


the interests of the total society. The power of the state is
the means to peaceful relationships. Conmflict is, therefore, in
classical theoretical terms, manageable within states.

Irvtermational conmflict, o the other hand, has lowo  been
regarded as taking olace in an anarchical world society, and as
being due to the absence of a central authority to comtrol.  On
this basis the study of intermaticonal relations has been
separated from all other disciplines. It has been concerned
narronwly with the relative power of states, which it has assumed
are agpgressive by natuwre. The management of intermational
conflict has beern, therefore, by rational defernces, by alliances
avidd by deterrernt stratecies. In traditional thought the ideal has
beern a central worid authority with an enforcement capability so
that the world society could be modelled on the system of  the
centralized state.

This traditional and gernerally accepted clear-cut perception
of domestic politics as being orderly and manageable due to their

centralized law and order framework, and international politics

as being conflictual, uwunmanageable and the main threat to
civiiizations due to their anarchical nature, bears little
relationshiop to reality. We can identify some sixty major

gituwations of vioclence in the world society, and many more ouite

serious conditions likely to escalate, all of which are domestic.



We read in the rews about conflict inm Cyprus, Lebarnon, Sri Lanka,
Novthern Ireland, Zimbabwe, Ethiopia, Nicarapua, El Salvador and

obther places. By contrast there are few intermational conflicts,
that is inter—state conflicts, such as betweern Iran and Irao. In
other words, the internaticonal system, this anarchical society,
aopears to be far more peaceful thanm the domestic. Its functionmal
relationships  work smoothly: civil aviation rules are ohserved
without air police, health regulations rneed little supervision,
post  and telegraph operate, rules of the road on the sea do not
need sea nolice. Mutual advantape ernsures observance of  agreed
ritles.

The contrast is evern more striking whern we look closely at
domestic societies ard find that it is dangerous o walk in
streets at rnight in some of the most lawful of states. Homes are
not secuwre.  So-called white collar corime, such as corrupt
practices in politics anmd industry, carmmot be eliminated. There
is structural viclence committed against individaals arising out
of discriminatior, unemployment, poverty despite plenmty and
cther forms of deprivatiorn.

Evenn the few inter—state conflicts that we oerceive seem to
have important domestic compornents. Urne wonders whether the Iran—
Irag war wouwld have started if there had beernn satisfaction of
ethnicity demarnds within Irag and an integrated society in Iran.

Indeed, it is reasonable to arpue that there probably is no

At



inter-state conflict that 1s wot a spill-over of domestic
urrest. We notice that the Soviet Union feels threatened by a
the prospect of a participatory system across its  borders, and
that the US sees a major security threat whern a neighbouring
feudal system is beirng overthrown in favow of a socialist—-type

welfare state. Is the major Soviet-US conflict due to some desire

by one or  both to conguer and inhabit the other, or is the
conflict a direct outcome of the system insecurities both
experience?

Ore 1is led to dismiss, therefore, the traditicomal belief
that domestic conflicts are more manageable thar  intermational,
arnd that strong central authorities are the answer to domestic
and inter—state conflicts. Clearly domestic and international
systems differ in respect of the degree of central control  that
is present. However, we have to come to the conclusion that this
is not a significant variable.

The fact is that both domestic and international systems are
conflictual, and that there is a spill—over effect between them.
We would arrive at a better understanding of both were we to
conceptualise domestic and inter—state relations as being within
the one glabal society, though at different system levels as are
familty relations and industrial relations. A focus on states as
separate entities distracts owr attention from the systemic

oroperties common to all polities.



The significant variable, common to both, is the reliarnce on
the power of the state as the means of conflict prevenmtion and
settlement. I the ome case a state monopoly of violence is
sought, in the other a power balance between states or a state
power ascendency so as to defend or enforce interests.

Ivv both cases owr focus has been on states. In both cases
states are seer as the locus of power. The state is supreme. The
irstitutions of the state are to be preserved. The individual is
to be socialised into the values of the state. The individual
serves the state, not the other way around.

It is here that we have beer mistaken. We have wronply
helieved that the individual is maleable and can be socialised.
We bhave assumed that all the drives and reeds of the individual
carn be controlled. Now events are demonstrating that there are
certain human needs that carmot be denied, which individuals will
pursue, regardless of costs. Post—war  independernce movements
could rot be suppressed.  No amount of coercion  in Northern
Ireland, Cyprus or 5ri Larka will suppress identity demands. No
palicing will prevent frustrationm behaviouwr among unemployed and
alienated youths. There are demands for identity, cultural
security, recognition, participation, distributive justice and
stimulus that carmot be suppressed.

We should rno longer conceive of humarn rights and justice as

a berevaolent gift from rulers or majorities. We have been



mistakern irn reparding jJustice as only anm ideal. What we have
discovered is that idertity and justice are reguired, noct for
humanitarian reasons, but for reasons of political realism.
Without them sccieties and civilizations are rnot stable and must
be conflictual.

The empirical fact is that state power is riot the core of
political realism. The locus of effective power is with  the
individual, usually expressed through the identity group of the
individual., The state carmot suppress or coerce when there are
ontolopical needs being pursued.

Irn short, both domestic and internatiornal conflict problems
have the same origins. Terms such as "aggression', "terrorism",
"rebellion®, "dissident behaviour” and "mugging” make
distinctions between domestic and international  irncidents, but
they all are descriptions of the same phenomernocn. They are
descriptions of  the same Hind of behavioral responses in
different peographical and soccietal situations.

Such labels appear to justify forms of coercion and
repression. Force is a typical response in all walks of life to
the abserce of understanding and of a solution through
understanding. The threats orne leader makes to armther state are
ot differermt in this respect from the frustration behaviow of
the parernt who cannot cope with child develocpment. Such
labelling does rvot lead too a resclution of the conmflict, for that

can emerge only out of understanding of the problem.



This is the heart of the political oroblem we face today,
domestically and internationally. Do we tackle our situations of
conflict, domestic and international, by the use of superior
state vioclernce, or do we try to understand the nature of the
conflicts and endeavour to see what, if any. changes are reguired
inn institutions and policies? It is a guestion which was always
relevant. In the thermo-nuclear age it is a survival guestion.

Thus we are led to make a sharp distinction between
settlement and resoclution of conflicts., GSettlement is an imposed
solution, by a court, by an authority or by a superior power,
There need be no explanation of behavior, Rescolution, on  the
other hand, emerges out of an anmalysis of the problem and is a
sclution that meets the reeds of those concerned.

There are many different mearns of settlement of disputes in
differernt cultures, from imposing firnes to cutting of f limbs, or
evern elimination of pecple and communities. Maybe there are
different mearns of resoclution of conflict in different cultures.
I suspect that such differences are superficial. Resolution in
all circumstarces has certain basic reguir_.znts.

First, there has to be a separation of interests that are
negotiable, from values and reeds that carmot be traded. For the
latter there must be a perceived prospect of achievement within

an acceptable time.



Second, whatever the final agreement, it must be one arrived
at by those concerrned, and rot imposed or decided uwpon by third
parties. Neither berevolent granmting of "humarn rights", rnore
constitutions drawn up by others, however nobly motivated,
resalve conflict.

Third, when charges are made to satisfy demands for human
needs and values, it must always be recopnized that those who are
reguired through wnegotiation to give up interests in the process,
also have the same human rneeds to be satisfied. Revolutbtion
sometimes merely substitutes orne privileged group for another,
leavirg the latter without identity or political participation.

Fourth, resalution  regquires that there are no compromises
expected of any party concerned in respect to basic nreeds and
values. A Christian in an Islamic society carmot wear half a
veil, and blacks in South Africa carmot accept any compromise orn
eqgual status. Fortunately, the rneeds and values that are at the
source of conflict, identity, ethnic security, stimulus and other
such needs associated with human developmernt, are rnot in  short
supply. They ircrease with consumption. The more security one
party experiences the more will be experierced by others. The
more the recognition accorded to one party, the greater its
invoalvement in the total society and the pgreater will be its
recogrnition of others. It is onmly  interests, for example, a

dispute over territorial waters, that create win-lose situations



and reguire negotiatiorn. Even so, the defernse of interests in
these cases is ofter a tactic in the preservation of identity
values and needs.

These four reguirements of conflict resclution, the
separation of mnegetiable interests from nor-rnepotiable reeds, the
participation of the parties directly concerned, the concerw for
all parties, and respect for the uncompromising nature of needs,
determine the processes by which conflict carn be resolved,
Clearly they must be participatory, prabably with face to face
interaction. In most cases there will be a need for a third party,
not to act as a mediator who makes compromise proposals, but to
act as a facilitator of an analysis to be made by the parties,
and as a souwrce of possible options to be considered. These are
problem—sclving processes with which we are rnow becoming familiar
in the handling of social problems such as juvenile crime and
industrial disputes. The same processes are reguired at  the
international level. There are problems in interaction between
communist and capitalist states. Arms control agreements do not
resclve these problems. Problem—solving processes could reveal,
not  merely sources of tension, but proposals for change within
each system that would be reguired to satisfy human rneeds in each
and to make each more stable and less fearful of the other.

Perhaps the apenda for a summit should be the processes of

conflict resolution, not the substance of the conflict. The



Soviets, because of their one party system and the nrneed for
consensus in  their decision making, are likely +to have some
urnderstand of the analytical dialogue inherent in problem—solving
processes. 0On  the aother hand, western decision makers, whose
domestic political institutions are all adversarial and power
criented, do not feel comfortable outside a power barpaining
framework and have had no experience in a proablem—-salving one.
This is a challerge to those of ws who advocate conflict
resolution. We have to try to ensure that in ouwr societies the
conceptual rnotion and the details of the procedures of problem—
solving become the cornventional wisdom, in place of the
traditional converntional wisdom of power politics and  power

bargaining.
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