Introduction
MEDIATION AND INTRACTABLYE CONFLICTS

NOTHE 19905 AN EARLY TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY, negotiations
l)r‘oug}ll an end to some of the world's most c]m”enging and <it-
ficult conilicts. In places as varied as Mozambique, Cambodia,
and Guaternala, third-party medators pla‘ved critical roles, acting
independently or together to bring about a negotiated settlement
between warring parties. Some ol the world's other long-standing

L‘()nﬂi(‘ls. h(‘)\'\*e\'m', have heen Oxtl‘uordinari[‘v resistant to negoli;llc{]

solutions or mcdi;ltcd intervenions l_}l\’ third pzir‘lies. [n the AMidd ¢
Fast, for example, [srachs and Pulestinians have stl'ugglcd for vears 10
reach a negoti.‘uc(l settlement with nnly modest resalts. In many parts
ol sub-Saharan Africa, such as Sudan, northern Uganda, Burundi,
t‘lnf'l r]'](_‘ [)t‘]'n()t‘l‘illit RCF)U[)“C ()[‘C(“]gcl. inlt‘nSt' ('i\'i] (:()l‘lﬂicls con-
tinue to exact a high toll even as peace etforts struggle to gain trac-
tion. In many parts of Eurasia, secessionist struggles, border disputes,
and various kinds of guerrilla insurgencies ebb and tlow but show
[‘U\’\' Signs ()f [‘(.’L‘(.‘(ling Cntir‘.’l‘_\". A”(l in Cypl‘LlS. \""I'ICI‘C Vi(.)](':rll ('_i[‘II].L'(l
conflict 1s a thing ol the past, ¢florts to reach & more permanent
[mlilical settlement have had to overcome dngge(l resistance l)ecausc
of intense political ditferences that divide the partes.

Much analytical work has tocused on the causes of these conflicis
and the forces that contribute 1o their intractability (as explained
below, an “intractable contlict” is one that is unusually difficult but
not impnssible 1o manage or resolve).! Much less attention has been

devoted to how 1|u‘sc con“it‘ts may (‘nd an(l, more speciﬁcan‘\'. 1o
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the role that third-party intermediaries can play to bring about
ncgolialc(] end 10 the violence. lndeed. 1t s somewhat ironic that the
excellent recent work on conllict causes has p[‘omplcd the scholar-
pmcliti(mcr Community to devote more attenuon to what thied prir-
ties should do o prevens the cruption of violence i new places? than
to how third parties should manage contlicrs thar are already raging.

This lack of attention to ending conllict in the so-called intrac-
table cases has three apparent sources. The first is an obvious sense
ol frustration born ol a litany of cases in which repeated third-party
nterventions apparently tailed. Nobody hkes tailure, and the lesson
that some drew from a track record of tried-and-tailed attempts
nognliuli(m 15 t}ml it makes litde sense [or outsiders to continue 1o
bash their heads ;1g'ain.°-[ awall of inll‘ansigcnce.

The second source is the vicw ol some policvmakers, practition-
ers, and scholars that it is best 1o give some contlicts ax wide a berth
as possible on the grounds that there is no compelling national inter-
est to be served by becoming involved in a hopeless case. For these
pcoplc. the risks of l’)eing l)nggcd down in or (]ragge(i INto someonc
clse's conllict far ounweigh any potential henelits conterred by the
end ol hostilities.

The third source is a widespread sense that because many ol
these confhicts have gone on for so long they have essentially become
self-contained or hermetically scaled. Many believe that there s lintle
chance that these contlicts will escalate or spill bevond their exasting
l)()un(lal‘ies, because the purlic& are deadlocked and have neither the
will nor the capacity to raise the level ot violence to a new (or higher)
threshold. A rather perverse, seli-fulbilling logic informs this assump-
tion: “If the partics can live with the conflict (and the violence), then,
presumably, so can the international community.” In those cases
where violence and tormal miliary hostilines have long since ended
(e, Western Sahara, North and South Korea), where open wartare
has ended but a final political settlement on outstanding issues has not
been reached, there ts also a strong sense that itis best (o leave things
alone and not engage 1 Inlerventions t|1;ll L‘ou|d. n i‘;tt'l. make the
SLALION WOrse.

Izach ol these three lines of reasoning s faulty. In the first place,

the argument that third parties are doomed to fatl ignores the fact that
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a lew intractable conthicts have in recent vears vielded to negotia-
iions, 1 not tull settlements. In Cyprus, for example, vears of
impasse in UN cttorts to broker a settlement to end the division of
the island have vielded (o hope, as Turkey redefines its national in-
terest tn an end to the conilict. Against all odds, a joint efforr by
three international mediators brought the Northern Ireland contlict
to a negotiated agreement.” Alter many vears of wheel-spinning by
a range of third parties, a U.S.-led coalition of Western and African
states has recently made substantial headway toward ending the
civil war between the Khartoum government and the southern
rebellion i Sudan, a country that has known mostly war since its
independence in 1956, Even in the Middle East, the endorsement
by Israclis and Palestinians of the Bush administration’s “Road Map
to Peace” showed that a strong desire for peace could coexist with
continued indications of deep-rooted intractability. an unresolved
tenston that may at some puint ‘\.'ic]cl dividends under the righl set of
circumstances. And il we look back 1o the late 1980 and e.zu*]_\'
1990s, we can find examples in Namibia, 151 Salvador, and Cambo-
diacol protracted contlicts that succumbed after many vears of third-
party persistence to a negotiated outcome. Succeess stories of tough
cases that cracked crv out tor investigation into the reasons why
negotiated third-party interventions produced positive results when
they did.

Second, the notion that outsiders should averd some conflicts
hecause the costs of intervention otitweigh any real benelits is called
imnto qucstiﬂn b‘\_’ the events of Septcmhcr i1, 2001. ||.c]'1p|omac‘v and
negotiation had ended the brutal civil wars in Sudan and Afghani-
stant a long time ago, the world might look quite different today. Al
Qaeda operatives would have had fewer places to hide and to plan,
organize, and prepare for their attacks on New York and Washing-
ton. Our retort to those who say this is simply wishtul thinking is to
pnini oul that these (and other) fbrgollcn conflict zones have served
as breeding grounds for a host of ills such as terrorism and disease
exported to neighbors and around the world. In an cra of globaliza-
tion, i1 18 not iust g]obal “gt.mcis" but also glt)l);ll “hadds” that we must
worry about. In responding to these “bads, ” diplomacy should be the

first responsc, not the last.
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Finally, the third premise —that the longer a contlict continues,
the more the |);l|‘tius themselves learn to hve with and manage is
dyn;imi(‘s. and therefore the less ]i]icl.\' it s to escalate hu_\-'nn(] its
existing borders or boundaries — is also questionable. The parties to
a protracted conflict certainly have high thresholds of pain —if they
did not, they would have greater incentives to lock for a negoliated
way out of their impasse. But when public passions are intlamed by
terrorist acts and constant violence, political judgments ofien become
skewed and the propensity tor taking risks increases. The possession

of weapons of mass destruction and weak command-and-control

systems can also increase the likelihood of miscalculation with dev-
astaling consequences. The Indo-Pakistani contlicr over Kashmiris
a case i point. In 20012, the conllict between these two countries
showed all the danger signs of escalation as governments, embold-
ened by popular opinion and a lalse sense that the political and mili-
tary achvantage lay with them, teied to exploit the conflict for their
own ('l‘.l(]'.“\. ][ WwWas On]l\' sSevere U.\'[(']'nill ])I‘CSSUFE (Eln(l 111U£li£l[i0[l ln ('_111
lml nime ) from the L‘nircd States and Creat Britain tha hclped o
reduce tensions by making the parties recognize the dangerous game
thev were playing.”

Fven when possession of weapons of mass destruction 1s not
1I1l' i)]'i“cii)ﬂl tl‘iggcr }})]~ L‘S(‘(‘l]illi(}“, manv\.’ int[‘i.l(.fti.ll)l(_‘ CUI][“CIS I‘la.vt‘.
the potential to undermine cegional political stability. Following the
speedy end to the Irag war in 2003, governments in the region that
were allies of the United States worried Opcnl‘\' about the conse-
quences ol leaving the Tsrach-Palestnian dispute untended because of
the conlliet’s continuing radicalizing impact on public opinion in the
Islamic world. In Central Alvica, civil conllicts that have erupted in
one country have quickly drawn in regional actors secking to ward
olt hastile rebel groups that find sanctuary across the border and —
olten at the same tme —looking to exploit the conllict for ther own
national or personal ends. The ¢nal and regional war in the castern
part of the Democratic Republic of Congo has resisted various third-
party attempts at mediation and has dragged in many of Congo's
neighbors, with adverse consequences for political stability through-

out the entire region.
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THE MEANING OF INTRACTABILITY

Many scholars and practitioners use the term “intractable contliets”
to mean contlicts that can rever be solved or effectively managed.o
Our view of these conflicts is closer to the dictionary definition of
indractable; that is, these conflicts are stubborn or difficult but not
impossible to manage. What separates intractable conllicts from other
conflicts is a difference in the willingness or susceptibility of parties to
entertain political options other than violence. In a conllict, parties
look to a political settlement when the costs of continuing to fight
begin to outweigh the benefits. This dynamic can occur for a number
of reasons: circumstances change, elites change, or the public grows
weary of the viclence that marks the status quo. However in intrac-
table conflict situations, these changes in cost-benehit calculations
don’t happen: ehites are not very interested in considering negotiated
alternatives because the contlict does not hurt them enough; a large
number of people may be benehiting from the conthet; and too many
entangled and entrenched intcrests stand in the way of a negoti-
ated resclution.

Intractable conflicts have a number of salient characteristics.
In the first place, they are typically long-standing, having lasted for
years, possibly decades. As a consequence, they are conflicts where
psychological wounds and a sense of grievance and victimization
run very deep. Some intractable conflicts remain unresolved despite
repeated attempts to resolve them —whether through the outright
victory of one side or through direct or mediated negotiations. Some
others remain unresolved and continue to burn because nobody,
including the parties themselves, has tried (or cares) to resobve them.
Intractable conflicts are also characterized either by frequent bursts
of violence or, if there is a temporary cessation of the violenee, by a
failure by the parties to leave the danger zone of potential renewal
of violence. It should be stressed that the level of viclence across
intractable cases is not abways the same. Some intractable conflicts
arc essentially prolonged wars characterized by ongoing military
hostilities between the parties, Others are characterized by violence
that 1s episodic, at low levels, bur recurring. Still others are "frozen”
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in the sense that violence has ended, but no permanent sctdement or
resolution is within reach of the parties. Sometimes the conllict con-
tinues because nobody has seriously tried 1o help the parties deal
with their ditterences in a negotiating torum.”

Third piu'livs olten have clil'l-l(‘ult‘\-’ et(‘quil'ing traction m intrie-
table conllicts because the parties to the dispute are not senously
interested i considering negotiated options that would lead them
out ol their current situation. This 15 not to sav that the barriers 1o
necgotiation are msurmountably high, but they are higher than in other
conilict SL‘Hing:&. where third p;u‘lics have been able o coax the prair-
ties to the table,

In inteactable contlicts, political extremists —on all sides ol the
(‘lisputt'—nrlcn dictate the terms l)[.am_\-' potenriul resolution o the
contlict. Those lerms may Le a violent l‘csolutinn of the conflict
which one side crushes the other. Or, il a potential solution is ex-
pl‘e:-‘.:-:e.tl in pn]i[iml lerms that are (lhem‘eli(.‘a[l‘\_’) amenable to a Nego-
tiated result, the sulution may Lie one that leaves no room [or com-
promise or major concessions Lo the interests of the other side.

Whiat makes a conlhier intractable? What factors and Forces
raise the barriers 10 negotiation in an intractable dispute? Fhere is no
simple answer to these questions. One ol the most important factors
contributing to intractability s leadership. Leaders may bave a vested
interest in contimung the hight because their political careers and
personal wealth depend on it Individeal leaders may have a strong
persanal identification with and commitment 1o the ideals and gouls
ol the "struggle,” & commitunent that vurranks other aims. Leaders
may also lear for thens personal safety 1 peace becomes a reality.
Anv one ol these factors may prevent the leadership from viewing
negotiation as an aceeptable alternative to continued fighting.

Another way ol looking at this problem is to think of intractable
conthiets as conflicts that are essentially Ted by spoilers.™ Spoilers
may be mdividuals (or groups) for whom negotiation is but a
breathing space before the next campaign, people who perceive that
nngt)ing contlict olfers greater sccurilu\-' than the uncertaintics of
peace, or leaders who believe there is n()thinér ro ncgoli;tlc about

because unconditional victory 1s the onlv acceptable and conceivable
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outcome. Militants and revolutionary leaders who exhort their fol-
lowers with the battle slogan, “To Continued Struggle, To Certain
Victory,” no doubt believe they arc only doing what commitied free-
dom fighters must do—locking themsclves into a position where there
is luttle to discuss except the terms ol the other side’s handing over
power. When the raised fist of revolution meets an equally powerful
force determined to hang on to pawer, the scene is set for an
intractable conflict. The obvious challenge for third parties in these
kinds of situations is to distinguish the spoilers from those individu-
als and groups who might become interested in exploring the nego-
tiation option.

There are, however, many other factors promating intractability.
These include a lack of resource constraints on the pal‘tics; internal
fragmentation or weakness of one or both sides, making compro-
muse and risk taking impossible; uneven or absent linkages to external
par‘tners, to lhi]“d pal‘ties. or to r‘egional security mechanisms 1‘I1at
could support negotiated outcomes through the provision of credible
guarantees, confidence-building measures, verification, and moni-
tor‘ing; and the interest of outside actors in keeping conflicts alive.

A common assumpti(m about intractable conflicts 1s that thcy
lack a clearly identifiable resolving formula —that is, there is no obvi-
ous solution ro the confliet that offers benelits to both purtics. Less
well recognized are those instances in which a resolving formula does
exist but has already been diseredited or rejected by the parties.” In
such an instance, negotiation has already been tried and has tailed
(perhaps more than once). Getting the parties back to the rable
becomes even more difficult than getting them to negotiate mnitally,
because their past experience leads them 1o expect failure once again.

Finally, it is noteworthy that intractable conllicts often occurin
regions with inadequate or ineftective regional securtty mechanisms
and poor connections (o belter-endowed regions. These conllicts olien
occur in societies in which civilians have few means of controlling or
influencing the armed parties, which dictate or dominate the polin-
cal arena, and they often occur in poor societies. In sum, intractable
conflicts arc created through the interplay of variables at the elite,

societal, regional, and global levels.
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THIRD-PARTY RESPONSES TO INTRACTABILITY

This book is a study not about the canses of intractability but about
what third-party mediators - be they a superpower such as the United
States, other powerful states, middle powers such as Norway and
Canada, international organmizations such as the United Nations, or
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) —should do when con-
fronted with an intractable conllict.” In considering the causes of
inl!‘aciabi]it‘\-ﬁ we are therelore I(mking (o solutions. A useful point of
departure ts to contrast our own perspective on the problem with
what others have said about the challenges of mediation in prob-
lematic conllict situations. These up})maches can be summarized
as (1) let it burn: (2) engage only when national interests clearly
dictate; (3) engage wherever there 1s violent conflict; and (4) leave

it to others.

Let It Burn

Some argue that intractable conflicts should be allowed to burn them-
Se]\'es (_)Ut.” Thf‘rﬂ iﬁ no p();nl. 1]1L‘ El[‘g‘llln@nt runs, in med(”ing in
the internal alfairs of others i they are not interested 1n secking a
negotiated way out of their difficulties. These experts believe in giving
War a Ch;ll‘lcc‘ il‘l (1['(‘(.’[' 1cy ll'!‘in:._-"\' tI]t‘ p.‘.il‘li(:‘s to thellr SCNSCS. In(.]e(_'l],
according to this logic, the best possible outcome for a contlict may
l)f_' th‘ (le‘:iﬁi\'(" \‘.K'll)l"\' (]!‘ ane .‘;i(h_' over iln[)thf_‘r. In ti’lf_‘ C:\'CS C)i‘ th{‘
proponents ol this view, unquestionable victory would certainly lead
to & much more preferable state than an uneasy, negotiated cease-fire,
in which the parties use the breathing space to rearm betore resum-
ng violence with even greater intensigy and loss of lile than before.
This argument ignores an incrcasingl}_' important characreristic
of contemporary warlare. The battletield itsell does not necessarity
lead to a durable peace exeept in fairly unusual —and, arguably,
increasingly unobtainable —circumstances: when the victor wins
overwhelmingly and then rigorously assimilates (or annihilates) the
loser, wha gets little support from any quarter; when the victor is
magnanimous in ca-opting and sharing with the loser; or when the

weaker side has the foresight o sue preemptively tor a deal. These
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are nol common conditions in the modern cra. Losers and victims in
an era of globalization are less isolated and have more friends, en-
abling their causes to be sustained and reopened.

LEngage Only When You Have To

A vanation on the “let it burn” argument is the contention that big,
powertul countries such as the United States should scale back their
global commitments and focus only on interventions, including medi-
ated ones, that are of extremely high stratcgic importance.'? Because
the conflict presents a direct threat to the intervenor's national secu-
rity, responding 1o it becomes a natural part of the intervenor’s {or-
eign policy. The benehts to the intervenor of a contlict’s success(ul
resolution are clear from the start, and therelore the intervenor will
tind it much easier to establish priorities and to gain popular sup-
port for the intervention. This approach also diminishes the tempta-
tion or pressure to become a global supercop, a role that demands a
huge amount of resources, resolve, and willpower.

It is, however, exceedingly ditficult to parse the world into
contflicts that meet some imaginary A, or B, or C list in the ranking
of U.S. strategic priorities, especially in a post-9/11 world, where tra-
ditional C-list countries, such as Afghanistan and Sudan, have sud-
denl}’ movcd il‘lto the major ]eﬂgue OF U.S. and Cl“ied COncerns. LiStS
such as these have often ignored the fact that ongoing conflicts have
been breeding grounds {or {orces that have challenged regional and
international stability. The stubborn reality is that wars in these and
other places serve the interests (however delined) of those who choose
to ﬁght them. Choosing to ignor(—: these wars on the grounds that
they will burn themselves out or that ne compelling national interest
1s involved to warrant intervention is no longer a risk-tree option.

Intervene Wherever Fighting Is Taking Place

Another third-party approach to intractable conflicts is to intervene
in every conflict to the extent possible.!3 This is an approach associ-
ated more with international organizations and NGOs than with large
states. International organizations such as the United Nations are

under considerable pressure to agree to engage if the conilict parties
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request such help.]“ IF this engagement has 01‘1[},-’ ‘repid support from
the Sccurity Council or powerful member-states, the insticution will
have only [imited resources to devote to the intervention. This was
the United Nations' situation in East Timor before the Australians
decided to launch a muscular peacekeeping mission to protect the
Last Timorese from the Indonesian nﬁiitat‘y. All]ﬁough the United
Nations had a presence in Dili and Jakarta, 1t was a very weak one,
incapab]e of [‘)[‘inging the parlies to the neg()tiuting table and scrving
mainly to demonstrate international irresolution about responding
to the mounting crisis.

Unlike the United Nations, NGOs are not obliged to respond to
crises, but thev often stand accused of becoming involved in con-
[licts without compelling reasons 1o do so. Their critics accuse them of
parachuting in (o deliver some contlict resolution services and dis-
engaging as soon as funding runs out.” The resulting interventions
are weak and unsupported, and usuvally not connected to any other
ongoing eilort to make peace in that conflict. Unless there is close
coordination and support between the “track-twa” (i.c., unatficial}
i‘ln('{ "lI'aL‘l{.‘()nC” (i.C.. (.){l[‘](_‘if_ll) nL‘gOtiali()n C}‘lﬂnnels, these e{‘["()rts V\."i"
not generate the requisite political momentum or lend traction (and
public support) to a formal negotiation process once the latter gets
L]n(lt‘l‘ \\’3}’.]“ .-*\11(1 o C()ngcst‘i()n Pl-(}l')lcn'l n‘lélu\' \\'C“ Lll‘ise i{"l}'lere iS [{818]
much uncoordinated zlclivil_\-' al the track-two level and pa]"ties are
buried with invitations to participate in problem-solving workshaps,
dia|0gues, and other kinds of actuvities hosted [)‘y well-intentioned

plavers following their own agendas.

Leave It to Others

[F great powers will not engage, and NGOs and international organi-
zations cannot do so, lhqy can al]wa‘.\_'s hope that others will (] the
breach and shoulder the peacemaking burden.!'” The trouble with
this approach, of course, is that someone else rarely takes up the
challenge, and as a consequence the conflict becomes forgotten. In
addition, internal wars have qualities that push them toward stale-
mate. Chechen and Dagestani warlords began bactling Russians
during the reign of Catherine the Great; Sudan has been at war for
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most of the past fifty yvears, Colombia for much of the past forty; the
conflict in Kashmir festers more or less on its own except lor rare
bursts of external “meddling.” As we argue later in this book, the lack
ot responsible third-party engagement in intractable contlicts can
serve to reinforce their intractability until it seems as if these conflicts

will never end.

STRATEGIC ENGAGEMENT

Three of the four above approaches —let it burn, engage only when it
Is impossiblc not to, and leave it to Olhersmmight be said to demon-
strate a lawves-facre approach 1o intractable contlicts. Qur own view of
the intractability problem is that a laissez-faire approach 10 these
hardened cases of international conflict is neither a desirable option
nor, ultimately, a sustainable one. This is because the parties to an
intractable conflict have already amply demonstraied that they are
incapable of reaching out 1o each other and devising negotiable
solutions 1o the issues that divide them. If the parties can’t do it them-
scelves, leaving them to their own devices in the hope that negotia-
tions will one day suddenly emerge is the height of wishful thinking.
And as we have argued above, letting a contlict fester risks spread-
ing the contagion te others, infecting whole neighborhoods, with
potentially devastating global consequences.

f’\ lLliSSCZ-["LliI'C a})})!"(.)ill.‘h l_)}" gl‘@i.lt p()\NCI'S t()\\’ilr[] ot I]er intCI‘-
mediaries, such as small powers or NGOs, on the grounds that it is
best 10 “let a hundred flowers bloom™ in the hope that some of these
E‘i‘[‘l‘)]‘lﬁ 10 ]('.lunch (_li‘d‘ogll(_' [nil‘\' l)C‘ﬁr {‘rLlit, iS ‘g‘lIS(] Un\\'.l‘\‘(‘. ;’\lt]‘lough
there 18 much to be said for encouraging helptul bixers in the
absence of alternative intermediaries, they will not help matters if
they trip over one another and subject the parties to endless rounds
ot dialogue that lead nowhere and that could discredit both the
negotiating process and the ideas needed to end the fighting.

In this book we argue lor a wrategic approach to conilict man-
agement, especially when dealing with intractable disputes. We argue
that mediation is an important mstrument in the foreign policy toolkat

Of‘ StillC-l)&lS(‘d mediators and l}1£ll il Can serve bI‘OEJ.(]CI' natinnal and
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mternational interests when it s used wisch-’ and jLI(liL‘i()UHIL\'. More-
over, & strategic approach to mediation also belongs in the best-
practice toolkit of international organizations and NGOs. For all
parties, a strategic approach requires careful research, planning, and
preparation before the effort begins. It demands a clear articulation
ol g(mls. It involves l‘(‘aclling out to potcntia] allies and enguging
stakeholders, including those who may act as spoilers. It means rec-
ognizing that iIntervening in an intractable conllict, be it interstate or
Intrastate, has rcgi(mu] and mternational ramitications that should
be understood an(], il'}')()ssii)lc. managed f)y the mc(“uling prrty.

We also argue in this book that mcdiatcd micrventions in in-
tractable conflicts require a clear sense of strategic direction from
those who are in a position to make the parties see the costs and ben-
ehits of continued fighting in a ditterent wav. In some circumstances,
the third party may change the equation through coercion —the threat
or use ol sanctions and military force. In many circumstances, how-
ever, the third party will help the antagonists recalculate the costs
through persuasive means. Mediators may persuade the parties in
an mtractable dispute (o come 1o the negotiating: table through a
process ol incremental, tnal-and-crror learning that celicits trust and
l)uil(ls c()nﬁdence i lhc ncgnlialtion process. Thch\' Cin |m|p ihe antag-
(1[1‘[?‘515 I'n('il'\'.(.' tlif‘{"i(_‘ull (IL‘CiSiUI]:& l.)‘\ l)L’il‘lg \\'i”ing' to Pl'(]\'i(lf,‘ i I-Oad
map, share the burdens, and lessen the risk of the journey ahead.
They can mtroduce resolving formulas that package and sequence the
handling of difficult issues in new and acceprable ways. Moreover,
they can coax, cajole, and browbear with various inducements and/
or threats that help secure and sweeten the prospects of a deal. Just
as important, thev can devise creative ways to strengthen confidence
in the process and in the resulting settlement, enabling parties to
make credible commitments tor peace.

A :;trategic uppr()iu‘h to mcdiatinn does not mean that mediation
is a sport for the privileged tew based on their rank i the interna-
nonal system’s hierarchy ol power. It does not mean that mediarion
is the sole province of the U.S. government or former imperial powers
such as France or Great Britaun. In some cascs, a strategic approach

might advise that an international organization, an NGO, or a small
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state get the negotiation on track before the United States or
another major power gets involved.’™ The same reasoning mayv hold
for mediation altempts F()”O\\'ing earlier {ailure b}' great powers,
especially in cases in which presidential reputations have been in-
volved. A collective approach may be particularly appropriate tor
intractable conflicts because 1t 18 unusual for one mediator (state-
based or otherwise) 1o possess all of the qualitics —influence, lever-
age, relationships, staving power, polttical stamina, and resources —
required to sustain a negotiation process over the many months or
vears that it may take to reach a negotiated settlement. That said, it is
vital that this orchestra have a conductor —whether drawn from the
ranks of government, the United Nations, or the NGO community —
who can persuade the independent members of this group to play in

harmony.

MEDIATOR, KNOW THYSELY

The words grothi veauton (“know thyselt™) were inscribed in gold
letters above the entrance to the Temple of Delphi in the ancient
Greek world. Pyvthagoras's injuncnion, which Greek philosophers
from Plato to Aristotle viewed as the first and most important step
to achieving genuine knowledge, has special salience for the inter-
national mediator. An important theme in the chapters that follow is
that in order to be effective, mediators must understand themselves,
their motives, and their resources in order to avord exporting their
own conlusion, incompct('nt‘c, and po]itical baggagu into the contlict
zones in which thev work. Although this precept applies 1o third par-
1ics 1N any conflict situation, it 1s more impou‘lanl in the intractable
cases because one of the major sources of intractability may be the
deleterious impacr of prcvinus unsuccesslul attempts {o reach peace.
A critical sell-awareness of what went wrong, of fuiled strategies and
initiatives, and of the suspicions and antupathies that resulted 15 cssen-
tial to any hope of success when mediation attempts begin anew.
Some contlicts, such as the Isracli-Arab contlict, rouse passions
F.’_il‘ l)L‘_VUn(] l])CiI‘ [1.’_lti0rlf_ll l)()I’(]L‘!‘S ar I‘t‘giuns. t_\ S}‘)ecic’ll Cl‘liil](.'llgc f‘aCCS

mediators (lL‘aling with these conthicts. G]‘oups outside the contlict
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zone can derail a mediation effort as they pursue their own interests.
Diaspora groups can provide funding that keep a conflict alive. Medi-
ators who represent thriving democracies in which citizens and groups
with strong [);Lssions 10bb_\' thewr governments and r‘alll\' publi(‘ {and
toreign) policy in their favor must be alive to the risks that these par-
tisans present. So, too, must the mediators” polincal masters, who, by
currying favor with special interests, may undermine with sudden,
catastrophic result the flexibility, autonomy, and credibility that a
mediator must have to conduct high-level negonations and tulbill his
or her mandate.

"Knowing thyselt” also means that the designated mediator has
to assemble the requisite resources, including burcaucratic and polit-
ial support on the home tront, betore trving (o engage the parties to
the conilict. Mediators who come to the realizanon that these core
elements are not in place are well advised 1o spend their time getting
thcir own “‘[in(tiitc E.lnfj lint’ l)}‘l'cﬁp(}nsib]‘]itm\' .itl ()I'(it_‘l‘ l)(.‘{‘()l‘{? ]illlilt‘h-
ing ncgotiations. The same logic and advice apply to NGOs, speaial
representatives ol small states, and other actors that choose to offer
their intermediary services.

.\10(“&11[“‘5 aISO hi‘l\'(.' Lo g'() inlo a L‘Un”iL‘l \\'ith a l)lan al“l(l i COIm-
mitment to see it Ihrough. '[']w‘\' must be reahistnie about their hmia-
tions in extraordinarily dillicult circumstances. At the same time, they
must ]{Ccp their eye on the linal gna] of a gen wine settlement. Focus-
ing on short-term measures will signal to the parties that negotiations
are not grounded in a real sense of purpose on the mediator’s part
and, therctore, that the parties have little to lose by resisting inia-

tLives or })Iil‘\’.l['lg ganms al lht‘ ncgolia!ing Iilll]l.’.

OLUTLINE OF THE VOLUME

Becausc ol their nature, intractable conHicts will varelv end in a light

to the fimish. The parties are too evenly balanced —even i their power
springs [rom very different sources —and the resources necessary to
sustain the contlict too aceessible. Intractable contlicts, more than
other contlicts, call out for help from the outside. But that help must

be competent and ;ipprupriate to local conditions. In many Cases,
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mediation may be the answer. There are many lessons 1o learn from

examples of tradecraft in which mediators successfully brought
I'IEISI.\-’, })T'()]Ong(_‘(l wWars {0 i []i‘g’()liillcd (,‘]1(1. Th(_‘l'(.‘ are ilISU lL‘SSDl’]S we
can learn from cases of inept meddling and bungled mediation in
which outside help made a problem worse and undermined later
peacemaking cltorts.

The chapters that follow are grouped into two parts, both of
which examine mediation in an Imtractable conflict from the media-
tor’s point of view. Part 1 explores the context in which mediation
occurs: chapters 2 and 3 investigate why mediators choose to become
involved with a conflict and what happens when no one does, and
chapter 4 reviews the mediator’s environment and the kinds of chal-
lenges mediators face not only in their "home” environment but also
on the ground as negotiations begin. Part 1 is devoted to examining
the actual tradecralt of mediation in an intractable conflict at ditfer-
ent stages: at the beginning ol the engagement (chapter 5); when
the FOINE Ge18 very rough (clmpter 6): du ring the settlement negoti-
anons (c‘h;lpler 7Y and in the p()slsclt]emcnt implcmcnlztlinn slage
{chapter 8).

Our purpose in writing this hool is to help meduarors i intrac-
table conflicts think through and plan their mediation strateges. Itis
also to help students of international contlict management understand
the important lessons of statecraft and the policies and bargaining
St[‘alcgics that mediators invoke to he|p l)ring these de\'aslaling con-
Hicts 1o an end. These conllicts are restlient, stubborn, and ruthless in
nature, but lhe‘\-' are not hopelcss cascs. And sometimes —in fact,
often —1t 15 thuughtful, well-exceuted l]lir(Lparl.y interventions that

make ihe dilference.
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