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INTRODUCTION 

Before discussing how the field of contem
porary conflict resolution (CR) has evolved 
and continues to evolve, we must consider 
different views of its parameters and of the 
major realms it encompasses. This is needed 
because consensus about those characteristics 
is lacking. For some workers in the field, the 
term refers essentially to a specific kind of 
work, for example, engaging in mediation in 
a particular manner. For many other conflict 
resolvers, it refers to ways of settling or ending 
conflicts that entail joint efforts to reach 
mutually acceptable agreements. For still oth
ers, conflict resolution is a Weltanschauung 
that can apply to all stages of conflicts, 
and encompasses relatively constructive ways 
of conducting and transfonning conflicts 
and then maintaining secure and equitable 
relations. A very broad conception of CR is 
adopted here, which facilitates discussing the 
changing conceptions of the field as it evolves. 

Conflict resolution relates to all domains of 
conflicts, whether within or between families, 

organizations, COillIDunltles, or countries. 
Workers in the CR field differ in the degree 
to which they focus on theory, research, 
or practice, attending to a single domain 
or to a wide range of arenas. This chapter 
emphasizes large-scale conflicts, within and 
among societies, but conflict resolution work 
in all arenas is recognized. 

CR workers often stress that the field 
incorporates conflict applications as well as 
academic theorizing and researching. Indeed, 
the changing interplay among these realms is 
quite important in the evolution of the field. 
Therefore, each realm: theory, research, and 
practice, and their relations are discussed at 
the outset of this chapter. 

Theory building in CR, as in other social 
science disciplines, varies in range and to 
the degree that it is inductive or deductive. 
Some theories refer to limited conflict arenas 
or to particular conflict stages, while some 
purport to provide a general understanding 
of a wide range of conflicts in their entire 
course; but there is no consensus about 
any comprehensive theory of social conflicts 
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and their resolution. There is, nevertheless, 
general agreement that conflicts can be man
aged better than they often are. This view 
may entail a vision of a harmonious world 
or it may entail only the belief that terribly 
destructive conflicts often can be avoided or 
at least limited. 

Considerable agreement exists about par
ticular conflict processes and empirical gener
alizations, as noted in this Handbook. Without 
a comprehensive theory, however, inconsis
tencies among various generalizations and 
propositions are not reconciled. Moreover, 
without a comprehensive theory or theories 
of a middle range, it is difficult to know 
under what specific conditions a particular 
social process or empirical generalization is 
or is not operative, and difficult to focus the 
application of such knowledge on practice. 
On the other hand, the more general and 
necessarily abstract theories about social 
conflicts lack the precision needed for reliable 
applications. Despite these considerations, 
empirical generalizations and knowledge of 
relevant conflict processes can be useful 
guides to effective actions that minimize 
the destructiveness of conflicts, if used in 
conjunction with good information about 
them. 

The realm of practice includes actions 
that particular persons or groups undertake 
to affect the course of conflicts, applying 
their understanding of CR methods. For the 
purposes of this chapter, practice also includes 
actions taken by persons unwittingly applying 
CR, such as in the work of many traditional 
mediators. Because of their relevance to CR 
theory and research, practice will also include 
the actions of persons and groups that are 
inconsistent with good CR principles and 
methods. The experiences and consequences 
of acting contrary to CR ideas provide 
the appropriate comparisons to assess the 
effectiveness ofadhering to conflict resolution 
ideas. Practice, in this broad sense, provides 
much of the data for conflict resolution 
research and theory building. The data may 
be case studies of peace negotiations or 
quantitative analyses of mediations or of 
crises, as discussed in other chapters. 

Finally, the realm of research includes 
the analyses that help test deductive theory 
and are the bases for inductive theory 
building. Furthermore, analysis is an integral 
part of good conflict resolution applications. 
Every conflict is unique in some ways, but 
like some other contlicts in certain ways; 
determining how a conflict is like and unlike 
other conflicts helps decide what would be 
appropriate actions. Good analysis of the 
conflict in which a practitioner is engaged 
or is considering entering, whether as a 
partisan or as an intermediary, helps determine 
which strategy and tactics are likely to be 
effective. Significantly, research assessing the 
consequences of various CR methods is now 
underway and increasing. 

PERIODS OF CONFLICT RESOLUTION 
EVOLUTION 

Since humans have always waged conflicts, 
humans have also always engaged in var
ious ways to end them. Often, one side 
coercively imposes its will upon the other 
side, sometimes violently, and thus terminates 
a conflict. Within every society, however, 
many other ways of settling fights have 
long been practiced, including various forms 
of mediation or adjudication. Even between 
opposing societies, negotiations have been 
used throughout history to reach agreements 
regarding issues of contention between them. 

Contemporary CR differs in several ways 
from many traditional conflict resolution 
methods. The differences include the CR 
emphasis upon conflict processes that gener
ate solutions yielding some mutual gains for 
the opposing sides. In addition, the contempo
rary CR approach builds on academic research 
and theorizing, as well as traditional and 
innovative practices. It tends to stress relying 
minimally, if at all, on violence in waging 
and settling conflicts. Finally, it tends to 
emphasize the role of external intermediaries 
in the ending of conflicts. 

The breadth and diversity of the con
temporary CR field is a consequence of 
the long history of the field and of the 
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many sources of its present-day character. Its 
contemporary manifestation initially focused 
on stopping violence but it has broadened 
greatly to incorporate building the con
ditions for peace, including post-violence 
reconciliation, enhancing justice, establishing 
conflict management systems, and many 
other issues. Certainly, calls and actions 
for alternatives to war and other violent 
conflict have a long history; major exemplary 
documents, starting from classical Grecian 
times, are available in Chatfield and I1ukhina 
(1994). The time between the American 
and French revolutions and the First World 
War deserve noting, prior to discussing the 
more proximate periods. The revolutions of 
the late 1770s established the importance 
of popular participation in governance and 
of fundamental human rights. Many intel
lectual leaders of that time, particularly in 
Europe and North America, discussed the 
processes and procedures to manage differ
ences and to avoid tyrannies. They include 
Voltaire (1694--1778), Jean Jacques Rousseau 
(1712-1778), Adam Smith (1723-1790), 
Thomas Jefferson (1743-1826), and James 
Madison (1751-1836). The moral and prac
tical issues related to dealing with various 
kinds of conflicts were widely discussed, 
emphasizing the importance of reasoning. 
For example, Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) 
wrote about perpetual peace resulting from 
states being constitutional republics and John 
Stuart Mill (1806-1873) wrote about the 
value of liberty and the free discussion of 
ideas. 

But the path of progress was not smooth; 
wars and oppression obviously were not 
abolished. Many explanations for these social 
ills and ways to overcome them were put 
forward, including the influential work of Karl 
Marx (1818-1883), which emphasized class 
conflict and its particular capitalist manifes
tation. Vladimir Ilyich Lenin (1870-1924) 
elaborated Marxism with his still influential 
analysis of the relationship between capital
ism and imperialism, which generated wars 
and struggles for radical societal transfor
mations. Many other non-Marxist and more 
reformist efforts were undertaken to advance 

justice and oppose war-making, for example, 
by Jane Adams in the United States. 

Finally, during this time, religious thought 
and practice were also developing in ways 
that proved relevant to CR. Pacifist sentiments 
and commitments had long been an element 
of Christianity and other religions, often 
expressed by quiet withdrawal from worldly 
conflicts. During this time, however, various 
forms of engagement became manifest. for 
example, in the anti-war reform efforts of the 
peace societies in North America, Britain, and 
elsewhere in Europe (Brock 1968). 

Mohandas Gandhi, drawing from his Hindu 
traditions and other influences, developed 
a powerful strategy of popular civil dis
obedience, which he called Satyagraha, the 
search for truth (Bondurant 1965). Gandhi, 
after his legal studies in London, went to 
South Africa, where, in the early 1890s, he 
began experimenting with different nonvio
lent ways to counter the severe discrimination 
imposed upon Indians living in South Africa. 
The nonviolent strategies he developed were 
influential for the strategies that the African 
National Congress (ANC) adopted in its 
struggle against Apartheid. 

With this background, we can begin 
examining four major periods in the evolu
tion of contemporary CR: (I) preliminary 
developments, 1914-1945, (2) laying the 
groundwork, 1946-1969, (3) expansion and 
institutionalization, 1970-1989, and (4) dif
fusion and differentiation, since 1989. In the 
last part of this chapter, current issues are 
discussed. 

Preliminary developments, 1914-1945. 
The First World War (1914-1918) destroyed 
many millions oflives and also shattered what 
seemed to have been illusions of international 
proletarian solidarity, of global harmony from 
growing economic interdependence, and of 
rational political leadership. The revulsion 
from the war's mass killings was expressed 
in the growth of pacifist sentiments and 
organizations, in the Dada art movement, 
and in political cynicism. Nevertheless, in 
the United States and in many European 
countries, peace movement organizations 
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renewed their efforts to construct institutions 
to reduce the causes of war and in many 
cases to foster collective security to stop 
wars (Cortright 2008). These efforts pressured 
many governments to establish the League 
of Nations; but the terms of the Versailles 
treaty undercut the League. Similarly, public 
pressures fostered the 1928 Kellogg-Briand 
Pact to outlaw wars; however, to the conster
nation of peace movement organizations, the 
governments failed to take actions consistent 
with the Pact. 

Numerous religious and other nongovern
mental groups had mobilized to stop war
fare; for example, in December 1914, at 
a gathering in Cambridge, England, the inter
faith Fellowship of Reconciliation (FOR) was 
organized; and in 1915, the US FOR was 
founded. In 1919, the International FOR 
(IFOR) was established to foster reconcilia
tion, nonviolence, and to empower youth to 
be peacemakers. The IFOR and other groups 
began to win governmental recognition of the 
right for individuals to refuse military service, 
as conscientious objectors. In the United 
States, these efforts were significantly pursued 
by members of the Jehovah Witness, and 
by traditional peace churches, the Brethren, 
the Mennonites, and the Society of Friends 
(Quakers). 

The worldwide economic depression of the 
1930s, the rise of Fascism in Germany and 
Italy, and the recognition of the totalitarian 
character of Stalinism in the Soviet Union, 
however, made these efforts seem inadequate. 
In any case, in actuality, governments and 
publics tried to deal with conflicts in conven
tional ways to advance their narrow interests 
and relying upon military force. The result was 
the wars in Spain and in China, culminating 
in the horrible disasters of World War II. 

Many societal developments in the period 
between the outbreak of World War I and 
the end of World War II were the precursors 
for contemporary conflict resolution. They 
include research and social innovations that 
pointed to alternative ways of thinking about 
and conducting conflicts, and ending them. 
The variety of sources in the emergence of CR 
resulted in diverse perspectives and concerns 

in the field, which produced continuing 
tensions and disagreements. 

Much scholarly research focused on ana
lyzing violent conflict; it included studies of 
arms races, war frequencies, revolutions, and 
also peace making, for example, by Quincy 
Wright (1942), and Pitirim Sorokin (1925). 
Other research and theorizing examined the 
bases for conflicts generally, as in the work 
on psychological and social psychological 
processes by John Dollard and others (1939). 

Non-rational factors were also recognized 
as important in the outbreak of conflicts. 
Research on these matters examined scape
goating and other kinds of displaced feel
ings, susceptibility to propaganda, and the 
attributes of leaders who manipulated polit
ical symbols (Lasswell 1935, 1948). These 
phenomena were evident in various social 
movements and their attendant conflicts. For 
some analysts, the rise of Nazism in Germany 
exemplified the workings of these factors. 

Conflicts with non-rational components 
may erupt and be exacerbated in varying 
degrees by generating misunderstandings and 
unrelated concerns. In some ways, however, 
the non-rational aspects of many conflicts 
can make them susceptible to control and 
solution, if the source of displaced feelings 
are understood and corrected. The human 
relations approach to industrial conflict is 
built on this assumption (Roethlisberger 
et al. 1939). Other research about industrial 
organizations stressed the way struggles based 
on differences of interest could be controlled 
by norms and structures, if asymmetries in 
power were not too large. The experience 
with regulated collective bargaining provided 
a model for this possibility, as exemplified in 
the United States, with the establishment of 
the National Labor Relations Board in 1942. 
Mary Parker Follett (1942) influentially wrote 
about negotiations that would produce mutual 
benefits. 

Laying the groundwork, 1946-1969. 
Between 1946 and 1969, many developments 
provided the materials with which contempo
rary CR was built. Many governmental and 
nongovernmental actions were undertaken to 

...
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prevent future wars by building new transna
tional institutions and fostering reconciliation 
between former enemies. Globally, this was 
evident in the establishment of the United 
Nations (UN), the United Nations Educa
tional, Scientific, and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO), the International Monetary Fund, 
and the World Bank. Regionally, such efforts 
were most notable in Europe. A prime 
example is the European Coal and Steel 
Community, which was established in 1952 
and was the forerunner of the European 
Union. In 1946, in Caux, Switzerland, a 
series of conferences began to be held to 
bring together persons, from countries and 
communities that had been in intense conflict, 
for mutual understanding and forgiveness; 
this nongovernmental endeavor was inspired 
by Moral Re-Armament (Henderson 1996). 

The developments also included numerous 
wars and crises associated with the global 
Cold War and the national liberation struggles 
of the de-colonization process. Those conflicts 
generated traumas that were a source of 
more violence, but, if managed well, some 
offered hope that conflicts could be con
trolled (Wallensteen 20(2). For example, the 
outbreak of the Cuban Missile Crisis was 
a frightening warning about the risks of a 
nuclear war, and its settlement an example of 
effective negotiation. Also, high-level, non
official, regular meetings of the Pugwash 
and the Dartmouth conferences, starting in 
1957 and 1960, respectively, greatly aided 
the Soviet-American negotiations about arms 
control. 

Indian independence from Britain was 
achieved in 1947, following many years 
of nonviolent resistance, led by Mohandas 
Gandhi. The Satyagraha campaigns and 
related negotiations influentially modeled 
methods of constructive escalation. The 
strategies of nonviolent action and associated 
negotiations were further developed in the 
civil rights struggles in the United States dur
ing the 1960s. For many academic analysts, 
the value of conflicts to bring about desirable 
social change was evident, but the dangers of 
failure and counterproductive consequences 
also became evident. 

Many scholarly endeavors during this 
period helped provide the bases for the 
evolution of contemporary CR (Stephenson 
2(08). In the 1950s and I960s. particularly in 
the United States, the research and theorizing 
was intended to contribute to preventing 
a devastating war, perhaps a nuclear war. 
Many academics consciously tried to build a 
broad, interdisciplinary, cooperative endeavor 
to apply the social sciences so as to overcome 
that threat. Several clusters of scholars under
took projects with perspectives that differed 
from the prevailing international relations 
"realist" approach. 

The Center for Advanced Study in the 
Behavioral Sciences (CASBS), at Stanford, 
California, played a catalytic role in the 
emergence of what was to be the contem
porary CR field (Harty and Modell 1991). 
CASBS was designed to foster major new 
undertakings in the behavioral sciences. In 
its first year of operation, 1954-55, several 
scholars were invited who reinforced each 
other's work related to the emerging field 
of CR; they included: Herbert Kelman, 
Kenneth E. Boulding, Anatol Rapoport, 
Harold Laswell, Ludwig von Bertalanffy, and 
Stephan Richardson. Kelman brought some 
issues of the mimeographed newsletter, The 
Bulletin of Research Exchange Prevention of 
War, which was begun in 1952, under the 
editorship of Arthur Gladstone. Richardson 
brought microfilm copies of the then unpub
lished work of his father, Lewis F. Richardson 
(1960); is statistical analyses of arms races 
and wars was influential in stimulating such 
research. 

After their CASBS year, Boulding, 
Rapoport, and von Bertalanffy returned to 
the University of Michigan; and joined with 
many other academics to begi n The Journal of 
Conflict Resolution in 1957, as the successor 
to the Bulletin. Then, in 1959, they and 
others established the Center for Research 
on Conflict Resolution at the University of 
Michigan. Robert C. Angell was the first 
director, succeeded by Boulding. 

Scholars at the Center and in other 
institutions published a variety of works 
that might contribute to developing a 
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comprehensive inter-disciplinary theoretical 
analysis of conflicts. Such works were 
authored by Boulding (1962), Coser (1956), 
Lentz (1955), and Schelling (1960). Other 
works focused on particular phases of con
flicts, such as those written by Karl Deutsch 
and associates (1957), about the formation 
of security communities between countries. 
Ernest B. Haas (1958) analyzed the European 
Coal and Steel Community as an example of 
functionalism, how international cooperation 
in one functional area can foster increased 
cooperation and integration in other areas, an 
idea developed by David Mitrany (1948). 

Influential research and theorizing exam
ined the bases for conflicts generally, for 
example, the work on psychological and 
social psychological processes (Lewin 1948) 
and the functions of social conflict (Coser 
1956). More specifically, analyses were done 
about the military industrial complex in the 
USA and elsewhere (Mills 1956; Pilusik and 
Hayden 1965; Senghaas 1970). 

Numerous research projects were under
taken, varyingly part of a shared endeavor. 
They included the collection and analyses 
of quantitative data about interstate wars, 
notably the Correlates ofWar project, initiated 
in 1963, under the leadership of 1. David 
Singer, also at the University of Michigan. 
The logic of game theory and the experimental 
research based on it has also contributed 
to CR, showing how individually rational 
conduct can be collectively self-defeating 
(Rapoport 1960, 1966). 

Related work was conducted at a few other 
universities. At Stanford, Robert C. North led 
a project examining why some international 
conflicts escalated to wars and others did not. 
At Northwestern, Richard Snyder analyzed 
foreign policy decision-making and Harold 
Guetzkow developed computerized models 
and human-machine simulations to study and 
to teach about international behavior. A great 
variety of work was done by academics 
in other institutions, including research and 
theorizing about ways conflicting relations 
could be overcome and mutually beneficial 
outcomes achieved, for example, by forming 
superordinate goals, as discussed by Muzafer 

Sherif (1966) and by Graduated Reciprocation 
in Tension-Reduction (GRIT), as advocated 
by Charles E. Osgood (1962). 

CR centers in Europe took a somewhat 
different course. Most began and have contin
ued to emphasize peace and conflict research, 
which often had direct policy relevance. 
Many centers were not based in colleges 
or universities, receiving institutional support 
and research grants from their respective 
governments and from foundations. The first 
such center, the International Peace Research 
Institute (PRIO), was established in Oslo, 
Norway in 1959, with lohan Galtung as 
Director for its first ten years. Galtung founded 
the foumat of Peace Research at PRIO 
in 1964, and in 1969 he was appointed 
Professor of Conflict and Peace Research at 
the University of Oslo. His work was highly 
influential, not only in the Nordic countries, 
but also throughout the world; for example. his 
analysis of structural violence was important 
in the conflict analysis and resolution field in 
Europe and in the economically underdevel
oped world (Galtung 1969). 

In Sweden, the Stockholm International 
Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) began opera
tions in 1966 (see anniversary.sipri.orglbook/ 
book_html/intro/introduction). Its establish
ment followed years of discussion in the 
Swedish Government and Parliament and 
Swedish universities and research institutes. 
Two security issues were matters of high pri
ority: the uncontroversial policy of neutrality 
and the decision on whether or not to acquire 
nuclear weapons. Alva Myrdal was Sweden's 
chief disarmament negotiator and urged the 
government to produce more information 
and analyses relevant to disarmament. She 
and her husband Gunnar Myrdal pushed 
for the establishment of a research center 
that would gather such material and make 
it available. SIPRI was established with 
governmental support and it began to publish 
the vitally significant SIPRIYearbook ofWorld 
Armaments and Disarmament. 

In 1968, Swisspeace was founded in Bern, 
Switzerland to promote independent action
oriented peace research. Also in 1968, the 
Centre for Intergroup Studies was established 



21 THE EVOLUTION OF CONFLICT RESOLUTION 

in Capetown, South Africa, which became a 
channel for meetings between meetings of 
ANC officials and Africaan leaders (van der 
Merwe 1989). 

Some academics began to apply their CR 
ideas to ongoing conflicts; for example, they 
conducted problem-solving workshops with 
officials, or often with non-officials, from 
countries in conflict. Thus, John W. Burton, 
in 1965, organized such a productive work
shop with representatives from Malaysia, 
Indonesia, and Singapore. Burton, who had 
held important offices in the Australian 
government, including Secretary of External 
Affairs, had established the Centre for the 
Analysis of Conflict, at the University of 
London, in 1963. The workshop was an effort 
to apply the ideas he and his associates 
were developing as an alternative to the 
conventional international relations approach 
(Fisher 1997). 

Finally, we should note the development 
of professional CR networks in the form of 
national and international associations. Thus, 
in 1963, the Peace Science Society (Inter
national) was founded with the leadership 
of Walter Isard. In 1964, the International 
Peace Research Association was founded 
in London, having developed from a 1963 
meeting in Switzerland, which was organized 
by the Quaker International Conferences and 
Seminars. 

Expansion and institutionalization 
1970-1989 
The years 1970-1989 include three distinctive 
international environments. Early in the 
1970s, the Cold War became more managed, 
a variety of arms control agreements between 
the USA and the USSR were reached 
and detente led to more cultural exchanges 
between the people of the two countries. 
Furthermore, steps toward the nonnalization 
of US relations with the People's Republic 
of China were taken. However, at the end of 
the 1970s, US-Soviet antagonism markedly 
rose, triggered by the Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan and intensified during the first 
administration of Ronald Reagan. Finally, 
in 1985, Mikhail Gorbachev was chosen to 

lead the Soviet Union, which accelerated the 
Soviet transformation that resulted in the end 
of the Cold War in 1989. 

Within the United States and many other 
countries around the world, the civil rights 
struggle and the women's, student, environ
mental, anti-Vietnam war, and other social 
movements reflected and magnified the power 
of nongovernmental actors. These phenomena 
appeared to many people to demonstrate that 
conflict was a way to advance justice and 
equality, and improve the human condition. 
Importantly, these struggles also revealed how 
conflicts could be conducted constructively, 
often with little violence. The CR field's 
evolution was affected by these international 
and national developments, and at times 
affected them as well. 

Interestingly, the period of rapid CR 
expansion and institutionalization began in 
the 1970s, at a time when many of the pioneers 
in CR in the United States had become 
disappointed with what had been achieved 
during the 1950s and 1960s (Boulding 1978; 
Harty and Modell 1991). Many of them 
felt that too little progress had been made 
in developing a comprehensive agreed-upon 
theory of conflicts and their resolution. 
Moreover, funds to sustain research and 
professional activities were inadequate, and 
academic resistance to CR remained strong. 
All this was exemplified in the 1971 decision 
by the University of Michigan trustees to 
close the Center for Research on Conflict 
Resolution. 

The improvement in the fortunes of the CR 
field in the 1970s and 1980s was spurred by 
the great increase in a variety of CR practices 
in the United States. Alternative dispute 
resolution (ADR) practices quickly expanded. 
partly as a result of the increase in litigation 
and court congestion in the 1970s and the 
increased attraction of non-adversarial ways 
of handling disputes. Community dispute 
resolution centers with volunteer mediators 
were established across the country. 

The productive US mediation in the Middle 
East in the 1970s, by national security adviser 
and then secretary of state Henry Kissinger 
and by President Jimmy Carter, raised 
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the visibility and increased the confidence 
in the potentialities of such undertakings. 
During the 1970s and 1980s, numerous 
interactive problem-solving workshops were 
conducted by John W. Burton, Leonard Doob, 
Herbert C. Kelman, Edward E. Azar, 
Ronald J. Fisher, and other academically 
based persons; the workshops related to 
conflicts in Northern Ireland, Cyprus, the 
Middle East, and elsewhere. In addition, 
NGOs were founded in this period that con
ducted training, consultations, and workshops 
relating to large-scale conflicts. 

Many professional associations in the 
social science disciplines established sections 
related to peace and conflict studies, in 
response to the escalating war in Vietnam and 
the intensified Cold War. These have con
tinued and in many cases have incorporated 
the CR approach as it rose in salience and 
relevance. 

Academic and non-academic books and 
articles continued to be published along 
the lines of research and theory begun 
earlier. Some of these works developed 
fundamental ideas about the possibilities of 
waging conflicts constructively, as in the 
social psychological research (Deutsch 1973). 
Analyses were also made of the ways that 
conflicts de-escalated, as well as escalated, 
and how even seemingly intractable conflicts 
could become transformed and cooperative 
relations established (Axelrod 1984; Curle 
1971; Kriesberg 1973; Kriesberg, et al. 1989; 
Sharp 1973). 

During this period, the increase in writing 
about negotiation and mediation is particu
larly striking, reflecting the expansion ofthese 
activities within the now fast-growing field of 
CR. The book, Getting to YES. by Roger Fisher 
and William Ury (1981), was and remains 
highly popular and influential, explaining how 
to negotiate without giving in and moreover 
how to gain mutual benefits. Many other 
analyses of the different ways negotiations are 
done in diverse settings were published, with 
implications for reaching agreements that 
strengthen relations between the negotiating 
sides; (see, for example, Gulliver 1979; Rubin 
and Brown 1975; Strauss 1978; Zartman 

1978; Zartman and Berman 1982). Mediation 
was also the subject of research and theoriz
ing, often with implications for the effective 
practice of mediation (Moore 1986). Much 
research was based on case studies (Kolb 
1983; Rubin 1981; Susskind 1987; Touval and 
Zartman 1985), but quantitative data were also 
analyzed (Bercovitch 1986). 

DUling the 1970s and 1980s, CR took 
great strides in becoming institutionalized 
within colleges and universities, government 
agencies, and the corporate and nongovern
mental world. The William and Flora Hewlett 
Foundation contributed greatly to this devel
opment, expansion, and institutionalization of 
the field. William Hewlett, the founding chair
man of the Foundation, and Roger Heyns, 
who became its first president in 1977, shared 
a commitment to develop more constructive 
ways to resolve conflicts (Kovick 2005). This 
was evident in the Foundation's support for 
new decision-making models in regard to 
environmental issues beginning in 1978 and 
in joining with the Ford, MacArthur, and other 
foundations to establish the National Institute 
of Dispute Resolution in 1981. Then, in 
1984, the Foundation launched a remarkable 
field-building strategy, providing long-term 
grants in support of CR theory, practice, and 
infrastructure. Bob Barrett, the first program 
officer, began to implement the strategy, 
identifying the persons and organizations 
to be recruited and awarded grants. The 
first theory center grant was made in 1984 
to the Harvard Program on Negotiation, a 
consortium of the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, Tufts University, and Harvard 
University. In the same year, it initiated pub
lication of the Negotiation Journal. In 1985, 
Hewlett grants were made to start centers at 
the Universities of Hawaii, Michigan, and 
Minnesota; in 1986, Hewlett-funded centers 
began at Northwestern, Rutgers, Syracuse, 
and Wisconsin Universities, and then at 
George Mason University in 1987. By the end 
of 1994, 18 centers had begun to be funded. 
Practitioner organizations in the environment, 
community, and in many other sectors 
were also awarded grants. The infrastructure 
for the field was strengthened, primarily 

l 



23 THE EVOLUTION OF CONFLICT RESOLUTION 

by supporting professional organizations. In 
1985, Hewlett began providing funding to 
the Society for Professionals in Dispute 
Resolution (SPlDR) and to the National 
Conference on Peacemaking and Conflict 
Resolution (NCPCR), and went on to support 
many other professional CR associations. 

The establishment of graduate programs in 
CR in the [980s and 1990s was also spurred by 
the rising demand for training in negotiation 
and mediation. MA degree programs were 
instituted in several universities, including the 
Eastern Mennonite University, the University 
of Denver, the University of Notre Dame, and 
Wayne State University. Many universities 
began to offer educational concentrations in 
conflict resolution, often issuing certificates 
in conjunction with PhD or other gradu
ate degrees; this was the case at Cornell 
University, Fordham University, The Johns 
Hopkins University School of Advanced 
International Studies, Syracuse University, 
and the Universities of Colorado, Hawaii at 
Manoa, and New Hampshire. A major PhD 
program in CR was established at George 
Mason University in 1987; yet since then only 
two other PhD programs have been instituted 
in the USA, at Nova Southeastern University 
and at the University of Massachusetts at 
Amherst. 

Several other kinds of independent centers 
were also established in the United States, 
during the 1980s, to carry out a variety 
of CR applications. In 1982, fonner US 
President Jimmy Carter and former First Lady 
Rosalynn Carter founded the Carter Center, 
based in Atlanta, Georgia. The Center's activ
ities include mediating conflicts, overseeing 
elections, and fighting disease worldwide. 
Also in 1982, Search for Common Ground 
(SFCG) was founded in Washington, DC, 
funded by foundations and nongovernmental 
organizations. It conducts a wide range of 
activities to transfonn the way conflicts are 
waged around the world, from adversarial 
ways to collaborative problem-solving meth
ods. Significantly, after long Congressional 
debates and public campaigns, the United 
States Institute of Peace Act was passed and 
signed into law by President Ronald Reagan 

in 1984. The Institute was opened in 1986, and 
includes programs of education, of research 
grants and fellowship awards, and of policy
related meetings and analytical reports. 

In Europe, too, many new CR centers 
were founded, but with somewhat different 
orientations. Generally designated as peace 
and conflict research centers, they were more 
directed at international affairs, more closely 
related to economic and social development 
and more linked to government policies, 
as well as to peace movements in some 
instances. The international and societal 
contexts for the European centers were also 
different than those for the American CR 
organizations. The 1969 electoral victory of 
the Social Democratic party (SPD) in West 
Germany had important CR implications. 
Under the leadership of Chancellor Willy 
Brandt, a policy that recognized East German 
and East European realities was undertaken; 
this "Ost-Politik" entailed more East-West 
interactions. 

In 1975, after long negotiations, the 
representatives of the 35 countries in the 
Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe (CSCE) signed the Helsinki Accords. 
The agreement entailed a trade-off between 
the Soviet Union and the Western countries. 
The Soviets achieved recognition of the 
permanence of the border changes following 
World War II, when the Polish borders 
were shifted westward, incorporating part of 
Germany and the Soviet borders were shifted 
westward incorporating part of Poland. In a 
kind of exchange, the Soviets agreed to rec
ognize fundamental human rights, including 
greater freedom for its citizens to leave the 
Soviet Union. 

The new Gennan government moved 
quickly to help establish independent 
peace and conflict institutes, for example, 
the Hessische Stiftung Friedens und 
Konfliktforschung (HSFK) was founded 
in Frankfurt in 1970. Additional peace and 
conflict institutes were established in other 
European countries, including the Tampere 
Peace Research Institute, which was founded 
by the Finnish Parliament in 1969 and 
opened in 1970. The Danish Parliament 
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established the Copenhagen Peace Research 
Institute (CaPRI) as an independent institute 
in 1985. 

In the early 1970s, peace and conflict chairs 
and programs began to be established in more 
European universities; for example, in 1973. 
the Department of Peace Studies was opened 
at the University of Bradford in the United 
Kingdom. In 1971, a university-based center 
emerged at Uppsala University, in Sweden, 
which soon began teaching undergraduate 
students; in 1981, the Dag Hammarskjold 
Peace Chair was established and after Peter 
Wallensteen was appointed the chair in 1985, 
a PhD program was begun in 1986. 

The research and theorizing in these 
European centers were undertaken to have 
policy implications for nongovernmental as 
well as governmental actors (Senghaas 1970). 
The Arbeitsstelle Friedensforschung Bonn 
(AFB) or Peace Research Information Unit 
(PRIU) was established in 1984 to provide 
information about peace research findings in 
forms that were accessible and relevant to 
government officials. 

The International Institute of Applied Sys
tems Analysis (HASA) was created in 1973 
in Laxenburg, Austria, as an international 
think-tank to bridge Cold War differences. 
Subsequently, in the 1980s, the Processes of 
International Negotiation (PIN) Project was 
launched at nASA to develop and propagate 
knowledge about negotiation (Kremenyuk 
1991; Mautner-Markhof 1989; Zartman and 
Faure 2005). PIN brought together a group of 
six European scholars and diplomats and two 
(later one) Americans. It was initially funded 
by the Carnegie Corporation and then for ten 
years by the Hewlett Foundation. 

The work of peace researchers in Denmark, 
West Germany, and other European centers 
significantly contributed to ending the Cold 
War (Evangelista 1999; Kriesberg 1992). The 
researchers analyzed the military structures 
and doctrines of NATO and reported on how 
the Warsaw Pact Soviet forces were arrayed 
to ensure that a war, if it came, would 
be carried forward against the enemy, and 
not have their forces fall back to fight the 
war in their homeland. At the same time, 

the NATO forces were also structured to 
quickly advance eastward, to avoid fighting on 
West European territories. Each side, studying 
the other side's military preparations, could 
reasonably believe that the other side was 
planning an aggressive war (Tiedtke 1980). 
The peace researchers developed possible 
ways to construct an alternative military 
posture, which would be clearly defensive, 
a non-provocative defense (Komitee fUr 
Grundrechte und Democratie1982). They 
communicated their findings to officials on 
both sides of the Cold War, and received 
an interested hearing from Soviet officials, 
in the Mikhail Gorbachev government. Gor
bachev undertook a restructuring of Soviet 
forces and adopted some of the language of 
the peace researchers. These developments 
helped convince the US government and other 
governments in NATO of the reality of a 
Soviet transformation. 

Institutions providing training in CR 
methods as well as engaging in mediation 
and dialogue facilitation continued to be 
established in other countries in the world. 
For example, in Kenya, the Nairobi Peace 
Initiative-Africa (NPI-Africa) was founded 
in 1984 and conducts such activities in East, 
Central and West Africa. The increasing CR 
activities throughout the world are discussed 
in the next section. 

Diffusion and differentiation, 1990-2008. 
The world environment was profoundly 
changed by the ending of the Cold War in 
1989 and the dissolution of the Soviet Union 
in 1991. With the end of the Cold War, the 
UN was better able to take actions to stop 
conflicts from escalating destructively, and 
consequently wars that had been perpetuated 
as proxy wars were settled. Many other devel
opments contribute to limiting destructive 
international and domestic conflicts. These 
include the increasing economic integration 
of the world and the intensification of 
global communications. The developments 
also include the growing adherence to norms 
protecting human rights, the increasing num
ber of democratic countries, the growing 
engagement of women in governance, and the 



THE EVOLUTION OF CONFLICT RESOLUTION 2S 

increasing attention to feminist perspectives. 
FinaIly, transnational social movements and 
organizations increased in number and level 
of engagements. All these developments 
contributed to greater resistance in allowing 
destructive conflicts to arise and persist 
(Kriesberg 2007). 

Indeed, since 1989, international wars 
declined in number and magnitude (Eriksson 
and Wallensteen 2004; Human Security Cen
tre 2005; MarshaIl and Gurr 2005). Civil 
wars, after the spike of wars in 1990-1991 
associated with the breakup of the Soviet 
Union, also declined. Since the end of the Cold 
War, many large-scale conflicts, which had 
been waged for very many years, were settled 
by negotiated agreements (Wallensteen 2002). 
Of course, all destructive conflicts were 
not ended; some continued and new ones 
erupted. 

The September II, 200 I attacks carried 
out by Al Qaeda against the United States 
and the subsequent wars in Afghanistan 
and Iraq may seem to have marked the 
beginning of a new world system in which 
terrorist attacks, violent repressions, and 
profound religious and ethnic antagonisms 
were intensifying and spreading. These new 
destructive conflicts are, to some degree, 
the consequence of some of the global 
developments noted above. Some social 
groups feel harmed or humiliated by the new 
developments and, using particular elements 
of them, fought against other elements. This 
is illustrated by the increase in religious mil
itancy within Islam, Hinduism, Judaism, and 
Christiani ty. 

The CR field has been deeply affected by 
these many developments, but it also impacts 
on them. The CR field affects the way various 
conflicts are conducted and contributes to the 
increase in peaceful accommodations in the 
1990s and beyond. The witting and unwitting 
rejection of the CR approach by leaders of 
Al Qaeda, and in some ways the response 
of leaders in President George W. Bush's 
administration, have exacerbated erupting 
conflicts, increasing their destructiveness and 
duration. These complex matters cannot be 
fully explored in this chapter, but they provide 

the context for the observations that will be 
made regarding the ongoing evolution of the 
CR approach. 

Beginning in the )990s, the practice of CR 
grew in its established arenas and expanded 
into new spheres of work. More specialized 
applications and research activities became 
evident, for example, in the publication 
of International Negotiation by the Johns 
Hopkins Washington Interest in Negotiation 
Group. In addition, external interventions 
and negotiated agreements increased, end
ing many protracted international and civil 
conflicts. Even after violence was stopped 
or a negotiated agreement was reached, the 
frequent recurrence of wars made evident 
the need for external intervention to sustain 
agreements. Governments and IGOs were 
not fully prepared and lacked the capacity 
to manage the multitude of problems that 
followed the end of hostilities. They increas
ingly employed nongovernmental organiza
tions to carry out some of the needed work 
of humanitarian relief, institution building, 
protection of human rights, and training in 
conflict resolution skills. The number and 
scope of NGOs working on such matters grew 
quickly, many of them applying various CR 
methods. 

Some of the CR methods that had been 
developed earlier to help prepare adversaries 
for de-escalating steps began to be employed 
at the later phases of conflicts as well. 
These include small workshops, dialogue 
circles, and training to improve capacities 
to negotiate and mediate. Such practices 
helped avert a renewal of vicious fights by 
fostering accommodations, and even recon
ciliation at various levels of the antagonistic 
sides. Government officials have become 
more attentive to the significance of non
governmental organizations and grassroots 
engagement in managing conflicts and in 
peace-building, matters that have always been 
important in the CR field. 

Concurrent with these applied CR devel
opments, numerous publications described. 
analyzed, and assessed these applications. 
An important development, linking theory 
and applied work, is the assessment of 
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practItIOner undertakings. A growing body 
of empirically grounded assessments of CR 
applications examine what kinds of inter
ventions, by various groups. have diverse 
consequences (Anderson and Olson 2003; 
O'Leary and Bingham 2003). 

A growing literature focuses on post
agreement problems and solutions. relating to 
external intervention and institution building 
(Paris 2004; Stedman et al. 2002). The role of 
public engagement and attention to participa
tory governance has also increased in the CR 
approach. Another trend is greater attention 
to conflict prevention and to establishing 
new systems of participatory governance 
to minimize unproductive and destructive 
conflict. These developments are related to 
the growing view that conihct transformation 
is central to the field of CR (Botes 2003; 
Kriesberg 2006; Lederach 1997). 

The period sincel989 is characterized by 
worldwide CR diffusion and great expansion. 
The diffusion is not in one direction; rather. 
ideas and practices from each part of the 
world influence the ideas and practices in 
other regions. Analyses and reports about CR 
methods and approaches in diverse cultures 
increased. for example. in African and Arab 
societies (Malan 1997; Salem 1997). More
over, more and more organizations function as 
transnational units, with members from sev
eral countries. For example, the PIN Project, 
associated with IIASA gave rise in tum to 
national networks, such as Groupe Fran9ais de 
Negociation (GFN) (Faure et al. 2000 Faure 
2005; Zartman and Faure 2005), FinnPIN, 
and the Negociation Biennale (Dupont 2007). 
as well as to negotiation courses in as 
diverse places as the Catholic University of 
Louvain and Foreman Christian College in 
Lahore (Kremenyuk 1991; Zartman 2(05). 
The Loccum Academy and the Deutschen 
Stiftung Friedensforschung have supported 
CR programs (Hauswedell 2(07), and the 
Bernhein Foundation program at the Free 
University of Brussels has developed a 
teaching, research, and publication program 
(Jaumain and Remade 2(06). 

The Internet provides other ways of 
conducting CR education and training 

transnationally. TRANSCEND. led by 
Johan Galtung, is a prime example of such 
programs (see www.transcend.org).Itis a 
"peace and development network for conflict 
transformation by peaceful means" and it 
operates the Transcend Peace University 
online. The Universitat Oberta de Catalunya, 
based in Barcelona, also offers graduate 
degrees in conflict resolution, also online. In 
addition, some websites provide information 
about various CR methods and approaches 
and analyses of specific conflicts. See, for 
example, www.crinfo.org. The Conflict Reso
lution Information Source; www.beyond 
intractability.org, Beyond Intractability; 
mediate.com, information about resolution, 
training, and mediation; www.c-r.org, Con
ciliation Resources; www.incore.ulst.ac.uk/ 
cds. ethnic conflicts; and www.crisisgroup. 
org, International Crisis Group. 

CR educational programs are being estab
lished in countries around the world. As 
of 2007, 88 graduate programs of some 
kind are active in the United States, but 
PhD programs remain few (Botes 2004; 
Polkinghorn et al. 2007). There has been 
a great increase in certificate programs, 
associated with Law Schools and graduate 
degrees in international relations and public 
administration. CR programs are increasing 
in many countries. In 2007, there were 12 
active programs in England, 4 in Ireland 
and Northern Ireland, 12 in Canada, and 
lOin Australia (Polkinghorn et al. 2007). 
In Latin America, there are more than 25 
certificate mediation training programs, and 
Master Programs in CR in five countries: 
Argentina, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, and 
Mexico (Femenia 2007). 

CR research centers and organizations 
providing CR services are also increasingly 
being established in many countries. For 
example, the African Centre for the Con
structive Resolution of Disputes (ACCORD), 
based in Durban, South Africa, was founded 
in 1991 and operates throughout Africa. 
Academic Associates Peace Works (AAPW) 
was founded in Lagos, Nigeria in 1992 
and under the leadership of Judith Asuni, 
it has conducted very many skills-building 
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workshops as well as mediated conflicts 
throughout Nigeria. 

Beginning in the 1990s, ADR programs 
spread in Latin America and some countries 
refonned their legal systems to include 
mandatory mediation. CR organizations pro
liferated, offering mediation training and 
services to help settle private disputes, for 
example, the Libra Foundation began training 
mediators in Argentina inl991, the Instituto 
Pentano de Resolucion de Conflictos, Nego
ciacion, y Mediacion was established in Peru 
in 1992, and Mediare opened in Brazil in 1997. 
Publications pertaining to CR increasingly 
began to appear in many languages, including 
Gennan, Spanish, and French (Camp 1999, 
200 I; Eckert and Willems 1992; Six 1990). 

The diffusion of the CR approach also takes 
the form of institutionalizing CR practices, for 
example, by mandating mediation in disputes 
of a civil matter. This is the case in Peru and 
other Latin American countries (Onnachea
Choque 1998). In the United States, state 
and local governments, as well as the US 
Government, increasingly mandate the uti
lization of CR methods in providing services, 
settling child custody disputes, improving 
inter-agency relations and in formulating and 
implementing policy. At the federal level, this 
is particularly evident in managing conflicts 
relating to environmental issues; see the 
Institute for Environmental Conflict Reso
lution (www.ecr.gov). On August 28, 2004, 
President George W. Bush released Execu
tive Order 13352, "Facilitation of Coopera
tive Conservation," to support constructive 
approaches to resolving conflicts regarding 
the use, conservation, and restoration of the 
environment, natural resources, and public 
lands. 

Asia is also a growing locus ofCR practices 
and institutions (Jeong 2006). For example, 
in South Korea, the increased freedom in the 
civil society and the decline in the "high con
text" or "collectivist" character of its culture, 
which had contributed to conflict avoidance, 
have helped generate interest in CR training 
and the adoption of the CR approach. 
The Korean government has established CR 
working groups by presidential decree and 

allocated funding for CR education from 
elementary to college levels. The Korean 
government has also established various 
dispute resolution mechanisms, including 
ombudsman offices and mediation in cases of 
divorce. In Japan, CR has been less in demand 
for domestic issues, but more developed in 
foreign policy circles and development aid 
groups. 

China has not yet become a locus of 
significant contemporary conflict resolution 
activity. 11 is true that mediation has been 
an important conti ict settlement method in 
China before Maoist rule and during it. But 
in the Imperial period, mediation was done 
by the gentry who decided which side was 
correct in a dispute and in the period under 
Mao, mediation committees decided what 
the ideologically correct outcome was to be. 
In both periods, the process was closer to 
arbitration than to mediation, as understood 
in the conflict resolution field. Subsequently, 
mediation has continued to be practiced. but 
in a less doctrinaire manner. There has been 
a great expansion of the judicial system in 
recent years, but it is not yet functioning 
satisfactorily for many people. Access to 
official procedures is limited and unequal, 
with local officials who are viewed as the 
cause of many grievances being seen to 
have privileged access to the official justice 
system (Michelson 2007). The socio-politico
cultural conditions are not conducive to the 
widespread adoption of the contemporary 
conflict resolution approach. The growing 
prevalence of protests and demonstrations, 
however, may increase the attractiveness of 
the CR approach. 

CONTEMPORARY CR ISSUES 

Workers in the CR field differ about the 
directions the field should take. Many of these 
differences are primarily internal to the field, 
while some relate to public policy and to 
relations with other fields. The resulting issues 
are interrelated, as the following discussion 
makes evident. 
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A major internal issue concerns the extent 
to which CR is and should be a focused 
discipline or a broad general approach. The 
vision for many workers in the CR field in the 
1950s, of a new interdisciplinary field with 
a shared research-grounded theory, has not 
been realized. Some CR workers continue to 
work toward this vision and some programs 
and centers are relatively focused on particular 
matters for investigation and practice, for 
example, the Program on Negotiation (PON) 
based in Harvard University, the Dispute 
Resolution Research Center at Northwestern 
University, and the Washington Interest in 
Negotiation Group at the Johns Hopkins 
University. Others tend to emphasize a wider 
range ofCR matters, for example, The Joan B. 
Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies 
at the University of Notre Dame, the Institute 
of Global Conflict and Cooperation at the 
University of California, and the Program 
on the Analysis and Resolution of Conflicts 
(PARC) at Syracuse University. 

I 

A related issue is the relative emphasis on 
core topics that are crucial in training and edu
cation or attention to specialized knowledge 
and training for particular specialties within 
the broad CR field. Another contentious issue 
is the degree to which the field is an area of 
academic study or is a profession, with the 
academic work focused on providing training 
for practitioners. In addition, there are debates 
about certification and codes of conduct and 
who might accord them over which domains 

II 
of practice. 

An underlying difference is between CR 
analysts and practitioners who stress the 

I	 process that is used in waging and settling 
conflicts and those who emphasize the goals 

I
;	 sought and realized. Thus, in theory and 
i practice about the role of the mediator, 

some CR workers stress the neutrality of 
the mediator and the mediator's focus on 
the process to reach an agreement. However, 
others argue that a mediator either should 
avoid mediating when the parties are so 
unequal that equity is not likely to be achieved 
or should act in ways that will help the parties 
reach a just outcome. Some maintain that 
the way ADR is practiced tends to adversely 

affect the weaker party, otherwise protected 
by the equalizing rules and standards of law 
(Nader 1991). The reliance on the general 
consensus embodied in the UN declarations 
and conventions about human rights offers 
CR analysts and practitioners standards that 
can help produce equitable and enduring 
settlements. 

An enduring matter of controversy relates 
to the universality of CR theory and prac
tices (Avruch 1998). Obviously, ways of 
negotiating, forms of mediation, styles of 
confrontation, and many other aspects of con
ducting and settling conflicts vary to some 
degree among different national cultures, 
religious traditions, social classes, gender, 
and many other social groupings (Abu-Nimer 
2003; Cohen 1997; Faure 2005). Moreover. 
within each of these groups, there are 
sub-groupings and personal variations. The 
differences between groups are matters of 
central tendencies, with great overlaps of 
similarities. More needs to be known about the 
effects of situational as well as cultural effects 
and of the ease with which people learn new 
ways of contending and settling fights. 

Another contentious issue relates to the 
use of violence in waging conflicts. There 
is widespread agreement among CR analysts 
and practitioners that violence is wrong, 
particularly when violence is used to serve 
internal needs rather than for its effects upon 
an adversary. They generally agree that it 
is morally and practically wrong when it is 
used in an extremely broad and imprecise 
manner, and when it is not used in conjunction 
with other means to achieve constructive 
goals. However, some CR workers oppose 
any resort to violence in conflicts while 
others believe various kinds of violence 
are sometimes necessary and effective in 
particular circumstances. These differences 
are becoming more important with increased 
military interventions to stop destructively 
escalating domestic and international conflicts 
and gross violations of human rights. More 
analysis is needed about how specific vio
lent and nonviolent policies are combined 
and with what consequences under various 
conditions. 
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CR workers also differ in their time 
perspectives. Frequently, CR analysts stress 
long-term changes and strategies for conflict 
transformation, while CR practitioners tend 
to focus on short-term policies of conflict 
management. Theoretical work tends to give 
attention to major factors that affect the 
course of conflicts, which often do not 
seem amenable to change by acts of any 
single person or group. Persons engaged 
in ameliorating a conflict feel pressures to 
act with urgency, which dictates short-term 
considerations; these pressures include fund
raising concerns for NGOs and electoral 
concerns for government officials driven 
by upcoming elections. More recognition 
of these different circumstances may help 
foster useful syntheses of strategies and better 
sequencing of strategies. 

These contentions are manifested in 
institutions of higher learning among the 
diverse MA programs, certificate programs, 
courses, and tracks within university 
graduate schools, law schools, and other 
professional schools in the United States 
and around the world (see www.campusadr. 
org/Classroom_Building/degreeoprograms. 
html). PhD programs remain few in number, 
reflecting the emphasis on training students 
for applied work, the lack of consensus about 
CR being a discipline, and the resistance 
of established disciplines to the entry of 
a new one. 

A major issue relates to the degree and 
nature of the integration of theory, practice, 
and research. Each has varied in prominence 
within the field and all have been regarded as 
important, in principle. In actuality, however, 
they have not been well integrated. Research 
has rarely sought to specify or assess major 
theoretical premises or propositions. Often, it 
is largely descriptive of patterns of actions. 
Recently, more research is being done on 
assessing practice, but this has been focused 
on particular interventions and within a short 
time-frame. Overall, however, much more 
work is needed to integrate these realms more 
closely. 

Another set of issues pertain primarily 
to external relations. Funding for CR poses 

a major concern. The Hewlett Foundation 
ended its 20-year program of support for 
the conflict resolution program in December, 
2004, and no comparable source for sustaining 
programs of theory, research, and applications 
has appeared. Tuition charges help support 
education and training, service fees help 
sustain NGOs doing applied work, and 
government agencies and various foundations 
provide funds for particular research and 
service projects. All this keeps the work 
relevant for immediate use. However, the 
small scale and short duration of such kinds 
of funding hamper making the long-term and 
large-scale research assessments and theory 
building that are needed for creative new 
growth and appropriate applications. 

Coordination of applied work poses other 
issues. As more and more intervening 
governmental and nongovernmental orga
nizations appear at the scene of major 
conflicts, the relations among them and 
the impact of their relations expand and 
demand attention. The engagement of many 
organizations allows for specialized and 
complementary programs but also produces 
problems of competition, redundancy, and 
confusion. Adversaries may try to co-opt 
some organizations or exploit differences 
among them. To enhance the possible benetits 
and minimize the difficulties, a wide range 
of measures may be taken, ranging from 
informal ad hoc exchanges of information, 
regular meetings among organizations in the 
field, and having one organization be the 
"lead" agency. 

Finally, issues relating to autonomy and 
professional independence deserve attention. 
CR analysts as well as practitioners may 
tailor their work to satisfy the preferences, 
as they perceive them, of their funders and 
clients. This diminishes those goals that in 
their best judgment they might otherwise 
advance. These risks are enhanced when tasks 
are contracted out by autocratic or highly 
ideological entities. Furthermore, as more 
NGOs are financially dependent on funding 
by national governments and international 
organizations, issues regarding autonomy and 
co-optation grow (Fisher 2006). 
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CONCLUSION 

The CR field is in continuing evolution. The 
breadth of interests considered continues to 
expand both in the range of conflict stages 
and in the variety of conflicts that are of 
interest. The field is necessarily becoming 
more differentiated, with workers in the field 
specializing in particular kinds and stages of 
conflicts and particular aspects and methods 
of conflict resolution. 

The CR field is likely to increase in size 
and societal penetration in the future. The 
need and the potentiality for growth are great 
in many regions of the world, notably the 
Middle East, parts of Asia, and in Western 
and Central Africa. Furthermore, the need for 
increased knowledge and application of the 
CR approach is growing. Intensifying world 
integration is a source of more and more 
potentially destructive conflicts, as well as 
a source of reasons to reduce and contain 
them. The cost of failing to prevent and 
stop destructive conflicts is rising and CR 
can help foster more constructive methods 
to wage and resolve conflicts. Traditional 
reliance on coercive impositions with little 
regard to possible mutual gains and reasonable 
regard for opponents' concerns is proving to 
be increasingly maladapted to contemporary 
global developments. 

NOTES 

1 I thank the editors of this volume, I. William 
Zartman, Victor Kremenyuk, and Jacob Bercovitch, 
for their helpful comments and suggestions. I also 
want to thank the many persons who commented 
on earlier versions of this chapter and provided me 
with information about CR developments in particular 
places and times, including Nora Femenia, Geraldine 
Forbes, Ho Won Jeong, Karlheinz Koppe, Marie Pace, 
Brian Polkinghorn, Peter M. Wallensteen, Hongying 
Wang, and Honggang Yang. 
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