include it in the final formula, creating a demilitarized environmental reserve in the zone where 

the most recent conflict took place. The agreement recognized the symbolic value in Ecuador of 

this small territory of one square kilomenter, Tiwintza, by awarding the status of public domain 

(permanent property rights for Ecuador), while allowing Peru to retain sovereignty.  

 

As part of a strategy of sustained follow-up from the original ARIA workshop in Maryland, 

particular attention was also given to the concrete actions that Partners, as citizen leaders, could 

take given their respective professional and personal positions.  

 

A few months after the signing of the official peace agreement, the Ecuadorian government 

requested that we involve the officer in charge of the implementation of the accords and bi-

national ventures in our process. The facilitators approached the Peruvian government which 

also expressed a similar interest. Hence, the “Grupo Maryland” became what is known as a track 

“one and a half” process, at this stage dwelling mostly on ensuring maximal implementation and 

fulfillment of the official signed document (Allen-Nan, 2005 and 2009).  
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The fourth and final workshop took place in Cuenca, Ecuador in August 2000. Now the objective 

was the consolidation of peace, eleven months after the treaty was signed. The workshop 

centered  on collaboratively developing a scope of work, reviewing what had been accomplished 

to date and laying down a foundation for promoting a culture of peace between the two 

countries. The main practical challenge now was securing the funds needed for the border 

region’s economic development. One significant action step was to expand the capacity of the 

Ecuadorian and Peruvian Partners to meet their longer-term objectives by training a group of 

rectors from the universities in the border region (southern northern Peru and  northern southern 

Ecuador) to work with them in the peace building process, with the training taking place in 

Cuenca following the Grupo Maryland workshop.   

 

In conclusion, this case demonstrates the value of a multi-track process in engaging different 

levels of stakeholders in a societal conflict. While on a military level (and to some extent also 

the political level) the conflict was real and deeply entrenched through institutional interests, 

in terms of the broader civil society the discord was milder. This contributed to the success of 

a second track process in restoring the momentum for peace when the first track had stalled, 

and made clear the value of keeping both tracks engaged in the longer-term implementation 

process. 

 

4.4.3 Lesotho – A comprehensive University of Maryland/National University of Lesotho 

Program for Conflict Transformation and Democratic Transition 

 

We were invited to work in Lesotho in the wake of rioting and violence in 1998 in reaction to 
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national elections, where in spite of support from about half the population, the opposition 

parties had failed to get more than a single seat in the parliament. The invitation came initially 

from the Lesotho Ambassador to the U.S, who had participated in our training in multi-track 

diplomacy at the University of Maryland, who facilitated a working partnership between 

ourselves and the National University of Lesotho (NUL).,  

 

On arriving in the country and conducting an initial capacity and needs assessment, it became 

clear to us that work to reform the electoral system following the violence was well under way, 

but that too little attention was being paid to widespread local unrest and resistance to early 

moves toward transitioning local governance from the traditional chiefs to elected local councils. 

This resistance seemed rooted in tribal sensitivities and identity-based concerns.  We thus made a 

strategic decision to proceed via a bottom-up approach, working first at the local level in villages 

around the country, to bring together supporters of both the chiefs and the transitional councils to 

use ARIA techniques to collaboratively address local conflict situations, and working up to 

engage leadership and address issues at the district and national levels as we may be invited 

based on successes at the local level.  

 

Thirty-three ARIA-informed workshops were conducted in a little over two years, engaging over 

seven hundred national and community leaders, about a third of them women (well over the 

proportion of women currently in leadership positions), and including leaders of all political 

parties represented in parliament (including the Prime Minister), principal and local chiefs, 

senior police, senior Ministry of Local Government (MLG) officials, heads of all ten district 

administrations, Independent Electoral Commission (IEC) representatives, community council 
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members, and CSO professionals. Of these, nine brought together chiefs, councilors and others at 

the local or district level, covering eight of the ten districts; three were national trainings, two for 

chiefs from all districts, another for senior police at both national level and the ten districts; eight 

brought together party leaders, principal chiefs, district administrators, senior MLG ministry 

officials and others at the national level; and ten were follow-up workshops (Davies et al., 2009).  

 

The local and district level workshops brought together interim community councils and chiefs 

and other critical stakeholders directly involved in day-to-day political and social conflict 

situations. They were able to find consensus positions on a range of contentious issues, while 

strengthening the new community councils and helping traditional leaders (chiefs) adapt and 

professionalize their continuing roles as community mediators and peace builders (“peace 

officers”). Issues addressed included such themes as conflicting land allocations by chiefs and 

councils, grazing rights on common lands, cattle theft, access to water sources and power grids, 

contested jurisdictional boundaries, and division of responsibilities among chiefs and councils, or 

between principal chiefs and district administrators. 

 

The success of these ARIA-informed workshops, adapted to build on traditional methods of 

peacemaking, created a greater demand to bring the underlying issues of transitioning from 

traditional to elected leadership to the national level, engaging party leaders, members of 

parliament, principal chiefs, police and district administrators in better preparing the ground for a 

nonviolent transition to elected local government. Three national workshops addressed this 

theme, generating consensus agreements on topics such as clarifying roles of, and relationships 

among, principal and local chiefs, district administrators, councilors and MLG (Ministry of 
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Local Government) codes of conduct, terms of appointment, election and retirement of chiefs, 

training and mechanisms for conflict management, clarifying council and chieftaincy boundaries, 

consultation with local stakeholders and voter education prior to local elections. A separate 

extended follow-up workshop for senior MLG officials and representatives of the IEC 

(Independent Electoral Commission) translated these agreements into systematic action planning 

and implementation in preparing for local government elections. 

 

In harmony with work conducted by other NGOs and agencies, our ARIA Partners were able to 

make the following meaningful contributions:  

 

Table 4.23.1  Lesotho Workshops – Contributions, Outcomes and Grounding Actions 

 



 42 

 
 

 



 43 

4.5 Conclusion – Some Lessons Learned 

 

The A goal of this chapter was to present review some representative cases in which ARIA was 

applied in workshops conducted by CIDCM. Our experience in applied work across types of 

societal conflict (identity based, territorial, interstate and intrastate) is that ARIA is a flexible 

methodology for fostering a more productive second- or multi-track discourse between groups or 

nations.  

 

More particularly, our experience is that the first ARIA stage (Adversarial), when undertaken 

following appropriate trust- and skills building, can be a powerful and effective way to engage 

the parties in a direct exchange that feels authentic, clarifying the issues and allowing a cathartic 

expression of often long-simmering feelings while also demonstrating the limits of adversarial 

positioning. The baring of highly polarized and entrenched attitudes in this stage increases 

tensions, but these can be eased through reverse role playing, which also prepares the ground for 

a transition to the second (Reflexive) stage, enabling Partners to reflect more deeply on 

underlying feelings and needs, and awakening the empathy needed for compassionate listening 

and the understanding and human connection required for building sustainable partnership.  

 

Rothman has been able to translate into more practical terms the insights of his mentor, Edward 

Azar, regarding the necessity of exploring the deeper human needs hiding below surface 

positions – as in the case of an iceberg under cold water. The simple switch from “WHAT?” to 

“WHY?”, if systematically carried out, leads to uncovering the universal human needs which are 

the root motivations of the parties, and which unlike their positions and specific interests, are not 

only understandable across cultures, but by nature intangible and so not zero-sum.  This in turn 
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opens the door for an innovative search for positive-sum options for addressing the needs of both 

sides in the integrative stage. 

 

Through the persistent use of this framework we seem to have mastered the ARI part of the 

equation; we have not found it difficult to bring the parties to consensus on how to settle and 

transform complex conflicts. However it seems the greater challenge comes in adequate planning 

and sustained action for implementation –  the final A (as we understand, Rothman's related 

methodology of Action Evaluation was specifically developed to address this limitation, see part 

two of this book). Action plans were often not accomplished, for one or both of two reasons – 

because of lack of financial or human volunteer resources, or because the obstacles to translating 

action commitments back to the realities of complex societal conflicts were not adequately 

anticipated and prepared for. For example, in the case of the Peru-Ecuador conflict, the fourth 

workshop was largely dedicated to securing funds to help foster economic development within 

the border region. But it failed in its attempt to involve civil society organizations both in 

monitoring implementation, and in securing funds from international NGOs for the development 

of this neglected region. The attitude of both the governments and potential funders was like 

saying thanks Grupo Maryland for the good services in getting the peace agreement completed 

and now it’s time for governments to take over. 

 

Among the lessons learnt we should mention the need of flexibility in the use of ARIA, given the 

need to adapt it to different cultural contexts and to build on existing cultural and individual 

strengths. While starting two decades ago with a rather rigid approach to the conduct of the four 

stages, we have now highlighted the spirit of each stage, not necessarily regimented by the use of 
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particular techniques. For example, in the Lesotho case, we found that finding reconciliation and 

forgiveness were often as much or more highly prized than more practical agreements on how to 

address specific needs and resolve competing demands. Where the sense of shared identity 

between or among parties in conflict is strong, reconciliation can set the ground for renewed 

commitment and energy for the community to work together in addressing a broad range of 

issues and needs in a sustained manner without formal agreements being required. In this 

context, ARIA can be modified so that in the reflexive phase we support the Partners in 

reflecting together in one group, so that each can acknowledge to all their (or their group’s) 

contribution to the problem – in hindsight recognizing what they may have said or done 

differently, or avoided saying or doing, that may have helped create a better outcome. Once all 

have stepped from blame into self-responsibility in this way, and then (through the integrative 

stage) have found consensus on how to resolve the issues, the Partners can be asked if they are 

willing to forgive the mistakes that have been acknowledged and open a new, forward-looking 

chapter for their shared community, This is generally given and can be celebrated according to 

local tradition. 

 

A further lesson learned relates to the importance of two preliminary stages to ARIA: trust and 

skills building. As much as we are tempted to proceed straight into problem solving, we need to 

have the right atmosphere and some tools to maximize the chances of consensus building on as 

many innovative options for addressing the issues as possible, and to build a foundation for 

transforming the relationship between the parties from polarization and blame to mutual 

understanding and long-term partnership with the capacity to address future disputes without 

violence or outside support for finding common ground 
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Another issue we have confronted is that, while in the way it was originally designed, ARIA 

works best in dyadic conflicts, in more and more of the intra-state conflicts, we are facing multi-

sectoral concerns, such as conflicts related to common-pool resources and environmental 

degradation. How to adapt, for instance, the adversarial stage to more than two Partners? We 

confronted a situation like that in the Galapagos Islands, where the original Partners in Conflict 

were defined as the environmentalists and the fishermen. And yet we found among the 

participants the tourist guides and the National Park Guards. We divided them each into two 

groups, who joined the original two. Simulating to be fisherman or environmentalists did not 

pose a difficult undertaking for them, and the process benefitted from the perspectives they 

brought to the process. And yet, this “out of the box” arrangement is not necessarily the best in 

all multi-party situations, and more research for conflicts with multiple actors is required.  

 

Another adaptation we have used in dealing with multiple parties, is to conduct the adversarial 

phase as a round, where each party in turn speaks their mind on what has been happening in the 

conflict situation and what is behind it, allowing all perspectives to be expressed but without 

actual debate. This has worked best in situations where (as in the Lesotho case) the underlying 

sense of shared identity is still strong. An alternative we have had success with, is where the 

multiple parties are the result of fracturing within each of two major parties, as has happened in 

working between Palestinians and Israelis, for example. In this case, we can bring together the 

factions of one party first, using the ARIA process to help them find common ground, so that 

there is a foundation for them to work together in choosing and legitimizing representatives of 

their shared community to engage the other party in ways that can be accepted by both factions. 
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We continue to work with ARIA, as recently in preparing the ground for nonviolent democratic 

transition in Egypt through the Arab Spring, or as currently used in the first steps of a Cuba/USA 

academic diplomacy process in which experts on each other’s’ country – including former 

ambassadors and national security officers now in academia – are building up consensus on the 

issues that separate their respective governments. With more experimentation, our expectation is 

that ARIA will continue to be refined and adapted to meet the requirements for conflict 

transformation across an increasing diversity of changing environmental, cultural and political 

contexts. 
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