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Preface

Theories of Conict is basedon lectures given when the author wasprofessorof sociology

at Columbia University 1958-60,of conict and peacestudiesat the University of Oslo

1969-1977,and visiting professorat Universit•at Z•urich spring 1972and University of

Hawai'i spring 1973. The book was mainly written in Z•urich and Honolulu, gently

facilitated by the late ProfessorPeter Heinz in Z•urich and ProfessorGeorge Kent in

Honolulu. To both my most sinceregratitude.

The predecessor, A Framework for the Analysis of Social Conict, New York, NY:

Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia University, 1958,is reproduced here in the

original versionas an Appendix. But neither that one,nor this book, nor another book,

Theories of Peace,International PeaceResearch Institute, Oslo, 1967was published.

Why?

Answer: becausethe books had not lived through enoughconfrontations with real life

conicts, as opposedto meetingswith other books in libraries, and with their authors at

conferences.My model for a peacesciencefrom the beginningback in 1951was medical

science,and its theory-practice interface. The lectures,and this book, clarify concepts

and theories. Artists and sculptorswould have called them sketches. They are working

books. I wanted as fresh a start as possible,basedon intuitions and brusheswith realit y,

not readingsand academicdiscussionsonly, however indispensable.

Not building primarily on others there are no references.They comein A Theory

of Conict, A Theory of Development, A Theory of Civilization, A Theory of Peace,

TRANSCEND University Press,2009.

The concepts were tried out, like in \Three Approaches to Peace: Peacekeeping,

Peacemakingand Peacebuilding", \An ti-Semitism in the Making", \T owards a Theory

of RaceRelations", \Institutionalized Conict Resolution: A Theoretical Paradigm",

\Conict as a Way of Life", \The Middle East and the Theory of Conict"; in Essays in

PeaceResearch, VolumesII, III and V, Copenhagen:Ejlers, 1976-79-80.

In Part Four (commissionedby the NorwegianMinister of Foreign A�airs in 1974)
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reality comescloser. But there are many theory and practice stepsfrom there, via Peace

By Peaceful Means,London: SAGE, 1998,to 50 Years:100Peace& Conict Perspectiv es,

TRANSCEND University Press2008 (seewww.transcend.org/tup).

The readerwill �nd in this book such ideasas dissociative vs associative relations,

actor vs structural conic ts basedon values vs interests, symmetric vs asymmetric

conict, conict transformation, empirical vs potential reality, conict transcendence

as opposedto compromise,conict resolution vs conict repression,conict resolution

through transformation of potential into empirical reality, goalsvs pursuit by means

of resources,the focus on equity and the rejection of the conict-manager who steals

somebody else'sconict and deprivesthem of that chanceof growth. Needlessto say,

they have all beendeveloped further, but basically they are all here.

Chapters1-2 have beenpublishedas the entry \Conict Theory" in Lester Kurtz, ed.

Encyclopedia of Violence,Peaceand Conict, Amsterdam etc.: Elsevier,Secondedition,

2008,pp. 391-400;otherwise nothing hasbeenpublishedelsewhere.

And nothing hasbeenchangedapart from somelanguageediting, like making sentences

and paragraphsshorter. I am most grateful to S.P. Udayakumar, then (1992) my assistant

at the University of Hawai'i, for making the digital version,and to my assistants Summer

2009,Naakow Grant-Hayford and Karoline Weber, for their help with the �nal manuscript;

all three alsowonderful dialoguepartners.

There are things I would have said di�eren tly today but I can identify with the 1973

version,and found it interest ing to revisit myself 36 yearslater, even 51yearslater (for

the Appendix).

It was also interesting to revisit the chapter commissionedby the Norwegianforeign

minister at the time, Knut Frydenlund. Written in 1973-74the Cold War was certainly

on, but as is evident from Part Four I did not believe in the East-West conict becoming

hot in the \A tlantic Theater", \o nly" in the Third World. NATO and the WTO were

seenin the chapter not so much as pitted against each other as ways of consolidating

the gainsfrom World War II with both of them enforcingtheir systemsand deploying

military force for that purpose.

Thus, I saw world dynamicsmore in terms of \Center vs periphery formations" than in

terms of \Center vs Center formations". There were two of them, capitalist imperialism

and socialist imperialism, and upheavals were predicted in both, with US and Soviet

interventions. More concretely, the Soviet empirewasseenasan early victim of upheavals

in Eastern Europe, and the Soviet systemitself would collapsebecauseof its anti-human

character. The US imperial control was alsoseenas crumbling in the longer run.
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Nor did I believe in any general\North-South" conict, the conicts being inside the

two imperial formations. The focuswas alsoon superpower cooperation in the senseof

respecting the other's \sphere of interest", protesting interventions but not too much,

using repressioncooperation, passive or negative, as a way of building cooperative ties,

very apprehensive of a nuclear war betweenthem.

Basically both the US and the Soviet Union would try to keeptheir periphery elites

in power and strike a deal on that basis. This actually culminated in the Gorbachev

cooperation with Reaganand Bush, with handso� the other side intervening in Panama

and in Caucasus-Balticum. In the terminology usedin Part One the prognosiswas in

terms of asymmetric center-periphery conict, with nonviolenceand guerilla strategies,

not in terms of any big symmetric encounter. Afghanistan was not predicted, however,

neither the Communist take-over, nor the Soviet \protection", nor the US intervention.

Another prediction was in terms of an emerging Europeanvs Asian conict, now in

full bloom, militarily-p olitically with West Asia and economically-culturally with East

Asia. The prognosisof China-Japancooperation seemedfar-fetched, but with the power

and paradigm shift in Japan from LDP to DPJ it now looks more probable.

I only hope the reader will alsoderive something useful from the book.

Jondal and Alfaz, August2009

Johan Galtung

7



8



Chapter 1

DEFINITIONS OF CONFLICT

1.1 Con tradiction and Incompatibilit y: A First Ap-

proac h

Onceupon a time, during the Han dynasty, there was (perhaps)a man who was a dealer

in weapons,somewherein China. In his store were the meansof attack as well as the

meansof defense,and amongthem a halberd and a shield. The man, the dealer in arms,

had anti cipated not only modern patterns of advertising, but also the modern arms race

with its ballistic missiles,its anti-ballistic missilesand anti-anti-ba llistic missiles,and

had two posters.

One advertised his halberd: This halberd is so sharp that it can pierceany shield!

The other advertised his shield: This shield is so strong that no halberd can pierceit!

And thus it was that the Chinesecharactersfor halberd and shield, juxtaposedin that

order, becamethe character for contradiction:

in Chinesepronounced: mau tun

in Japanesepronounced:mu jun

But are thesetwo statements really contr adictory? And what doesit mean that they

are contradictory, if we agreethat they are?

To explore this point, fundamental for any theory of conict, let us look at thesetwo

statements:
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P1 Point X is on onesideof a strip of paper;

Point Y is on the other sideof the samestrip.

P2 The curve X-Y connectsthe two points without ever crossing the edge of the strip

of paper.

Evena beginnerin mathematicswill yawn at this hackneyedexample, and we apologize

to them. Others might like to tear out a narrow rectangular strip of paper, mark X on

onesideand Y on the other and try a solution: twist the strip, join the two narrow edges

together, and the curve X-Y can be drawn with no di�cult y.

The exampleservesto illustrat e onepoint: there is more to realit y than what meets

the naked eye. What appearsimpossiblemay becomepossibleoncethe concept of reality,

in casua strip of paper, is extended,or at least transformed. The M•obius strip is only

onesimple example: mathematicsis, indeed,full of them. For ex mathematicianshave it

in their power to expandtheir reality so asto make possible what was impossiblein the

reality to which they were formerly constrained. Take the exampleof what happenedto

numbers:

Starting with they had to add so asto permit and they got

natural numbers fractions unlimited division positive numbers

positive numbers irrational numbers unlimited roots positive real

numbers

positive real negative numbers unlimited subtraction real numbers

numbers

real numbers imaginary numbers unlimited \ro ots" complexnumbers

complexnumbers etc.

In the original \realit y" of natural numbers the two statements:

P1 N is a natural number

P2 N is the di�erence betweena and b, b> a

constitute a contradiction, for there is no such natural number.

Back to the Chinesemerchant: is there a reality in which his two statements would

not form a contradiction, without stretching the de�nitions of halberd and shield? There

probably is. His statements concernthe relative impact two weapons,both presumably

madeof metal { or at least of somemineral, the Aztecsusedswords of obsidian { have
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on each other. Theseimpacts are well studied in geology(mineralogy) under the general

headingof \hardness", and the scaleof hardness,from the lowest, talc, to 10, diamond,

is problematic. Shape plays considerablerole, but so do external circumstances.It is

not inconceivable that onematerial may outdo another at onetemperature, but has to

capitulate at another.

To this the answer might be that sword and shield di�er in form, not in substance,

and that they are usedunder exactly the samecircumstances;in the heat of the battle,

to be precise.The merchant might still retort if a suit were brought againsthim, that his

particular halberd would only pierce\a little", becauseit would be blunted, again \a

little". In other words, to beat that merchant sharper de�nitions would be neededto

bring out a contradicti on. The legendadds, however, that when confronted with the

contradiction in his two statements the merchant was at a loss.

In the following \contradiction" will begivena speci�c meaning. The point of departure

is a set of thesesor sentencesthat say somethingabout reality, whether they are data-

sentencesdividing the world into observed and unobserved, theory-sentences(hypotheses)

dividing the world into foreseenand unforeseen,or value-sentencesdividing the world

into desiredand rejected. The di�erence between\is" and \ought" doesnot concernus

here. Either kind is ultimately descriptive of reality, they all refer to statesof the world.

Nor are we concernedwith operationalization, testability or such matters. An intuitiv e

understandingof what the thesissays about reality is su�cien t. The important point are

the dichotomies.

Imagine, then, that we have a set of theses,T. To say that T is a contr adiction is

another way of saying that somestates of the world the thesesexpressare mutually

incompatible. This, in turn, is another way of saying that the realization of onethesis

will impedethe realization of at least oneother thesis. By realization, then, we mean

that somethingis, or becomes,part of empirical reality, which meansthat the thesis is,

or becomes,a data-sentence. It is or becomes\con�rmed", \true", \tenable", while at

the sametime alsobeing a theory-sentenceor a value-sentence.

If the thesisis all three at the sametime the meaningis that the state of the world

that is observed, is also foreseenand pursued,which might be said to be a de�nition of

the best of all worlds.

In de�ning contradiction asa property of a setof theses,in other wordsasa meta-thesis,

it is assumedthat no singlethesis is formulated in such a way that it is a contr adiction.

If it were, it should be split into at least two theses.

Further, contradiction is taken in its literary sense,contra dicere,\to speak against",
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impossible";only that \what is impossible,is not" the counterpositive statement. The

latter is descriptive of what is herecalled irrealit y, I, the outermost sphere.

Betweenthe two is potential realit y, P; that which is possiblebut is not (yet). But if

it is not, how, then, can we know that it is possible?We cannot know by referring to

data about that which is observed, nor about what is pursued. We can only know by

bringing that reality into being, through practice, in other words. Where that will bring

humankind is unknown and unknowable; for that reasonthe borderline betweenpotential

reality and irrealit y cannot be �xed. But the borderline betweenthat which is, and that

which might be is assumed,in this connection,to be unproblematic, although there will

be decisionproblemsin practice. There will be grey zones,e.g. disagreements among

competent observers.

We have assumedthat any contradiction thesis refersto empirical reality; in other

words, that it is a statement pronouncing something as impossiblein empirical reality.

Each single thesis in T may or may not refer to empirical reality.

But if contradictory, each oneof them can only refer to empirical reality, be realized in

other words,under the condition that the negationof the other theses,singly or combined,

is realized. This statement may, obviously, alsobe true or false,sinceit is an empirical

statement. If it is falsethen it has to be shown where in empirical reality the thesesin T

are compatible. If it is true in empirical reality, then there is still the problem of whether

it would remain true in a potential reality. And the more interesting problem: whether a

processcan be identi�ed whereby that potential reality can be brought into empirical

existence.

In line with ordinary usagewe shall now say that to transcenda contradiction (\einen

Widerspruch aufheben") is to make empirical a potential realit y so that T is no longer a

contradiction, in other words createa reality wherethe thesesare no longer mutually

incompatible, but can all be empirically realized.

The M•obius strip may be seenas an exampleof a transcendenceof that kind by

transforming reality. But is the M•obiusstrip part of empirical reality beforethe reader,you,

all readers,everybody, did that little experiment? Yes,and that servesto underline the

di�erence betweenobjective and subjective transcendence.A contradiction is objectiv ely

transcendedif this empirical reality is possible. To what extent it is also subjectiv ely

transcendeddependson the degreeand extensionof consciousnessabout this possibility.

For this reasonany contradiction-certi�cate may itself contradict a thesisabout partly

discovered, contested empirical reality, and this is a crucial type of the secondorder

contradiction referredto above. When somebody says \but that is incompatible", and
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somebody else exclaims\to the contrary, it is possible,I have seenit in ..." a second

order contradiction hasbeenidenti�ed.

What makesthe whole ideaof contradiction sobasicis not the conceptof incompatibil-

it y, or exclusion,which would alsobe found in empiricism, but the idea of tr anscendence.

Underlying it is the assumptionthat known empirical reality is only a fraction of potent ial

reality, and that other realities can be brought into being. What is incompatible today

may becomecompatible, not sub speciaeaeternitatis, but tomorrow, even now, here.

It should be pointed out that we have systematically avoided referring to two theses.

That �gure of speech reducesT to a set of two thesesonly, and is not generalenough.

It tends to arrest thinking and con�ne it to the thought-prison of the dichotomy, so

ubiquitous and so di�cult a prison to break out of. This is particularly important in

conict theory whereconicts much too often are conceived of in dichotomous terms:

North-South conict, capital-labor, democracy-dictatorship, etc. This is not to deny the

usefulnessof dichotomiesunder somecircumstances,but thosecircumstancesshould be

spelt out and demonstratedempirically. The dichotomy should not be built into the

thought form, the discourse,from the very beginning. From the circumstancethat there

cannot be lessthan 2 thesesin T to constitute a contradict ion it doesnot follow that 2 is

also the maximum number.

Another word to be used with care is synthesis. It does not merely refer to a

simple mixture, an eclecticcombination, an in-betweencompromise,but to a \higher

unity". What is intended by "transcendence",however, is somethingmore modest: a

transformation of empirical reality so that what oncewas a contradiction no longer is.

The incompatible hasbecomecompatible. Whether this new realit y is \higher" or not

is another matter, and to assumethat history somehow proceedstowards ever higher

realities is obscenefor anybody who has lived through the twentieth century. The term

\transcendence"will be usedfor anything from the smallestmicro-changesto the real

watershedsin history, and for subjective and objective transcendence.

A third word to be usedwith care is \antith esis" . There is an imageof antagonism

evoked by the term \anti", as if each thesis stands for a force trying to �gh t its way

against the other force, the \thesis". Again, this is an imagethat is very usefulunder

circumstancesto be spelt out, but arti�cial under other circumstances,like in the M•obius

strip example. We prefer not to build it into the contradiction concept from the very

beginning, but to develop it as a special case. Moreover, there is also an element of

anthropomorphism,and even an over-accentuation of consciousnessimplicit in the image,

however unintended this may be. The world becomesanimated in a way hardly conducive
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to further exploration. We aim at a broader discoursethan this dichotomousspeech,

wrongly attributed to Hegel,with thesisvs antithesis producing synthesis.
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1.2 Con tradiction and Incompatibilit y: A More For-

mal Approac h

Let us now formalize this somewhat,and in a way which may imply a limi tation of the

perspective; although we are not convinced that this is necessarilyso.

We shall assumethat any thesis in T is a proposition, in the senseof attrib uting

properties to something. In another context we have de�ned a proposition as any

statement

Ps (X 1, X2,.....Xn) or Ps (X)

whereS is a set of m units, X is a set of n variablesand P is a distribution, probabilistic

or deterministic, of S on X. For m=n=1 we get simple propositions like \Go d is good",

\I have a car"; for m=200 and n=2 we may get propositions like \t he higher a country is

on the international division of labor, the higher its GNP per capita".

For our purpose,however, we shall usually assumethat the propositions in T are about

onevariable only (n=1). A proposition involving two variableswill then show up as a

contradiction betweentwo propositions involving onevariable each, e.g. \C is low on the

international division of labor in year Y" and \C is high on GNP per capita in year Y+".

The contradiction is in what the proposition excludes.In sodoing we have also,implicitly ,

said that the incompatibilit y may be probabilistic rather than deterministic, and alsothat

the two statements do not necessarilyrefer to the samepoint in time. This restriction to

n=1 is, however, only a convention to facilitate and standardizepresentation.

A contradiction can be de�ned involving thesesof any order of complexity, for any

number of variables. Thus, a contradiction betweena thesiswith onevariable and one

involving two other variableswould be tantamount to a proposition with three variables,

and so on.

Thus, the generalparadigm for a contradiction would be basedon m units and n

variables,and t theses,T, specifying the distribution of m units on n variables. Here are

two cases,both with t=2.

In the � rst casem=1 and n=2, there is oneunit, the \b ody", and two variables. The

two theseslocate the unit on either variable:

T1 \The body has fallen freely 5 seconds"

T2 \The body has fallen freely 5m"

16



But if the body is subject to the laws of free fall, then elapsedtime t and distances

relate to each other like s = 1/2gt2, so5 metersis (about) what it would have fallen after

1, not after 5 seconds,when the distancecoveredwould be (about) 125meters,under

the conditions of free fall with g = 9:8. SoT is a contradiction, but not for g = 0:4.

Figure 1.1.

In the secondcasem = 2 and n = 1: there are two units and onevariable. The two

thesesalso locate the units on the variable.

T1 for the unit \I": \I have Milano"

T2 for the unit \m y brother": \m y brother hasMilano"

However, the variable is only in a formal senseoneand the same,that of possessing

Milano. In a more real sensethere are two variables: \I having Milano" and \My brother

having Milano". As diagram:

Figure 1.2.

Of the four possiblecombinations one is excluded;hence,T is a contradiction. But

there are certainly ways of transcendingthis contradiction, to be discussedlater.
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In general,then, when there are m units and n variableswe shall need(mxn) axes

to explorethe contradiction. This de�nes an (mxn) dimensionalspace,S, like the two-

dimensionalspacesin the two examples.Each thesis in T de�nes a sub-spacewherethe

unit is (or the units are) located, according to that thesis. Thesesubspacesintersect and

form a region we shall call INT, for intersection. Each point in this region standsfor the

realization of all t thesesin T. It shouldbe noticed that t is not necessarilyequal to mxn,

nor is INT necessarilya proper set. It may be empty becausethere is no intersection or

equal to the total spacede�ned by the mxn axes. But in generalwe assume that INT is

a proper set di�eren t from either.

Each point in S represents a reality. We now divide S into two parts, the compatibil it y

region, COMP, and the incompatibil it y region, INC. This division is not doneon the

basisof the thesesin T, but on the basisof the empirical distribution of m units on the

n variables. Thus, we assumethat there exists somebasisfor saying whether a point is

realizable,i.e. belongsto empirical reality, or not. In the former caseit belongsto the

compatibilit y region, in the latter caseto the incompatibilit y region. In the �rst example

above the basisfor this distinction was the law of motion, COMP being a parabola, in

the secondcasethe meaningof possessingMilano.

We can now give a more formal de�nition of contradiction: A contradiction obtains

when the intersection is located in the incompatibil it y region, or simply
Contradiction : I N T � I N C

Nothing new hasbeensaid in formulating it this way, but this formulation makesthe

transition to a theory of conict very easysinceINT hasa special meaningin that theory,

and INC hasexactly the meaning already given to it .

We then proceedon the basisof the idea of incompatibilit y to work out a de�nition of

conict. To do this the idea of incompatibilit y is retained in the form given at the end of

the preceding section,as a contradiction, leaving open whether or not the contradiction

can be transcendedby changingempirical reality.

Conict, then, is a special caseof incompatibilit y, but what kind of special case?What

are the differentiae speci� caethat make a conict out of an incompatibilit y? We assume

them to be two in number, and a �rst formulation might be as follows:

[1] the variablesreferredto in the thesesare goal-dimensions;

[2] the units referredto in the thesesare live actors.

What onethesisdoesis to indicate the location of a setof actorson onegoal-dimension,

and a set of such theseswill serve to indicate their location in a spaceof goal-dimensions.
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Here it should, at once,be said that \goal" is taken in a very generalsense.It hasno

necessaryconnotation of \end" or \v alue". All it says is that the variableswith which

conict theory dealsare not \at"; they are equipped with a goal-gradient. Concrete

ways of conceivingof goalswill be spelt out in the next section.

It should alsobe emphasizedthat the units, i.e. the \sets of actors", may rangeall

the way from the single individual to highly structured setsof setsof setsand so on of

individuals; like groups,countries, regions,worlds.

Moreover, we assumegenerally that theseindividuals are human beings,from indivi d-

uals to collectivities; not denying that it may be fruitful to talk about \conict" in the

animal world. But we are not convinced that the referent is the same;it looks as if in

that casewe should rather talk about \hostile" or \antagonist ic" behavior as something

short of any transcendence.

1.3 The Goal Dimension: Driv es vs Consumption

Basic in this connection,hence,is the conceptof the goal-dimension. Life is manifold

and human life perhapseven more so. We take it as axiomatic that life, and not only

human, is the pursuit of goals, not necessarilydeliberate, whether it takes the form

of approaching positive, or avoiding negative, goals. What is positively and negatively

evaluated varies from culture to culture, whether the culture is collective or individual,

and from speciesto species.

Each individual hasexplicit and implicit cultural elements, standards,of his-her own;

also changing and rarely completely clearly structured. But goalsneverthelessserve

as positive or negative sign-posts,perceived or not perceived, along the life-line of any

individual or set of individuals (collectivit y), sometimes creating drivesto arrive at, or to

avoid, thesesign-posts. The sign-postsareapproachedand they areavoided,and approach

and avoidanceare both processesthat �ll the better part of the livesof individuals and

collectivities. They should be distinguishedfrom the goal-stateswhich are the sign-posts

themselves,wherethe positive value is approached and-or the negative value completely

avoided. In the consumedgoal-statethere is no approach or avoidance. The drive is

extinguisheduntil it reappears,or attention is given to other goals. Thus, a goal-statehas

a temporary stabilit y: the author with the completedbook, the hunter with the game,

the couplein intercourse,the personenjoying his meal, the politician electedto his o�ce,

the conquerorat the moment of conquest,the peoplethat have obtained nationhood, the
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nations that have obtained statehood, the leadersthat have managedto integrate the

revolution that has liberated the people,the party that hasmanagedto \priv atize" the

public sector, the other party that has managedto \nationalize" the private sector.

Thus, there is a basic asymmetry in life between pursuit and consumption: what

onehasnot, or is not, may make itself more clearly felt than what onehas,or is. The

persondeprived of air, whether becauseof drowning or su�o cating for someother reason,

appreciatesair fully, and probably even enjoys hours of gratitu de if air is madeavailable

for consumptionagain. But very few have the capacity to appreciatethe air around us

every minute of the day, nor do we feel that we no longer are hungry for food or sexright

after consumptionof the goal-state.

The entrepreneurial type can be de�ned as onewho is always looking for new things

to create. He is not merely enjoying the institu tion he hasbuilt, resting on his laurels.

The military conqueroris known to look for more conqueststo be made,the politician

for more changesto be madein the social structure, \and thus man chaseswoman until

the woman in the end catcheshim" (G.B. Shaw), and so on. To live is to strive; where

there is no drive, no strife, there is no life.

It may be objected that this may be a way of characterizing a speci�c collective or

individual culture more than a generalstatement about goals. Modern man, to the extent

he resembles Sorokin's sensate man, is processand changeoriented. He is looking for

ways of changing the external world, engagedin the struggle for control, if necessary

through conquest.But how about Sorokin's ideational man, strivi ng for changes in the

internal world, perhapssummarizedas a struggle for salvation? Do they experiencelack

of salvation, or salvation, as such? Biographical and other evidenceseemto point in the

�rst direction: it is the uncertainty, the strugglewith forcesinside and outside oneself

that seemto dominate that person'smind.

Salvation is described as a bliss relative to sinful life beforeconversion, but it has

to be re-conqueredall the time. If it hasbeenobtained for oneself,then an ideational

\entrepreneur" may want to extend it to others and becomea missionary, or to deepen

the scope of his own salvation becoming a monk, a hermit. In other words, the striving

is still there, only along other dimensions.

Thus, the distinction is probably not only betweenprocessand goal, between the

awarenessof hunger and the lack of awarenessof its satisfaction, but also between

individuals and collectivities with various degreeof appetite and abilit y to struggle for

moreof the goalsand to invent newgoals. That drivesareextinguishedupon consumption,

and that there is an asymmetry betweenthe drive state and the consumptionstate, are
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both true by de�nition.

The libertine losing interest in the woman after the �rst intercourseprovesnothing

new about the structure of goal-pursuit in general, only that his goal-state{even though

he may not have known this himself{was preciselythe �rst and only intercourse. The

non-libertine may be interested in follow-ups, not to mention to broadenand deepen

the scope of interaction seeingthat samepersonas the source of mutual satisfaction of

multiple goals. It is customary to refer to the accompanying sentiment as love if the

scope is relatively broad, saying nothing about the time-perspective and whether there

is an e�or t to broadenit further. When there are no more e�orts, no new drives,only

consumption,love may becomeroutin ized, even dead.

We can think in terms of a wave pattern: the drivesare transformed into energyand

releasedinto somekind of activit y in an undulating pattern. Frequenciesand amplitudes

may vary, but it is di�cult to imaginea life wherethe wave is reducedto a completely

level line. Except, by death, like the brain wavesin encephalograms.

Let us put this in more formal terms crucial for understandingconict. In the diagram

the line is the life-line of an actor, an individual or a collectivity as,moving through time

and space:

Figure The life-line of any actor

At G, at time t, there is consumptionof a goal, grati� cation. At t 0, when the actor is

at A, he is at a distancefrom G: the value may be consumedgradually over time, like

gradually achieving masteryof a new language.Or, it may be in terms of spatial distance,

as when the invasionarmy is approaching the capital; or in terms of time distance,the

libertine again, calculating time neededtill surrender. The di�erence matters: the �rst

interpretation may meana gradual extinction of the drive and the others a wetting of

appetites.

If G is the consumptionof an apple, the zero point stands for zerobites; then the �rst

bite and so on till the apple is consumed.

For the goalof democracy onemay count the number of participatory sectorsof society,

for the goal of socialism the number of equitable sectors;representing gradual realization

of the goal.
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How about ownership: either the actor owns the meansof production, communication,

destruction, or not? Dependson how many he has to consult with; ownershipmay also

be represented in a gradedfashion.

This givesus four di�eren t meaningswhen we talk about \goal", and they should be

kept apart.

Table 1.1 Four Aspectsof \goal"
goal as

dimension
goal as

end point

goal as
standard of evaluation a variable \goal"

goal as
consumption

degreeof
goal-consumption

goal-state:
goal-consumptioncompleted

When \p eace"is mentioned asa goal it is usually in the upper right hand cornersense,

and \p eace"is usually clari�ed when spelt out as a variable becausepositive peaceis

then contrasted with negative peace.Shadesand gradesof peacecan then be speci�ed.

All this should be distinguished from locating an actor on a goal-dimension,and

particularly from locating him at the end of the dimensionwherethe goal is consumed:

the actor is in or at the goal-state. One thing is goal and goal-dimensionsas abstract

entities belongingto the culture, or to the analytical apparatus;another is goal or degree

of goal-attainment as a concretestate of the actor.

Thus far we have talked about goalsand drivesand it might be tempting to relate

the two. This has beendone fairly often at the level of individual: one has tried to

measurethe drive as a function of the physical distancefrom the goal, and of the degree

of realization of the goal. The relation betweendrive and distanceis often referredto as

the gradient, and they may look as follows:

Figure 1.3. The Relation Between Goal and Drive
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In the �rst case,consumptionstarts at G and the drive becomesmore intensethe

closerone is; in the secondcase the consumptionendsat G and the drive is extinguished.

Combined into onediagram yields an A-shaped curve known to many actors for many

goals.

1.4 Conict: Actors in Pursuit of Incompatible

Goals

Let us now add another actor to createa social system.

If life, action, is the pursuit of goals,then social life, interaction, is the exchangeof

value. Actors enter into exchangerelations, for many reasons,oneof them being that

they think they gain utilit y (subjective value); another becausethey are usedto do so;

still another becausethey are forced to. The farmer and the city-dweller exchanging

food with manufactured goods are useful as examples of a limited type of exchange.

The prison inmate and his guard alsoexchangevalues{the inmate is usually forced into

his position and the guard is usually paid to be there{but the valuesexchangedare

predominantly negative, like not being a troublemaker against relaxing the rules. We

refer to the interaction relation asdissociativ e if the valuesexchangedare mainly negative

or neutral, and as associativ e if the valuesexchangedare predominantly positive.

Both examplesabove have a certain super�cial equivalenceor reciprocity about them:

the farmer getshis due in terms of manufactured goods, the guard getsback from the

inmate as trouble whatever he, the guard, may have addedto the punishment in terms of

strict reinforcement of regulations,etc. But reciprocity, or equity, is not a generallyvalid

social rule. In the relationship betweenslave-owner and slave, or betweennineteenth

century capitalist and worker, it makesno senseto talk about equity in the exchange.

In the following sectionsthe di�erence betweenequalit y amongactors and equity in

the exchangebetweenactors will be explored. Casesof grossinequity in exchangewill be

referredto as exploitation, which may even goso far as to involve an exchangebetween

positive and negative value, as when the slave contributes to pro�t and receivesall kinds

of deprivation in return.

How is exchangeon unequal terms possible? Simply becausethe two-personfree-will

market model hasvery limited applicability. It portrays the individual asmaster, seeking

optimal value exchanges,and not as an element in a more comprehensive and complex

social structure whererepressionplays a major role.
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The social structure may prescribe for the individual his patterns of exchangeand �x

the exchangeprice for his labor (wages),his love (that love should be reciprocated),etc.

Not all actors are able to changethe pricessincethey are often not gearedto oneisolated

individual but to positions, to statusesand roles,asa worker, a lover, an enterprise, a

big power, etc., not easily changed. But not all spheresof life are thus regulated and

circumscribed, and the spheresthat are only regulatedup to a certain level leave lots of

possibilities for the change-oriented individual, group or nation.

Thus, individuals as well as collectivities are both free and bound, both able to �x the

terms of exchangeas they want and to withdraw from unrewarding bargains,and unable

to do so. With a lesscomplex imageof social reality no analysiswill carry us very far.

To summarize: life is the pursuit of goals, social life is the exchangeof value - and

that which pursuesvalues,and exchangesvalues,is referredto as an actor.

In the pursuit he acts, and in the exchangehe interacts; actors move along their

life-lines, dotted with goal-consumption, culminating in goal-states.

Occasionallythe life-linesintersect: the actorscometogether in spaceand time, become

relevant to each other and may engagein value-exchangeor interaction; positive, neutral,

negative.

And this is, of course,whereconict enters, although it can alsobe de�ned for one

actor.

We cannow de�ne coni ct, building on the notions of contradiction and incompatibilit y

developed in the generalgoal-notionsexploredhere. According to thesenotions there are

goalsto be realized;the realization sometimesreferred to as goal-consumption.Thus,

with the units being setsof individuals and the variablesbeing goal-dimensions,INT

becomesthe region of acceptablegoal-realization, herecalled ACC, or the acceptabilit y

region. A con ict, then, is a contradiction wherethe acceptability region is located inside

the incompatibilit y region:

ACC � I N C

This will serve as a point of departure. A conict simply involvesincompatible goals.

But there is more to it: thosegoalsare pursued,leading to Conict=Actors in Pursuit of

Incompatible Goals.
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have control over their own consciousness-formation and are not subject to too much

manipulation{ and mobilization of resourcesto pursuethosegoals,which presupposes

that they have control over their own internal organization. Neither condition is satis�ed

for the underdog Periphery in the vertical case,and that is what makesit vertical.

The di�erence betweenthe two typesof conict can now be madesharper in the e�ort

to de�ne the conicts, not only the two relations. So,what are the two typesof conicts

about?

The way it is conceived of here there is always conict in the vertical relation because

conict is already built into the structure whereasconict may come and go in the

horizontal relation.

The vertical structure hasmuch more permanence,the horizontal structure is more

eventful. For that reasonthey are best captured, analytically, in what somewhere

alsohasbeentermed the structure-oriented and actor-oriented perspectives,discourses,

intellectual frameworks, respectively.

According to the former, society is seenas a structure and the essential characteristics

are the nature of the interaction relation and the interaction structure, not the nature

of the individuals and sets of individuals. To refer to them as \actors" presupposes

that they can act, i.e. that they have su�cien t Spielraum, action-space,that they have

alternativesand hencecan set goalsand pursue them. This opportunit y is to a large

extent deniedthe underdogperiphery in the vertical relation; and for that reasonanalysis

in terms of consciouslyformed goalsand organizedpursuit of them easily becomesfalse

and misleading.

But it is not misleadingin the second,horizontal, type of relation. Here there are

actors by de�nition capableof formulating and pursuing goals. Hencethe structural

network can be permitted to recedeinto the background in an analysis,and the focus

can be on the actors themselves,on their goalsand strategies.Just as much as marxist

typesof analysisare lesswarranted in the latter, strategic analysisof individuals whose

consciousnesshasbeendeformedby being at the bottom of a vertical division of labor,

penetrated, fragmented, can only lead to illusions of harmony when the bottom doesnot

expressany goal di�er ent from that of their masters,nor takesany step in that direction.

Similarly, marxist analysisof a horizontal situation leadsto strained e�ort s to cast the

relationship in terms of exploitative interaction. This, of course,is not to deny that

vertical type analysisof internal relation inside S1 and S2 may be very fruitful in e�orts

to understandS1-S2 relations even when the latter look horizontal.

In the following, however, marxist and liberal analytical schemeswil l not necessarilybe
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used;the analysiswill move forward on its own conict theory terms, obviously borrowing

from either.

And the termsare su�cien t to de�ne the two typesof conict, i.e. the typical conicts

in the two social situations. Sincethe setsof individuals have already beenclari�ed in

the two cases,con ict obviously has to be explicated by turning to the goal aspect.

In a vertical relation the conict is de�ned in termsof interests,and accordingto the

following axiom:

It is in everybody's interest not to be exploited

The entire analysisof vertical conict derives from this assumption, and we shall

later show that there is a similar assumptionbehind the much better known analysis of

horizontal conict.

The basicpoint is, of course,that there is no referenceto consciouslyformulated goals,

only to \in terests". Theseinterestsare objectively de�ned, and tied to an analysisof the

interaction relation itself. If exploitative, then somebody is exploited and somebody is

an exploiter. What the axiom says is that however interest is de�ned, it is in everybody's

interest not to be exploited, even when he begsfor subjugation.

Is it in somebody's interest to exploit? It is de�nitely , very often, somebody's subjective

goal to exploit, but is it also in somebody's objective interest? A Gandhi might say no:

the exploiter may think that it is in his interest, but it actually is not; not merely because

the exploiter will sooner or later have an uprising topple his privileged position, but also

becausehe becomesa slave of his own e�orts to exploit and to maintain the exploitation.

To destroy the exploitative structure, therefore, is also to liberate the exploiter from his

exploitation, and set him free.

But the oppositeview is indeedalsopossible.There is such an overwhelmingmultitude

of situations wherepeople,consciouslyor not, seemto acceptpositions of privilege, and

to react against any e�ort to reducethe exploitation.

An analytical concept is neededto explain this as well as to explain the situation of

the exploited.

The exploiter may not be consciousof his exploitation, so why doeshe persist in it?

One answer may be: becauseit is in his interest to do so.

On the other hand, the exploited is in a situation not in his interest, so why doeshe

neverthelesssometimesacceptit consciouslyand openly? One often found answer may

be: becausehe has falseconsciousnessor noneat all.

Thus, interest is seenas somethingthat may or may not be expressedas a value. If

the expressedgoal doesnot coincidewith the interest, which we assumefor everybody is
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the equity solution, E. One conict history would be for a systemto start in A with S1

as the exploiter, then move to C with a revolution with S2 as the exploiter, and then end

up in E with equity.

And that endsour story so far. It all hingeson the conceptof equity, not only on the

negative conceptof exploitation. In equity S1 and S2 can meet, but for that to happen

much consciousnessformation is needed.In both.

Meeting in equity there can still be incompatibilit y, but the conict is horizontal, and

accordingto the following axiom:

It is in everybody's interest to maximize value.

Obviously this may bring us from a marxist to an economistparadigm. But there is

no assumptionthat valuesare egoistic. Cultures will de�ne them and play the role for

horizontal conict structuresplay for vertical conict. Their cultures may be altruistic,

with no axiom to the e� ect that the sum of a zillion egoismsis onealtruism.

So far conict hasbeende�ned, like many authors do, in terms of incompatibilit y of

goals,and two major subtypesof goalshave beenindicated, interestsand values,giving

rise to two major subtypesof conict: conict of interest (structural con ict) and conict

of values(actor conict). The distinction is neither exhaustive nor mutually exclusive;

many, maybe most, conicts are mixesof the two.

This doesnot meanthat we split the theory of conict into two conicts of interest

and conicts of values. On the contrary, we shall assumethat there are two basic parts

of the theory of conict, but de�ned di�eren tly.

One is a conict transformation theory of how conicts of interest are transformed

into conicts of manifest values. And the other is manifest conict theory.

In other words, it is assumedthat conict in latent form, as conict of interest, does

not have an independent life, remaining the same,but will be headingfor transformation

into manifest form, asconict of values. Indeed,latent conicts{exploitat ion, penetration,

fragmentation{ are persistent facts in social life, but that persistence is for each speci�c

conict in an unstableequilibrium. Consciousness-formationand organization, individual

and collective, are also facts of life.

But can it not be imagined that a latent conict is resolved without necessarilybeing

transformed into a manifest conict? From the axiomatic statement just given no, but

this is certainly not evident.

For instance,could it not be that somebody comesfrom the outside, digs into the

structural conditions of the conict of interest, changes-managesthe whole situation and

producesa more equitable society? Yes,this can certainly be imagined, but there would
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still be a conict of interest in the division of labor betweenthe outsideconict-managers

and the conict-managed. The conict-managers would usethe conict of others as the

raw material that they themselveswould processand turn into a processedproduct, a

conict solution.

With the old Herr (topdog) gone,the Knecht ( underdog)will wake up to �nd himself

under a new Herr { the conict-manager. The rule may be di�eren t, but the opportunit y

of self-growth, of becomingtruly autonomousthrough one'sown con ict transformation

or conict manifestation, hasbeenlost.

1.6 Frustration and Conict

Sofar we have assumedthat goalsare not only set but alsoobtained, that goal-states

are reached and goalsconsumed.However, it is a rather trivial fact of life that it often

takestime and other resourcesto reach goal-states,and even if the actor tries as hard as

possible,the goal-statemay neverthelessnever be arrived at.

It is customary to refer to this as frustration, which meansthat the accessto the

goal-statehas beenblocked. It is also customary to talk about sourcesof frustration,

which are the factors that must be removed to permit the accessto the goal-statewhen

the actor is said to be frustrated.

There are many di�culties with thesede�nitions, however. To take an example: a

personwants an academicdegree,but has to mobilize time, moneyand other resources.

He is frustrated becauseof this, but in the end getshis degree. In that caseonemight

perhapssay that his frustration is relative to the goal-stateof getting his degreeeasily,

and that di�ers from the frustration of a personwho fails the examination for the third

and last time.

One major classof sourcesof frustration can be referredto as scarcity of resources.

Not to a�ord somethingproducesa clear caseof frustration; to a�ord it and discover

that it is out of stock another; to a�ord it, locate it and then discover that somebody one

caresfor and about dislikesthe object, still another. But there may alsobe goal-states

that are blocked becauseno resourcescan ever be mobilized to reach them. He who has

glued the goal perpetuum mobile on his mind is in a di�eren t kind of di�cult y from he

who merely wants to invent a more e�ectiv e steamenginethan anyone elsebeforehim.

The sameapplies to the personsometime ago who wanted to go to the moon: today

that goal is more realistic.
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In other caseswe do not know: mathematiciansoften set themselvesgoalsin terms of

theoremsthey want to prove wherethey may be unable both to prove and to disprove.

Politicians certainly do the same:he who works for the world government cannot say

whether his goal is realistic and may becomea part of empirical reality. But given the

actor, his goal and the resourcesavailable we have a basisfor operationalizing the degree

of frustration as the amount of additional resources neededto reach the goal-state, ie, to

remove the sourcesof frustration. As indicated, it may vary from zero in the caseof no

frustration to in� nity in the caseof unrealistic goals.

Let us now complicate the picture again, this time by introducing not only onevalue-

dimension,but two, so that there are two di�eren t goal-states,G1 and G2 to refer to; for

the sameactor or for di�eren t actors is of no signi�cance. We have mentioned scarcity of

resourcesas one important sourceof frustration and this now brings us to the next: the

situation wheretwo goal-statesexcludeeach other becausethey are incompatible. This is

not the caseof having insu�cien t resourcesto obtain one'sgoal, but of realizing that one

goal standsin the way of realizing another goal. A personmay �nd it di�cult to be both

rich and happy, or to be both honest and considerate;a nation may have di�culti esbeing

loyal to an international community of nations and at the samet ime safe-guardingits

own more immediate interests. Or: two persons may �nd that they are in love with the

same,third, personwho is as monogamousas they are; two countries may �nd that the

desirefor autonomy for oneconicts with the desirefor markets for the other, and so on.

It is customary to refer to this asconict, which meansthat the accessto onegoal-state

is blocked by e�orts to reach an other goal-state;the goal-statesare incompatible, exclude

each other.

In principle this is not very di�eren t from frustration. In frustration there is one

goal-stateand insu�cien t resourcesto reach it; in conict there are at least two goal-

statesand insu�cien t resourcesto realizethem all. Thus, conict is for two actors what

frustration is for oneactor, for which reasononesometimestreats conict as a special

caseof frustration. We shall prefer to do it the other way, however, as will be elaborated

below. At any rate, the distinction betweenthe two is important sinceconict (except

when G1 and G2 are pursuedby the sameactor, the two actors are inside one) is to

the social system(and to sociology) what frustration is to the personalsystem(and to

psychology). But it is important to tie them together in a generaltheoretical framework

to be developed in the following two parts of this book.

Life in general,and social life in particular, would now look highly di�eren t if goals

werealways adjusted to the possibilitiesof satisfying them. It is important to imagine
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this state of a�airs sincethis book is dealing with the particular conditions under which

goalsare not satis�ed, whether this is best analyzedin terms of too high ambitions or too

limited resources.Under this condition, which is hard to imagine, frustration and conict

would both be unknown sincethey are both special casesof limited resources.Life would

consist in A-shaped wave patterns with limited amplitudes: goalsare satis�ed, then goals

build up again, drivesbecomeintense,they are satis�ed, and so on and so forth.

It is customary to associate this type of existencecloselywith stabilit y, and that is

probably correct: there would be few ripples on the wavesthat could serve as foci for the

emergenceof new social patterns. There would be no motivation for a pattern of change

and growth.

But appetites might be growing as conditions of satisfying them develop, challenging

even a stable and collectivistic social structure protected by a culture of a buddhist

variety. It doesnot account for the circumstancethat the world's richest societiesalso

seemto be the societiesthat changefastest,or the possibility of having changeitself as a

value, even a dominant one. Such a world, with su� cient resourcesfor all goal-statesto

be enjoyed, would probably rather be characterizedby non-buddhist patterns of behavior

and attitudes.

On the other hand there is the world with a maximum of frustration and coni ct. Any

grown-up persontoday will immediately think of the nazi concentration campasa model,

with its seeminglyunlimited potential for ini cting frustrat ion and conict. The results

in terms of behavior of the inmates are well-known; they rangefrom animal brutishness

to extremeapathy to incredible acts of compassion.

We mention this to placethe study of frustration and conict in its proper perspective,

as dealing with human essentials, with matters of life and death. For somewhereon this

rangefrom zeroto in�nit y in terms of degreeof frustration and conict every personaland

social systemon earth is located. The quality of the existenceof the actors is a function

of thi s condition. And, as sooften is the casein human a�airs: the best prescription for

most individual and collective actors is in media res. Too much frustration and con ict

may have a highly destructive e�ect, and too little may provide the actor with too low

levels of stimulation, challenge,to function adequately.

Conicts are frustrating but not all frustrations can be put on the standard conict

form with actors, goals,incompatibilit y and pursuit. To deal with the latter we need

more conceptualtools.
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1.7 The Elemen ts of Conict

We have de�ned conict as a social systemof actors with incompatibilit y betweentheir

goal-states. We shall show that surprisingly much can be said about conict as such,

with no referenceto special typesof conicts. It is a property of social systems;then

conceived of as a more or lessinterdependent systemsof actors striving to achieve their

goal-states.In the processit happensthat they stand in each other's way, or so they may

believe, and this is wherethe systembecomes a conict system. We are concernedwith

the generaltheory of such systems.

However, to make it lessabstract, and to have tools of analysis,somedimensionsof

conict systemswill have to be introduced. The scienceof conicts, conic tology, needs

elements of analysis as much as any other scienceto arrive at hypothesesthat can be

tested and serve as a basisfor the establishment or empirically con�rmed propositions,

which in turn can serve as building-bricks for theories (or vice versa). Twelve such

dimensionswill be presented in the next part of this book, in this chapter we shall focus

on a more preciseversionof the de�nition.

For a start theseare the elements in the conceptualizationof conict:

1. The actors, m of them, who may be of any kind. We assumethat they are, for

good or for bad, relevant to each other so that they form a system of actors.

2. The goals,n of them, alsoof any kind, that the actors try to achieve, forming a

system of goals.

Wedo not assumethat all m actorstry to achieveall n goals,but weneedinformation

on wherethey stand on all of them. The systemof goalscombined with the system

of actors form the action-system.

The movements of this systemcan be tr acedin the many-dimensionalgoal-space,

R, whereeach actor can be located on each goal-dimension.

3. The acceptabilit y-region, A, which is de�ned as the set of positions in the many-

dimensionalgoal spaceacceptableto all actors. This point of bliss is the point

whereall m actors enjoying the goal-states on all n dimensions,obviously a part of

A. However, often someactors may acceptless,thus extending the acceptabilit y

region.

4. The incompatibil it y-region, I, which is de�ned as the set of points that cannot

be realizedbecauseone or more goal-states,points on the goal-dimensions,are

35



incompatible with oneor more others. The points not of incompatibilit y are points

of compatibilit y and also form a set, the compatibilit y-region, C. Clearly, I + C =

R if we presuppose that we have su�cien t information to decidefor each point in

R whether it is a point of compatibilit y or incompatibilit y.

5. The conict, which is de�ned as a property of the action-systemwhich obtains

when there is no overlap betweenacceptability-region and compatibilit y-region. Or,

di�eren tly expressed:the acceptabilit y-region is a subset of the incompatibil it y-

region. Still di�eren tly expressed:when all acceptablecombinations of degreeof

goal-consumptionexcludeeach other, are incompatible with each other.

With the action-systemand the de�nition of conict, we can now de�ne the conict -

system as the minimum set of actors and goalsthat doesnot changethe con ict. If

we start out with m actors and n goalsit is not always the casethat all of them are

needed,for instanceto de�ne the East-West conict. Thus, the conict- system is

the hard nucleusof the action-systemwherethe conict is located; if we reduceit

further then we loseactorsand-or goalsthat are indispensablefor the understanding

of the nature of the con ict.

To analyzea conict , however, we often have to add to the conict-system some

more actors and goals,as when the East-West conict is analyzed in its global

context, adding the Paci�c to the Atlantic theater, then referred to as the refer-

ence-system. Thus, conict-system and reference-systemare the minimum and

maximum, respectively, needed to analyzethe conict.

We then add to the schemeso far developed:

6. Conict atti tude, which we identify with mental statesof the actors, and

7. Conict behavior, which we identify with somatic statesof the actors in the action-

system.

Thus attitude and behavior are usedto describe completely the statesof the actors

in the system;using the age-oldbody-soul division betweenthe somatic and the

mental states.

This meansthat the conict-system is looked at from two di�eren t angles:an ab-

stract anglewhere goal-statesareanalyzedfor their compatibilit y or incompatibilit y,

and a concrete anglewhereactors are analyzedin terms of attitude and behavior.

We then use\b ehavior" in such a way as to include verbal as well as non-verbal

36



behavior, not to mention behavior that consistsin keepingconstant the state of

one'sbody; inactivit y. And we use\attitude" so asto include cognitionsas well as

evaluations and emptiness;inactivit y.

Theseare very broad concepts,but the line betweenthem is relatively clear, which

is not the sameas saying that we do not believe in empirical correlations between

somatic and mental statesof the actors. It should perhapsbe addedthat if the

actor is a collectivity, then \b ehavior" refersto the behavior of its members,and

\attitude" to the attitudes of the members. However coordinated and harmonized,

even \masses"ultimately boil down to individuals.

We mention this becausethere might be an alternative de�nition, reserving\b ehav-

ior" for collective representativ e behavior{which may not be representativ e{and

attitude for collective representativ e attitude{whic h may not be representativ e. We

reject that approach as being too reminiscent of the old \group-soul" idea, and

becauseof di�culties in drawing the border line.

At the concretelevel of behavior and attitude actors act and feel the conict, they

are the conict. We are usedto identifying this as destruction, both in behavior

and attitude, an identi�cation which is not necessaryeven if empirically tenable.

But had it not beenfor the destruction, violence, that may accompany conict the

�eld would not have attr acted so much attention as it does.

8. Conict negation is now easilyde�ned: it is a processthat includesthe disappearance

of the conict. In other words; it is a successionof statesof the conict systemwhere

the end state has one de�nitely characteristic: an overlap betweenacceptability

and compatibilit y hasbeenfound. Conict negation is a processwherethe �nal

state may be referredto as conict termination.

Nothing is implied about the quality of the negation: it neednot be just , good or

lasting; the negation just is in the sensethat the conict is not: acceptability- and

compatibilit y-regionsoverlap. Thus, a negation may involve killing one actor or

suppressingonegoal, just as well as it may involve the fusion of two actors into a

integrated whole or the dissolution of the incompatibilit y through the mobilization

of reservoirs of time, energy, moneyetc. All elements we have listed to arrive at

the de�nition of conict becomekeysto conict negation in as much as they are

elements in the conict situation, and constitute in themselvesapproaches,both in

theory and in practice, to the negationand termination of any conict.
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Paradoxically it seemsmore easyto arrive at a theory for the resolution than for the

origin or genesisof conicts. Much can alsobe said about the dynamicsof conicts, but

it looks as if knowledgeof the dynamicsand resolution phasesof conicts shedsmore

light on the phaseof origin than vice versa. A conict systemis a successionof states;

the more similar thesestatesthe more static the system,the more dissimilar the more

dynamic, by de�nition.

Knowledgeof the nature of the conict itself at all points in the history of the system

is indispensable, particularly sincethe conict will changeand generallyaggravate by

an admixture stemming from the escalationin the dynamicsphase.But given the way

conict hasbeende�ned most of the relevant propertiesof the systemarealready included

in the de�nition of the con ict: the description of the actors, the description of the goals,

su�cien t knowledgeabout either to establishacceptability and incompatibilit y regions

and their relation to each other. It is claimed that with this knowledgeit should be

possibleto proceedon the basisof generalconict theory, and that the shadows thrown

by the prehistory are of minor signi�cance relativ e to the impact of the factors already

included in the de� nition of the successive conicts in which the systemis found. History

is already absorbed in actors and goals.

1.9 Conict Theory and Game Theory

We have now presented the building-blocs for a conict theory: actors, their goals(values,

interests) imputed to them by analysisof their interestsand studiesof their behavior to

uncover what they seemto pursue,and on interview methods to get verbal declarations

about value-orientations and other attitud es. Acceptabilit y- and incompatibilit y-regions

are de�ned and compared. The moredetailed knowledgeabout all thesefactorsor aspects

of a conict, the more can be said about the conict dynamicsand possible resolution.

In gametheory the sameelements appear, but in a somewhat di�eren t order so that

the emphasis becomes di�eren t. There are actors, but usually only two. There are goals

but they are usually projected onto a generalizedutilit y-dimensionsothat for all practical

purposesthe theory is handling only onegoal. This meansthat gametheory in its simple,

very common,caseis studying (2,1)-conicts, known as two-persongames,but more

generalformulations of the theory are certainly available.

For somemathematical theoremsto apply there is the condition that the goal-dimension

(utilit y-dimension) is additive, even limited to the structure of an interval scale.There is
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incompatibilit y-line in Diagram 1. In the secondcasethe situation is more complex, the

utilit y-pairs are more scattered. Two of them are located on the zero-sumline, two of

them on the line of equalutili ty. If theselines are identi�ed as the lines of \pure conict"

and \pure cooperation" respectively, then gamescan be seenas composedof thesebasic

elements, dependingon how the parties or actors are coupledtogether in the systemthey

are components of.

This can be well expressedby meansof correlation, or better, agreement, coe�cien ts:

if the coe�cien t is negative, then the conict element is predominant, if it is positive

then the cooperation element is predominant, and if the correlation is zero then there is

a mixture of equalmagnitudespresent in the system.

In the gametheory paradigm the points represent possible outcomes:given a certain

combination of action-choicescertain combinations of utilities emerge.Hence,theseare

possibilitiesor compatible combinations, and they spana spacethat can be �lled with

compatible combinations if mixed strategiesare madeuseof.

In the conict theory paradigm the two regionsof compatibilit y and incompatibilit y

usually comeout as contiguous regions. But this is no built-in necessity. The setsof

points of compatibilit y canhave any structure, and the distinctions in terms of correlation

can be equally well made for the conict theory paradigm. Usually the compatibilit y

curve is much more interestingthan the region, for it standsto reasonthat the parties

will at least try to obtain positions on the curve and not be content with an inferior

position inside the region from whereboth can move without harming the other.

In conict theory the emphasisis on position on the goal dimension;in gametheory on

action-choice. Thus gametheory appearsas more concrete, relating directly to concrete

actions, whereasconict theory is more general,not askinghow the party arrived at a

certain point in the diagram, it only maps their joint position. The advantage is that

tra jectoriescan be traced and regionsde�ned with great accuracy, in gametheory they

comeout as points only.

But the two are essentially translatable to each other and should both be used

depending on the type of information that is available: positions on goal-dimensions,or

action-choices.
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Chapter 2

DIMENSIONS OF CONFLICT

In tro duction

This book is written in a spiral; things are touched upon, left behind, approached again

when someother themeshave beenexploreda little bit, fade out then to be approached

again later on. Thus, after the preparatory work done in Part One an e�ort will now be

madeto approach a major theme: the dimensions,necessaryand su�cien t, to conceive

of conict in all its phases,origin or genesis,processor dynamics,resolutionor negation.

In short, its ongoing,never ending transformation.

Let us start by making a distinction betweentypologiesof conict and dimensions

of conict. A typology classi�es conicts into types. A dimension is a variable that

apply to all conicts, regardlessof type. Moreover, they can be conceived of dynamically:

a conict can move along thesedimensions;that is what makes them di�eren t from a

taxonomic, static scheme. Actually, there is only onetypology that we would not include

amongthe dimensions,the simple typology derived from the type of actors participatin g

in the conict: conicts involving persons,involving groups,or involving societies. This is

a typology and not a dimensionbecausewe would not generallyassumeit to be dynamic.

An interpersonconict would remain an interpersonconict, although its history might

reveal rami�cations from and to all the other types.

When it comesto dimensionseach author in the �eld will have his own bundle to

present, and this book is no exception. The present bundle hasbeenarrived at with two

principles in mind.
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First, as already mentioned: it should be possibleto say what we want to say about

conict relying on thesedimensions,and whatever can be derived from them by purely

logical operations,alone.

Second,the dimensionsshould be as few as possible,for economy of thought use

conceptualpuritanism. Why? Why submit oneselfvoluntarily to Occam'srazor? Are not

the richnessand variety of society in general,and conict in particular, so overwhelming

that it can only be captured by a languagethat with the samerichnessand doesthat

not arguein favor of the variety in natural languages?

If there were a choice between the puritan rigor just advocated and the richness

of natural languagewe would certainly opt for the latter. But there is also virtue to

the former, often referred to as "scienti�c discipline". The virtue is to someextent

combinatorial: the researcher says, to himself and to others, here are my terms of

reference,let me now try to get as much out of them as possible. If they are very many

onecannot possiblyexploreall the combinations. But if they are very few I can do that,

and this may lead me into dark cornerswherethe fruitfulnessof the dimensions chosenis

measuredexactly by their abilit y to lighten up thosecorners.Thus, the puritanism of

conceptualeconomy servesas a heuristic, as an aid not only to formulate what I already

know, but also to ask questionsabout the unknown. The fruitfulness of the scheme

should be judged on the basisof the latter rather than the former.

To arrive at the dimensionswe use the de�nition of conict: actors in pursuit of

incompatible goals,remembering that as limiting caseactors may be parties, goalsmay

be interests, incompatibilities may never be brought into the open, and the pursuit may

be steered by the structure. This \limitin g case"must be given much prominence.

It hasbeenfound useful to group the dimensionsunder the four headingsof actors,

goals,incompatibil it y and pursuit. With threedimensions for each headingthis givesa

total of 12, but the schemeis not quite that economicalsincethere are subdimensions:
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The Table may look impossibleat �rst glance,but is actually very simple. Thus,

the two �rst two columnssimply start with the number of actors and number of goals;

then proceedto the structure of the setsof actors and the structure of the setsof goals,

obviously de�ning somekind of \space"; and then continue with two important functions

of that space:the type of consciousnessthe actors have of it, and the extent to which

variouspositions in that goal spaceare acceptableor not.

In the third column, then, the incompatibilit y function does the samefor what is

empirically possible,attainable, realizableor not, precededby two important distinctions

in the theory of incompatibilit y, analyticit y and substitutabilit y.

And �nally , there is the fourth columnwhich startsout with such obviousmanifestations

of conict as attitude and behavior, and then brings in a basicvariable in any theory

of con ict: how the resourcesare distributed, which is a euphemisticway of bringing in

power, but then power of di�eren t t ypes.

The basicdistinction is betweenideologicalor normative, remunerative and punitiv e

forms of power, to be exploredin somedetail. But underlying that is power or resources

assomethingan actor has,and power assomethingbuilt into the structure aspart of the

position of an actor. Obviously this relatesto the key distinction in Part One between

actor-conict and structure-conict, and the two typesof power can be referred to as

resourcepower and position-power respectively. We just mention this point to assurethe

readerthat the key distinction from Part One has not beenlost sight of but comesup in

dimension(12) below.

Let us then dig into this systematically, and in the order indicated in Table 2.1.

A CTORS

2.1 Domain

This is a deceptively simple dimension: simply counting the number of actors. However,

there is the basic idea that the counting starts at zero,with the non� actor, the \part y"

to a conict. Then, the singleactor conict, the actor at odds with himself, is of course

included; de�ning the categoryof the intra� actor conict, whether of the intrapersonal,

intra� group or intra� societal variety. Correspondingly, when the domain exceeds1 we

obviously have to do with inter� actor conicts, starting with the bilateral or bipolar

variety, ending with the multilater al, multip olar type wherem actors are involved.

46



How then would we distinguish between, say, an intragroup and an inter� person

conict? Doesnot the group consistof persons,like a society consists of groups,and does

not that meanthat an intra� group conict is simply a conict betweenpersons,just as

an intra� societal conict would be a conict betweengroups?No, although this may be

the consequenceof an intra� actor conict, it seemsa wasteof terms to identify them

with each other a priori. On the contrary, we can conceive of an intra� group conict

as a condition wherethe sameintra� personconict is found throughout the group, in

the smallestsub� section;and similarly we can conceive of an intra� societal conict as a

conict wherethe sameintra� group conict is found throughout the society. In either

casethe collectivity is ridden with or by a fundamental doubt, for instanceas to what is

worse, \to be red" or \to be dead"; or what is preferable, a socialist government headed

by Jewsor the country occupied,by anti-Jewish Germans(a Cold War, post� World War

II dilemma, and a pre� World War II dilemma in France,respectively).

Thus, the intra� collectivity conict is a collectively shareddilemma, \dilemma" being

a term often madeuseof in connectionwith intra� personalconict; heregeneralized.

Perhapsthe di�erence betweenintra� actor and inter� actor conict can be made more

clear in terms of somepossible,although extreme,outcomes,as indicated in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2. Conict � Typesand Possible Outcomes

type

person group society

domain intra suicide apathy anomie

inter homicide internal war external war

Typically, the extremeoutcomeof the intra� actor conict would be somekind of

self� destruction and the extremeoutcomeof inter� actor conict sometype of other-

destruction. But this meansthat it might be very advantageousfor a possibletarget of

that other destruction to manipulate the perception of a conict so that it is seenas

an intra-actor conict, leading to gradual erosion, inactivit y and self� destruction of a

potential aggressor.

We do not have to go so far as to the collective suicidefound in somecultures for a

group or a society to becomeinactive. Total collectiv e apathy, or onecorresponding term

at the social level, anomie,would render a potential aggressorinnocuous.

For the time being there is not much more to get out of this dimension. It only de�nes

the number of actors in the set of actors, not the structure of that set. To that we now

turn.
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2.2 Structure of Actors

To de�ne a structure oneneedsa set of elements, and a set of relations betweenthem.

To the social scientist there is no doubt what the latter is: the key relation of interaction,

analyzedin terms of ex� change, what passesbetweenthe parties, and in� change, what

goes on inside the parties as a consequenceof the interaction. But what does this

interaction relate or connect?We cannot say \actors" becausewe may have situations

without actors, only with parties. But in the latter caseit would usually make senseto

say \p ositions", that in which the party is put to perform accordingto the interaction

rules. We let that do for the time being, and turn to the major distinction: whether

the conict is unstructured or structured, and in the latter casewhether it is vertical or

horizontal. Needlessto say, these distinctions are analytical and hencetoo blunt. There

are all kinds of shadesin between,such as the semi� structured conict, the diagonal

conict, and so on. But, as somebody has said: the existenceof hermaphrodites and

other intermediate typesdoesnot make the dimensionof genderinvalid as an analytical

or practical tool.

First, there is the unstructured conict which in a senseis a conict that takesplacein

a vacuum, a vacuous conict. There is no prior interaction whatsoever, like the colonial

powerssuddenlydescendingon anAfrican society. Analyti cally speakingthis case is often

relatively simple to handle sinceanalysisof the resourcesthe two actors bring into the

conict will often carry us a considerabledistancein understandingwhat is happening.

This dimension will be exploredbelow, in Section2.12,under (12). Su�ce it hereonly to

say that in this casewe could clearly speak about symmetric versusasymmetric conicts,

depending on the distribution of the resourcesthe actors have at their disposal for the

conict.

However, in general we shall assumethat conict is structured, and in that casethe

major focuswould be on the nature of the interaction. More particularly , the focuswill be

on the results of the ex� changeand in� change;on whether the net bene�ts that accrue

from the interaction are unevenly or evenly distributed. In the �rst casethe conict is

verti cal, in the secondcaseit is horizontal.

This is the basic, fundamental distinction, becauseit is so closely related to the

distinction betweenconicts of interest and conicts of goals. The conicts of interest

are structurally de�ned, they do not necessarilyleave any traceswhatsoever in terms

of consciousness,attitude or behavior in the parties. And the basic,but by no means

the only one, conict of interest would be in connectionwith verticality. However, as
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pointed out in the preceding part of the book there can alsobe structural conicts that

are horizontal � only that they are probably not so important. Further, in a vertical

conict parties may certainly becomeactors through organizations and interestsbecome

goalsthrough consciousnessformation, so there is no contr adiction in saying that an

actor's goal is his interest. The point is merely that there can be intereststhat are not

goals.

In horizontal conict, a conict betweenparties in an equitable relationship, we would

not talk about conicts of interest sincethat term hasbeentied to somekind of asymmetry

in the interaction structure, in the form of exploitation, penetration, fragmentation or

marginalization. Thus, the horizontal conict would typically be a conict over goals.

At this point it is important not to confusethe vertical� horizontal distincti on with

the asymmetric� symmetric distinction.

The former has to do with a position in the structure, the latter with the resources

they bring into the conict. The two are strongly related empirically, however analytically

distinct they may be.

Thus, exploitation is usually predicated on the assumption that he who is on top

of the structure, in its center, will also command the resources.In other words, it is

predicatedon the assumptionthat structural power is highly correlatedwith resource

power; relational power with di�erence power to expressthe samein terms with a slightly

di�eren t connotation. But that is not necessarilythe case.

Correspondingly, the theory of revolution, the opposite of the theory of repression,

assumesthat those at the bottom of a vertical structure have latent resources.The

function of consciousnessformation and organizationis to mobilize theseresources.When

this is donea vertical conict may turn into a symmetric conict, or even an asymmetric

conict in favor of the underdog.

Having said this let us introduce someadditional distinctions in connection with

interaction, highly useful in conict theory.

First, an interaction relation connectsactors. However, it may not necessarilyconnect

all of them, in which casethe connection is weak; if it does connectall of them it is

strong. If the interaction is vertical this givesus weakorder and strong order respectively,

and in the latter caseone may even have linear order. There is someway of ordering

actors so that the di�erences betweenthem becomemeasurable. An examplewould be

the ordering of civil servants on a salary scale,wherethey can be comparedin terms of

the number of "steps" that separatesthem. In Figure 2.1 someexamplesare given, for

both the vertical and the horizontal cases.It should be noted that in either case\ strong"
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The horizontal types are the simplest ones. In Model II I, Communal Society, all

interaction is horizontal and the connectionis strong, not like in Model IV, Pluralistic

Society, wheregroupsrelate to each other horizontally, but very weakly or not at all.

In the vertical case\strong" hasbeeninterpreted weakly: the point is that no element

is isolated from the rest, all are connected,but at the bottom of society there may be

fragmentation. It is quite clear who is above and who is below, but thoseat the bottom

are only relate to each other by having the sameactor on top of them. This is Model I,

Conservativ e or perhaps better Feudal Society.

Correspondingly, in Model I I, Liberal Society, the predominant mode is still vertical

but it has been modi�ed by introducing horizontal interaction between equals. The

\w eakness"in this case,is not exactly of the type indicated in the de�nition above; that

de�nition would point more in the direction of detachment betweenvertical units. But

in spite of theseimpurities in the de�nitions the schemeis so related to what hasbeen

presented here for conict analysis,and also brings us towards more concretesocieties.

Thus, conservative society has its obvious manifestationstoday in archetypical Japan,

liberal society in the various typesof classsocietiesfrom the United Statesto the Soviet

Union, communal society in the people'scommunesin China, and pluralist society appears

as somekind of future utopia, more or lessarticulated in the minds and actions of some

people.

Our point in this connection, however, is not to engagein of futuristic analysisbut to

indicate somethingabout the concretesetting in which conicts may take place.

Thus, in Model I and Model II societiesthe conicts would predominantly be vertical

and in Model III and Model IV societies predominantly horizontal. The latter two

would, by de�nition, have overcome{transcended{vertical interaction. They would be

non-exploitative, equitable societies.

The point is that conict genesis,as well as conict dynamicsand conict resolution,

will take on very di�eren t forms in thesefour societies,and that is a theme which will be

developed later.

More particularly, we would be interestedin studying what kind of conict resolution

mechanismswould develop in thesefour social forms; clearly more related to structure-

conicts in Models I and II, and to actor-conicts in Models III and IV.

Let us then turn to the next aspect of interaction, particularly well known through the

works of Sorokin, Parsonsand many social anthropologists. The focus is not on inequity-

equity, but on the scope of interaction, from the narrow band referred to as speci�c

interaction via the broad band of diffuseinteraction to an interaction so encompassing
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formation: 2{t wo blocs{or 15 + 7 = 22, the number of participant countries in the two

alliances?

How do we take into account the NN, neutral-nonaligned,countries playing an increas-

ingly important role?

And, what di�erence doesit make that the NATO systempossibly is more organized

like a Model II society with the superpower on top, somemiddle powers{UK, France,the

FederalRepublic of Germany{in the middle and small powers at the bottom whereas

the Warsaw Treaty systemis more organizedlike a Model I society, obviously with the

superpower on the top?

And then, what hasbeendoneoncecan be donetwice: one canopen up the single

country actor and ask what it looks like on the inside, what is its structure?

And so on, and so forth. What hasbeengiven hereare only somemajor tools for that

type of exploration.

2.3 Consciousness

We now cometo the questionto what extent the parties we have beentalking about are

capableof seeingthe forcesoperating upon them. To the extent they do we shall say

that they have consciousness,consciousnessbeing de�ned exactly as the insight in one's

own situation, or more speci�cally preciselyin the forcesconditioning oneself,meaning

one'sself, including inner forces.

The major signi�cance of this dimensionlies in the distinction betweenconicts of

interest and conicts of values. Thus, in the pure conict of interests we assumeno

consciousness,no insight in the situation in which the party �nds itself.

That doesnot mean that the conict doesnot exist; only that it is objective (indepen-

dent of, ante consciousness),not subjective (in consciousness).Another term often used

for the subjective conict is one that is \p erceived".
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This givesrise to a simple but important combination of the two categories\ob jective"

vs \sub jective" conict, indicated in Table 2.3:

Table 2.3 \Ob jectiv e" vs \Sub jectiv e" Conicts

Actor-oriented

not subjective subjective

Structure-oriented not objective no conict conict of goals

objective
conict of interest
Falseconsciousness

interests= goals
True consciousness

As mentioned repeatedly above there are two ways of �nding out whether there is a

conict anywhere: oneis actor� oriented and leadsto the exploration of valuessomewhere

in the actor's consciousnessor subconsciousness,revealedin attitudes and/or behavior.

The other is structure� oriented and leadsto the exploration of any kind of asymmetry

built into the structure. The asymmetry de�nes interestsof two types: the interest in

maintaining advantage, and the interest in getting out of disadvantage. Obviously, this

leadsto four di�eren t cases,as indicated in the Table.

The caseof \no conict" is in needof no further comment. But the other three cases

can stand someelaboration, although it is rather obvious what is intended.

Thus, there is the important categoryof the conict of interest that is not perceived,

not subjective. In this casethere is a pure conict of interest, and sincewe do not assume

that parties have no consciousness(they are alive), whatever consciousnessthey have is

falsesincethey do not seetheir own situation.

This immediately leadsto the questionof how this falseconsciousnesshascomeabout:

what are the structures upholding it? In our analysis this is explored by using the

ubiquitous twin of exploitation-penetration.

It is exactly through the penetration of the consciousnessof the underdog, through

the mysti�cation of the structure for him, that he is led not to seethe obvious.

This can take place at the level of the person,of the group, and the society. The

precisemechanismswill vary, but they have one thing in common: the topdog somehow

getsunder the skin of the underdog.

The parents penetrate the consciousnessof the children they dominate, the teachers

the students; the managersthe workers; the Center nations penetratealsophysically the

Periphery nations by making their elites into pliable bridgeheadsfor themselves,and so

on. Thus, Ibsen'sA Doll's Houseis preciselyabout what happenswhen a Nora throws

away the falseconsciousnessbuilt into her.
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And the reaction: All was quiet t ill Ibsen wrote that play.

Diametrically opposedto this is the pure categoryof the conict of valuesthat are

subjective, asit would have to be in order for a valueto bede�ned, but structure� oriented

analysisdoesnot lead to the issueof any kind of asymmetry certi�cate. In other words,

it is the type of conict one would have in situation of zero or horizontal interaction,

with compatible goals. Thus, a de�nite stand is taken here: we do not assumethat all

conicts have a classcharacter. There are subjective conicts, and they are vacuousor

horizontal � which doesnot mean that all vacuousor horizontal conicts necessarily

have led to consciousnessformation. For this a certain crystallization is needed,maybe

through someconict manifestation in one form or another. But that would not be a

caseof falseconsciousness,or at least not of the seriouskind menti oned in the category

above. It might be a caseof unconsciousness,which is something di�eren t.

Finally, there is the obvious combination of the two categories:the conict which is

at the sametime objective and subjective. In this casethere is consciousness, interests

are seenas goals,which meansthat there is true consciousness.For whom? For the

underdog,or for the top-dog, or for both. For there is no assumptionthat the top-dog

necessarilyhas more insight in the conict of interest than the underdog; that would

introducethe palpably untrue hypothesisthat all exploitation is somehow premeditated.

It should be emphasizedthat consciousnessis not the sameas "attitude". The way

it is conceived of hereconsciousnessis cognitive and attitud escathectic (which is not

the sameas \evaluative"). Sinceit is cognitive, the whole notion points to onemajor

function of social science:to contribute to true consciousness.

This is exactly what the social scientist should be equipped for.

On the onehand he should have the tools to develop insights into structures, on the

other hand he should alsounderstandactors, and he should be able to combine the two.

However, when this is not necessarilywhat social scientists engagein, then it may be

fruitful to ask what holds him back? And the answer to that questionwould probably

have to be divided into two, at least.

The obvious answer is that the social scientist might himself have considerablevested

interest in putting somelimits on the extent to which he wants to explore false con-

sciousness,demystify social structures. He may himself be highly privileged, or at least

belongto the privileged class.And even if the vestedinterest is not so strong, he may be

ideologicallyopposedto its clari�cation. He clearly seessociety from onevantage point

only, that of his class,or perhapsmore importantly, seesthe world from one vantage

point only, that of this region, however analytically schooled, and this may distort and
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contract his perspective.

More importantly, however, would be the idea that analysismight not be enough. We

have arguedstrongly above in favor of the idea that societiescan only be understood

when they are in a state of excitation, not only in the \normal" state. There is an obvious

parallel here to the physicist-engineerencountering somenew compound, exposing it to

a context di�eren t from the \normal" 15oC and oneatmospherepressureto seehow it

reacts. And this leadsto a confrontation, a special type of experience,asa deeper tool for

social insight and normal state analysis. He might detest that phenomenonbeing more

law-and-orderoriented, and disinclined to engagein or bene�t from such experiences.
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GO ALS

2.4 Scope

Actors and goalsare hereto someextent treated symmetrically which means that the

dimensionsof goalswill be similar to the dimensionsof actors.

Thus, we start, simplistically, with the scope of the conict: the number of goalsat

stake. Let it immediately be said that this is not a well de�ned entit y. Actors have a

certain separateness, a certain capacity for \b oundary maintenance"; goalsdo not. How

many goalswe seein a conict, and to someextent alsohow many actors we seealso

dependson how we want to analyzeit. The criterion doesnot lie so much in counting

as in the conclusionswe can arrive at, particularly the extent to which we are able to

develop a practice-indicative theory.

Thus, it is more than obvious that a goalcanbe subdivided sothat insteadof a conict

with onegoal we suddenlyhave onewith 20. But it is equally obvious that how fruitful

this is dependson the extent to which the subgoalsreally enter in a di�eren t manner. A

typical example would be the splittin g of the conict goal under the conict resolution

technique known as \trading" into a number of subgoalsthat can then be traded o�

against each other. In this casethe subgoalsdo enter di�eren tly, and that would be the

criterion.

Just as for the domain of a con ict the limiting caseof scope is zero: there are no

goalsin the senseof valuesat all becausewe are dealing with a conict of interest. It is

only when that interest is perceived and converted into an internalized value asa goal

that the scope jumps from zeroto one, to put it that way. And then it continues,to n

goals,but not in the sensethat there is a conict over all n goals.

By the \scope" of the conict we mean all the goals that come into play for the

actors included in the analysis;someof them competitiv e, someof them cooperative, a

distinction to be exploredbelow in 2.9, as (9).

Let us now combine domain and scope in an obvious way and introduce what we

could call the character of a conict, the pair (m,n) with the �rst � gure standing for the

number of actors and the second�gure for the number of goals,as in Table 2.4:
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Table 2.4 Character and Complexit y of a Conict

Scope

1 2 3 . . . n

1 (1,1) 0 (1,2) 1 (1,3) 2 . . . (1,n)

2 (2,1) 1 (2,2) 2 (2,n)

D
om

ai
n

3 (3,1) 2 . . .
...

m (m,1) (m,2) (m,3) . . . (m,n)

The complexity, c, of a conict is de�ned asc = m + n � 2. Obviously, this intr oducesa

\diagonal" way of looking at Table 2.4 lumping together conicts with di�eren t character

becausethey have the samecomplexity as de�ned.

In the upper left corner is the conict with complexity 0, the improper conict. It is

not really a conict for there is only oneactor and onegoal. He cannot reach the goal, it

is unattainable, but not becauseit is incompatible with someother goal pursuit � in

that casethere would have beena proper conict � but becauseit is \blo cked", a term

which explainsnothing but describeseverything. In other words, a conic t of complexity

O is a frustration.

The signi�cance of frustration as a limiting caseof conict lies in its usein conict

repressionstrategy.

Obviously, if, particularly in a vertical conict, oneparty can make the other believe that

when he doesnot reach his goal it is not becausesomethingor somebody elsestands in

the way, but becauseof his own inadequacy, or becauseof someabsolute,even physical

block, then the whole situation changescharacter.

It is a major techniqueof manipulation, of mysti�cation, aswhenpeopleat the bottom

of vertical societies (Model I or Model II varieties) are told that the only reasonwhy

they are down there is becausethey wereborn into that position and will remain there,

either becausethe society is basedon the \lik e father, like son" principle, or because

the society is basedon the \lik e talent, like position" principle. In either casehigher

positions are inaccessible, and the personwill be much more happy if he understands

that this is the nature of things. He will in fact be more free if he developsthis insight in

necessity instead of letting his frustrations erode him from the inside.

At complexity level 1 we encounter what could be calledthe two paradigmatic conicts,

with character (l,2) and (2,1) respectively. Relative to the rest theseconicts are over-

58



analyzed,but thereare good reasonswhy.

Conicts of the type (1,2) are also referred to as dilemmas: this is the casewhere

there is oneactor and two goals. And conicts of the type (2,1) are often referredto as

two� party conicts, over onegoal, like the two princesin conict over the ownershipof

Milano.

In Germanand Norwegianthat goal is often referredto asStreitapfel/str idenseple

(the apple of strife, the English boneof contention), in a senseindicating the onenessof

the goal. Horse-trading indicates the sameand more so given their indivisibilit y.

The notion of complexity has led us to lump thesetwo typestogether, and we have

even referredto them as paradigmatic. For oneproblem can now be formulated: to what

extent can any conict be dissolved into thesetwo components so that it can be written

as a resultant of x(1,2) conicts and y(2,1) con ict? It might readily be concededthat

intra- and inter� actor conicts are fundamentally di�eren t, and that any given conict

may have components of either. But can all other conicts be reducedto these forms?

Here we only posethe question,possibleanswer are for later.

Let it only be said that if the answer should be positive (which it is not) the theory of

conict would be extremely much more simple than it is: it would essentially consistof

the exploration of the two paradigmatic conict types. Onceyou know about their genesis,

dynamicsand termination you know it all. And this, in turn, would meanthat the work

in conict theory hasbeenwell directed, for psychologistshave investedenormousenergy

in studying the former; and so much theory in sociology, political science, international

relations, economicsand gametheory hasgoneinto studying the latter.

We could then move on to higher levels of complexity, but need more analytical

machinery in order to do it so that substantiv e insight can be added. Let it only be said

that oneconclusionwhich we shall arrive at is that the theory and also the practice of

conict doesnot show any simple, linear relationship with complexity. It is not the case

that conicts with low complexit y are better understood and better handled,and from

there it becomesworseand worse. To the contrary; there are good reasonsto say that the

medium range of complexity, from 2 and onwards a coupleof steps,is least understood,

and most problematic in practice.

Only at higher levelsof complexity doesthe light of theory shinemore clearly through

the mist, and the problemsof practice becomelessobstreperous. And to this there is

an interesting parallel in mechanics: it is well known that the three� body problem (to

calculatewhat happenswhen 3 bodiesare brought into spacewith initial positions and

velocities given) hasnot yet beensolved. But the one� body problem hasbeensolved
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(Newton's �rst law of mechanics), the two� body problem also (the law of gravity); and

the m� body problem (for very high m) is solved in statistical thermodynamics,kinetic

gastheory etc.

The problem is whether this says anything about society and nature, or only something

about our ways of conceivingof society and nature. Thus, the two paradigmatic conicts

both share in their character the magic number 2, the two-ness,the duality so often

encountered, not only in analysis,but alsoin nature. The human body hasmany bilateral

symmetriesincluding those in the brain, and it may very well be that if we had been

trilaterally constructed we would have cometo grips with trilateral conceptslike the

three� body problem more easily. For the time being, however, let us leave the problem

at that and return to it later in connectionwith conict dynamicsand conict resolution

theory in Part Three.

After this exploration into complexity of conict let us combine domain and scope in

another and equally obvious way. Clearly, m actors and n goalsde�ne an mxn behavioral

spacewherefor each actor there are n axes,one for each goal, indicating how far he has

comein the realization of that goal. We have presented a number of such behavioral

spacesin the precedingPart One of the book, although only for the two paradigmatic

conict types. But this is a useful �gure of speech, although not much more.

It permits us to give a static picture of the situation by meansof one point which

tells us whereall m actors are on all n goal dimensions, and a dynamic picture of the

situation which would give us the tra jectory of that point as it movesthrough time, a

curve with time as a parameter.

That dynamic or diachronic representation is particularly useful in connectionwith

(1,2) conicts. Thus, imagine that a country wants to realize two goals,that of economic

growth and that of educational growth. In the short run there may be a conict, a

dilemmahere,in the sensethat theremay be a choice betweeninvesting in highly research

intensive education,educatingvery few peoplefar into tertiary levels of education,and

investing in capital intensive and research intensive production on the onehand, and, on

the other hand, investing in broad education for the people,primary level education for

all, that in the �rst run could only lead to labor intensive production. And there might

be all kinds of mixtures of thesetwo extremes. In the long run, however, it may very

well be that the two goalsare not competitiv e but cooperative.

However, it will still make a lot of di�erence through which history the actor in

question,that particular country, arrived at its point of \bliss": was it through tra jectory

numbers1, 2 or 3?
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relativistically in terms of gradual realization of goals,then we are led to the important

conceptof the indifferencecurve. From the point of view of that actor the indi�erence

curve (or indi�erence set) is a set of points that he cannot order or rank, becausethey

are equally good or bad. Other criteria are needed.

A personmay allocate resources,for instancetime and-or money, to travel and-or build a

house,but he is indi�eren t whether he doesoneor the other. The only thing he is not

indi�eren t t o is the total amount of resourcesavailable for the project, whether for pure

travel, pure house� building or for any combination. Thus, he hasindi�erence curvesthat

reect the amount of resourcesat his disposal,but he is not indi� erent to the ordering of

indi�erence curves,as expressedin Figure 2.5:

Figure 2.5. Relations on and Between IndifferenceCurves

When a strong order can be imputed then it might be fruit ful to refer to the goals

that are strongly orderedas actually being goalson one value dimension. In order to

do so, however, one would usually also have to assumethat they are somehow of the

\same kind", that there is a fundamentum divisionis. In other words, it would usually be

assumedthat the goals di�er from each other only in terms of being more or lessof the

samekind, not in terms of having more or lessvalue of di�eren t kind. In the � rst case

the order may becomelinear, not only strong by bringing in someextrinsic measurement,

for instancethe number of squarekilometersof Milano, or the number of gramsor bites

of an apple. And in the latter case, where only valuesare to be compared,linearity

may (perhaps)be imputed by means of the countlessproceduresby which psychologists,

economistsand others try to measurethe utilit y (for instancein utiles).

This leadsus to the secondrelation betweengoals,the horizontal relation of similarit y

or equivalence.Goalscan be more or lessinterchangeable,not only in the sensethat they
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are on the sameindi�ere ncecurve becausethey represent the sameamount of \v alue",

but simply becausethey are su�cien tly similar. The dilemma a personis in when he is

decidingwhether to buy a book or a bottle of liquor, is di�eren t from the problem he

has in discriminating betweentwo books, by the sameauthor and more or lesson the

samesubject. When he says \it really doesnot matter" this meanssomething more in

the latter casethan in the former. More precisely, it meansthat when he choosesone

over the other he can forget about the other precisely becausethey are interchangeable,

whereasin the other casehe may forget about the other for sometime, but not when he

hassu�cien t r esourcesto devote his attention to the rejectedgoal oncemore. Similarity

relations induce equivalenceclassesamonggoals, just as indi�erence relations do, but in

the former in the positive sensethat oneelement can be taken to represent all the others,

whereasin the latter it is only in the negative sensethat no element standsout as more

preferable,having a higher priorit y than the other.

Let us now comparewhat hasbeensaid hereabout structure of goalswith what was

said under (2) above about structure of actors. In either casewe have on the oneend the

completelyunstructured case:actorsunrelatedby interaction, horizontal or vertical; goals

unrelated by preferenceand similarit y relations. And on the other end the completely

structured case: actors linearly ordered in a hierarchy, or horizontally fused through

interaction with increasingscope and goalslinearly orderedin priorit y, or horizontally

fusedthrough similarity.

That givesus four strongly structured cases,and it is customary to refer to all of them

as integration: there is no nonsense,no play. There is solid structure, order, not just a

heapof actors and goals.

Obviously, there is a di�erence betweenvertical integration and horizontal integration.

In the former sometype of unity is obtainedbecauseoneactor, or onegoal, is soobviously

dominant. Ranking privilegesactors, and prioritizes goals. And in the latter casethe

unity is obtained on an egalitarian basis,through fusion, coalescence,unity in diversity,

whatever term we might prefer.

But, leaving that distinction asidewe could simplify all of this by talking in terms of

unity (horizontal or vertical integration) vs diversity (the weakly structured or unstruc-

tured situation) for actors as well as goals.

And that permits us to ask one seminalquestion: how do thesetwo dimensionsof

integration relate to each other? Table 2.5 givesus the possibilities:
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Table 2.5 Actor vs Goal Integration

Goals

unity diversity

Actors unity

diversity impossible

The basic point is just one: when the actors are unstructured we cannot possibly

assumethat they can arrive at unity, in the vertical or horizontal sense,of goals. Some

unity on the actor side is neededin order to obtain someunity of goals,whether that

actor unity is vertically imposedfrom the top, or horizontally arrived at through some

level of fusion of actors. In very simple terms: in order to structure a set of goalspriorit y

in similarit y relations have to be de�ned.

But who shall de�ne them, unambiguously? It can only be doneby somethingthat at

least for this particular purposecan be referredto as \one" actor, in other words, it can

only be donein an intra� actor conict. The inside of that actor may be somevertical

order, linear, strong or even weak, provided it is connected.Or somehorizontally fused

set where individual subactorsmay still be vaguelydistinguishable;but someunity there

is, somekind of oneness.

Of course,this is not in any way implying that with unity on the actor side there

has to be unity of the goal side; in that casedilemmaswould be non-existent, which is

obviously untrue. Which is another way of saying that all other three combinations are

possible.

Needlessto say, this plays somerole in connectionwith conict negation theory, for

onetype of conict negation would simply be to give priorit y to the highestactor, and/or

to the highest goal.

But the latter is only possiblein an intra� actor conict with a coordinated view

of the total situation, unknown to the bicephalousor multicephalouscharacter of the

inter� actor conict. Thus, in generalwe would needmore conict work in bilateral

or generallymultilateral conict s sincethere are both diverseactors and, by de�nition,

conicting goalsto take into consideration. A major reasonfor actor integration, be that

as couplesor as communities.
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2.6 Acceptabilit y

Another term very often usedfor this particular con ict dimensionis util it y. However, we

have avoided this term for two reasons. One of them is the wish not to be associated with

the debateon utilit y measurement. And another is the morehuman, active connotation of

such terms as \acceptabilit y", \accept" aswell as their negative counterparts, \ rejectabil-

it y", \reject", which we seeas considerablylessbland than the expression\negative

utilit y".

Using the term \acceptabilit y" makesit possiblefor us to talk about \extension of

acceptability area", not that easilyexpressedin utilit y terms, and so on.

Acceptability is seenhereas a function, de�ned for each actor at each point in the

action space.For simplicity, however, let us start by discussingacceptability asa function

of the actor's own dimensions.What acceptability then tells us is, simply, how each point

on that goal dimensionis valued.

The �rst distinction to be made is in terms of positive, zero, negative � meaning

accept,indi�eren t, reject respectively. Theseare three regionson the goal dimension,and

sincewe have beenusing the term \dimension" we assumethat they are orderedfrom left

to right, from decreasinglynegative through zeroregionsto increasinglypositive. This

assumptionis both conventional and convenient, but certainly not indispensablefor the

reasoning.

The division into positive, zero,and negative regionsimmediately begsthe questi on

\what if one, two or all three for that matter of theseregionsshould be empty"?

The questiongivesrise to eight di�eren t possibilities, through simple combinatorics,

but they are all quite meaningful as can be seenfrom Table 2.6:
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Table 2.6
Accept Indifferent Reject No. Goal dimension type

x x x 1 full-edged goal dimension

x x Empty 2 nothing indi�ere nt, polarized

x Empty x 3 nothing rejected, positive goal

Empty x x 4 nothing accepted - negative goal

x Empty Empty 5 everything positive

Empty x Empty 6 everything indi�eren t

Empty Empty x 7 everything negative

Empty Empty Empty 8 no goal� dimension

The �rst type is the fully edged goal dimensionwith positive, zero and negative

regions.When we then eliminate oneof theseregions we �rst arrive at the typical positive

goal dimension: something is de�ned as positive, to be pursued,and what is not positive

is indi�eren t relative to that particular positive goal.

Corresponding to this there is the negative goal dimensionwheresomethingis de�ned

as negative, to be rejected,and the rest is indi�eren t.

In the history of conict theory thesetwo typesof goaldimensionshaveplayeda certain

role in de�ning approach� conicts (betweentwo positive goals), avoidance� avoidance

conicts (betweentwo negative goals),and the approach� avoidance conict, between

onepositive and onenegative goal.

They are actually much more similar than the highly divergent terms should indicate,

for in each casethere is a clearly de�ned acceptability region in the upper right hand

cornerof the conict space.The only idea is that \acceptable" in the avoidancecasesdoes

not stand for anything positive, but for the avoidanceof somethingnegative. And that

only brings out the obvious point: acceptanceis a relative term, it connotesa gradient, a

di�eren tial along a goal dimension,rather than anything absolute. Things are more or

lessacceptable,not necessarilyacceptableper se.

Then, there is the third type with no indi�eren t point or regionat all: things are either

acceptableor rejectable. Needlessto say, this is a highly polarized conict dimension.

For or against only.

The secondhalf of the table givesus four strangeconict dimensions,possiblymore

important theoretically than in practice. Thus, if everything is positive (type 5) or

everything is negative (type 7), whereis the material out of which a conict can be made?

Answer: in the di�eren tial, it may be more or lesspositive, more or lessnegative. The

messageis simply that the actor is in an intri nsically positive or intrinsically negative
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situation, like engagingin his or her favorite culinary or sexualactivit y, or enduring some

kind of torture. Gradations in terms of more or lesswill still make quite a lot of sense.

In type 6 gradationsare taken out: the goal dimensionis simply at, de�ning total

indi�erence. We needthis as a limit ing casesincethis improper goal dimensionis the

material out of which proper goal dimensionsare made through consciousnessformation.

And that does not only consist in perceiving, understanding the dimensionsof the

situation, but also in equipping thesedimensionswith gradients, internalized as values,

positive or negative.

In type 7 the dimensionis perceived but not equipped with a di�eren tial; in type 8 it

is not even perceived. It is simply non� existent, the total negationof the full � edged

goal dimensionof type 1.

In practice there is no needto make useof all theseeight t ypes. It all amounts to

the di�erence betweenno consciousnessat all, which would be type 8 above; then the

indi�eren t goal dimensionof type 7 awaiting somestructuring, and then all the others

which have one thing in common: an acceptability di�eren tial.

Whether that di�eren tial is inside the positive regionalone, inside the negative region

aloneor spansboth of them, and in that case,whether there is an indi�erence region

de�ned or not, is lessconsequential.

In this connection,however, it should be noted that the di�ere ntial in evaluation

might precedeany clear cognition of a conict. At the lower levels of consciousness

formation the generalnotions of somethingrejectableand somethingacceptablemay

certainly precedethe type of intellectual cognitive structuring in goal dimensionsthat

the researcher might engagein. This would, then, in a sensebe a fourth type addedto

the three just mentioned - and even more basic raw material for consciousnessformation.

If the di�eren tial, the gradient, is what merits most attention, then the next

sub� dimension here would bring in a new aspect of that di�eren tial: whether it is

boundedor non� bounded. The latter is a � gure of speech: unbounded would somehow

meanin�nite acceptability or rejectability, which makesmathematical sense.Whether it

alsomakessense in a theory of human coni ct is another matter. However, there is one

simple interpretation in terms of fundamental goals,positive or negative.

Goalsof unlimited acceptability or rejectability are not subject to any compromise

or trading. They are non-negotiableand cannot be exchangedfor anything else,except,

perhaps,another unbounded goal.

The next aspect of the acceptability� function is equally conventional: what doesthe

function look like? We assumethat the function is monotone,brought about through
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ordering.

But is it continuousor discontinuous?There is a simple de�nition of the former: the

acceptability� function is continuousif for any two points on the goal dimensionthe actor

can imagine a third point with acceptability betweenthe other two.

Thus, whether a function is continuousor not is a subjective characteristic of the actor,

depending on the actor's abilit y to "imagine". But the actor may not conceive of the

dimensionthat way, in which casethe acceptabilit y� function is a step function. Clearly,

a step� function with only two steps is a dichotomousacceptability-function: there are

only two accept-ability levels, low and high.

If in addition the low level is negative and unlimited, and the high level is high and

unlimited we are clearly dealing with the most intractable goal dimensionpossible.

This leadsstraight to the next sub-dimension: the \derivative at the boundary". By

this is simply meant how the acceptability function crossesthe rather important boundary

betweenpositive and negative acceptabilit y, between\accept" and \reject".

The two extremes,\steep" versus \at" are indicated in

Figure 2.6. The Derivativ e at Acceptabilit y Boundary

In the �rst case,the steepcase,the boundary is a precipice, a quantum jump from

acceptability to rejectability. In the secondcase,the at case,there is alsoa boundary,

but much lesswell de�ned sincethe derivative of the acceptabilit y function is zero at

that point. Needlessto say, thesetwo conditions can alsoobtain anywhereelseon the

acceptability function, but they are particularly signi�cant at the point A=O, which by

de�nition is the boundary.

Finally, let us look more closelyat that boundary. So far we have only made the

distinction betweenthe boundary point and the boundary region, but if we introduce
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more goal dimensionsthe important distinction between independent and dependent

boundariescan be made.

Figure 2.7. The Form of the Acceptabilit y Boundary

In the �rst case,the independent case,the joint acceptability function is simply the

product of the two acceptability functions for G1 and G2. In the secondcase,the

dependent case,the joint function is not that simple. What the actor acceptsalong one

goal dimensionis not independent of, but dependson, how much he hasachieved on the

other goal dimension. The two goalsare coupledin acceptability so that he may lower

his demandson oneof them provided increasingsatisfactionon the other. Thus, for a

good meal I might like to have both beerand wine, but what constitutes quantum satis

of onecertainly dependson how much I get of the other.
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INCOMP ATIBILITY

2.7 Analyticit y

As indicated above we cannot discuss\incompatibilit y" without making a distinction

betweenempirical and potential reality. Other terms that are frequently usedin this

connectionwould be "imp ossibility", \infeasibilit y", \unattainabilit y". But we prefer

incompatibilit y which is more relational, lessabsolute,and points to a relation between

goalsand actors. Something standsin somethingelse'sway, that is the point, whether

it is a (1,2)� conict or a (2,1)� conict, or any other type with the exceptionof the

improper (1,1)-"conict", the caseof frustration. What incompatibilit y meansis simply

that this combination is not realizablein present empirical reality. Something has to be

donewith that reality; realizing a potential realit y, if the incompatible is to be made

compatible, or the contradiction to be transcended.

As mentioned above incompatibilit y is tantamount to a contradiction certi�cate. There

are at least two thesesthat cannot both be true. More particularly, in conict theory we

are concernedwith thesesthat relate actors to goalsin oneway or the other. Thus, the

two theses:

T1: I have a cake

T2: I have eatenthe cake

cannot both be true at the sametime, that would run counter to the adagethat \y ou

cannot have your cake and eat it too". Compare that to the following two theses:

T3: I have a cake

T4: I have an apple

There is no corresponding adageto the e�ect that \Y ou cannot have a cake and an

apple too". Why?

Becausewe can, through simple inspection of the linguistic formulations, conclude

that there is a contradiction in the �rst casebut we cannot arrive at that conclusion

in the latter case.The �rst casegivesus visionsof a cake disappearing into the mouth

of somebody with subsequent disintegration and subjection to a digestionprocessthat

seemsdismally irreversible: the cake is simply not retrievable. Either you have it or you

eat it, you cannot do both. No experiment is needed to ascertain this. The very concept

of \eating" is antithetical to \having".

In the latter case,however, we entertain no such visionsat all. We needadditional

information, for instanceabout the price of cakesand apples,and the amount of money
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that can be expendedon either. On this empirical basiswe may arrive at a conclusionin

terms of incompatibilit y or not; but in either casewe needmore information than what

is contained in the verbal thesesalone.

One might now simply concludethat when the contradiction lies in the linguistic form

alone, then the conict is logical (more precisely, negatively analytical, which is a special

type of contradict ion); and when this is not the case then it is empirical (or synthetic).

But we would like to seethis as a continuum rather than as a dichotomy, and refer to

this particular dimensionas analyt icit y.

Thus, in the �r st casethe analyticit y is certainly high, but not absolute. Is it so

obvious that \eating" really is antithetical to \having"? What if a personwere able

to eat the whole cake in onegulp, and that his stomach was madein such a way that

it could store the cake a long time beforevarious acids,enzymesand so on start their

devastating activit y? In that casehe would have eaten the cake and alsohave it, even

quite well protected{much in the sameway as �sh eat �sh even to the point where they

are retrievable.

But this meansthat there are lots of empirical assumptionsin connectionwith \eating"

that may have beentaken for granted. And yet, we would still say that this is di�eren t

from the cake and apple example. But it is not that di�eren t, as can be seenfrom these

two alternative formulations:

T5: I have a cake worth 75%of my money

T6: I have an apple worth 60%of my money

In this caseresourcesare brought into the picture, but the formulations are still not

su�cien t to concludethat there is a contradiction on the basisof the formulations alone.

To mention just onepoint: the assumptionthat the grocer extendedno credit, which is

an empirical assumption.

Obviously, analyticit y hassomething to do with the number of assumptions we have to

make in order to arrive at the conclusionthat the thesesentail a contradiction. If we make

no assumptionsat all then the contradiction can only be contained in the formulations

themselves, completely irrespective of the state of a�airs in the empirical world. In that

cageanalyticit y may be said to be high, and correspondingly it may be said to be low

the more assumptionswe have to introduce in order to arrive at the incompatibilit y

conclusion.

But this meansthat analyticit y has somethingto do with exibilit y versusrigidit y

in the de�nition of the empirical world: a logical incompatibilit y holds even in a highly

exible world; an empirical incompatibilit y presupposesa more rigid world. And in these
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formulations ways out of the two typesof conict are also indicated: in the empirical

conict it may be by relaxing somewhatthoserigidities, whereasin the logical conict, by

de�nition, no changein the empirical world will bring about any negationof the conict.

What, then, would bring about that negation? Evidently what is left in de�ning the

conict: the thesesthemselves,through reinterpretation.

One of the most important casesof a logical or analytical conict is what could be

referredto as relativ e conic ts, wherethe actors are not aiming at an absoluteamount

along somegoal dimension,but at getting most, even all.

Thus, imagine the caseof two siblings orphaned by the premature death of their

parents in an accident, with no testament left behind, and in a legal vacuum with no

automatic rule.

Here are their theses:

Sibling S1: Everything to me becauseI am the eldest

Sibling S2: Everything to me becausethey loved me most

In short, they both want 100%of the inheritance, H, and they both back up their

demandswith well� known arguments.

The real test of whether this is a relative, logical conict or an absolute, empirical

conict can be madeby changing the empirical world.

Thus, a friend of theirs might say: \Wh y don't we put the inheritance, H, in the bank

at a very good interest rate and wait till the balanceof the account is 2H, then either of

you can take out what you want, H".

The advice soundsinteresting, but if this is really a relative conict the siblings will

stand by their formulations, requestingeverything.

Instead of sharing 2H equally both of them will want 2H, which meansthat the new

(theoretical) solution with this approach would involve four times the inheritance left

behind by the parents. Evidently, the bank will bene�t.
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Figure 2.8. Relativ e and Absolute Conict

This would hold insofar as the conict is a relative conict; if it is an absoluteconict

with the two siblings really wanting H and just H the conict would be over when 2H

hasbeenproducedand properly shared. In that casechangesin the empirical world, in

this casebrought about through compound interest, would have donethe trick. But in

the relative, logical conict no changein the empirical world can solve the conict where

both of them want 100%.

One may ask, what then could solve the conict? As indicated above: reinterpretation

of the formulations, or simply reformulation, for instance to: 100% of the original

inheritance H. Under that condition the bank trick would work.

Under this generalheadingof relative conict there is one type that is so important

that it almost overshadows the rest, like the branch that is bigger than the rest of the

tree: rank conict. This is not the same as vertical conic t although it is related to it.

The point of departure in rank conict is, indeed, the verticalit y of a social structure.

The rank conict perspectivesdoesnot challengethis structure, it more or lesstakes

it for granted as a law of nature. Within this perspective rank dimensionsare de�ned,

both in terms of division of labor, in terms of centralit y in the structure, and in terms of

distribution of resources.

Clearly, theserank dimensionsare at the sametime goal dimensions,but of a special

kind. They de�n e positions in a rank structure, topdogsand underdogsif one is content

with dichotomizing the rank dimension, or topdogs, middledogsand underdogsif a

trichotomy is found better for analytical purposes. And so on.

Characteristic of the rank conict, then, is that it is a conict high on analyticit y. It
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is a logical conict, and more particularly a relative conict to the extent that everybody

wants to become a topdog. Expressedin other terms: to the extent that everybody wants

to have 100%of rank.

And they may not. With top rank lessapplaudableconsequencesmay follow: envy,

verbal and physical abuse,worry that the top rank may be stolen, erode, or wither away

in any way. In addition, the rank dimensionitself may wither away like a monetized

inheritance under the condition of galloping ination.

So we only say \high on analyticit y" for there are changesin the empirical world

that would negatethe conict, meaning changesthat would negatethe verticalit y of

social structure in general,that dimensionin particular or holding top rank even more

particularly. What this amounts to, hence, is simply that rank conict remainsa logical,

relative conict as long as it is assumedthat no such changetakesplace. However, if this

assumptionis valid for long periods of time in vast regionsof spacethe theory of rank

conict will always be an important point in the generaltheory of conict.

The point is not to have much money, but to have more than anyone elsein the

relevant social space:locally, in the community, nationally, in the country globally, in the

whole world.

Cursedbe thosewith such ambitions; damnation will be their fate.

2.8 Substitutabilit y

This particular dimension brings us back to the reections in chapter 1.4 about the

di�erence betweenactor conict and structural conict. The basicpoint in this connection

is known to everybody who hasever beenin an organization and had \troub les" with

the head of that organization. Somekind of incompatibilit y has arisen, for instance

about the endsor meansof the organization. The crucial question is the following: does

the incompatibilit y remain after substitution of actors in the organization, and that

meansnot only the head of the organization but also those lower down, or does the

incompatibilit y dissipatewith substitution?

In the �rst case,high substitutabilit y (the incompatibilit y holds up) the conict is

structural; in the latter caseit is an actor conict tied to thoseparticular actors, and

disappearing with them.

The signi�cance of this dimension, in addition to its extreme utilit y for analytical

purposes,lies in the phenomenologyof conict as experiencedby the participants. Very
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many conict s are probably held by the participants to be actor conicts, their conicts,

but are neverthelessvery high on substitutabilit y, indicating that they should rather be

seenas structural conicts.

Take the so� called puberty crisis, the syndromeof rejection of parental authority and

self� assertionthat hits a family at a certain phasein teenagedevelopment. The ubiquity

of the pattern, in time and in space,the way in which it appliesnot only to the �rst child

but to the second and the third, not only to one'sown children but to the neighbor's

although with considerablevariation, should indicate that it holds up under considerable

substitution of actors. In other words, it is a structural conict.

Or the way US imperialistic activit y in Indo� China held up under substitution of US

presidents, even �v e of them so far. Substitution of onepresident for the other is not the

sameas substitution of the total US actor in the structural position held by the United

States. However, with the power given to US presidents, particularly in foreign a�airs,

this is more than a metaphorical illustration.

Or, insteadof interpersonaland intersocietal conict considera structural intrapersonal

conict. A personhas a dilemma, torn betweenwork and family; a struggle between

a desireto achieve and perform, and a desireto enrich and develop further profound,

warm human ties inside the closestcircle. This dilemma digs deeper and deeper into

the person,to someextent splitting the person,in a semi-schizophrenicway into two

parts, the work personduring working hours, and the family personat night and during

weekends. But the personis not able to make that transition: onepenetratesinto the

other, neither becomesperfect. An unhappy, unstable,ambivalent mix develops,and the

frustration becomesdeeper and deeper. Thereare signsof breakdown at work life as well

as in family life; when in the work situation the unful�lled family obligations dominate

the horizon, and in the family situation the frustrations at work are �lling the mind �

disturbing either.

It meansmuch to that person'sunderstandingof the situation whether the conict

is seenas somethingpeculiar to him or her, an actor conict, or somethingbuilt into

the particular position in the social structure wherethat personis located. Or, for that

matter: built into practically speakingevery position in the social structure and in any

structure wherework and family have beenseparatedbecausethe family is no longer a

unit of production, only, and often not even that, a unit of consumption.

To know that this problem is not somethingwrong with me but possibly with the

structure may changethe situation completely, and changethe personfrom an introvert

brooder over own destiny and shortcomingsto an extrovert activist, conscious,organized
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for basicsocial changewhich always has to meanstructural change.

Correspondingly, it meansrather much, as sooften pointed out, for the approach

taken to conict resolution: should it be actor oriented or structure oriented? In the

former caseit becomesa questionof adjusting the personto the structure by seeking

the root of inadequacyin his or her personalit y, very often diachronically, going back to

early infancy. In doing so the individual actor is maintained as the basicunit in conict

analysis,and an individualistic cosmologyis thereby reinforced.

But then one canalsodo the opposite: seekingthe root of the conict in the structural

perspective, �nding what causesthe samekind of intrapersonalconict in many, most or

all personslocated in the sameposition in the structure. The key to conict resolution

has to be structural change,like bringing work home,to the family.

This should not be confusedwith the intermediate position of social therapy of a

group of personsrather than the individual persontreated in psychotherapy as the unit

of con ict resolution. To singleout for attention not only the personwith symptoms

of breakdown but his \signi�can t others", like major role partners in family, school

and at work, is an important step forward from the individual oriented perspective to

intrapersonalconict. But it is still dismally actor oriented. It is still engineeringat the

personal level, a teaching and learning processthrough which thoseparticular actors are

being trained to adjust and to handle not only themselves,but alsoeach other so asto

minimize intrapersonaland interpersonal conict.

But the structure remainsthe sameand the conict will not only reappear with new,

untreated actors, but also remain there all the time, although possibly in a more latent

form. Social therapy as well as psychotherapy of structural conict will forever remain a

cosmeticoperation, trying to adjust peopleto a wrong structure. And onewould agree

with thosewho say that the personwho performsadequatelyin a crazy structure will also

have to be crazy for the two to negateeach other su�cien tly to bring about something

that looks \normal".

The actor-oriented approach to a structural conict puts a heavy load on the actor,

and is compatible with fundamental christian cosmology, particularly of the protestant

variety, only that \bad conscience"will be deprived of its religiousovertonesand show up

as a feelingof inadequacy, \frustration". A structural perspective can relieve the actor

of that burden, exoneratehim or her so to speak, and put the structure in focus. But

in doing so it also deprivesthe actor of his conict. It is no longer his or her conict,

but somethingmore abstract that could just as well have beensomebody else'sconict,

a predecessor,a successor,anybody in the sameposition anywhere at any time. The
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structural perspective alienatesthe personfrom the conict for the key to alienation

in conict is the sameas to alienation at work: substitutabil it y. The feeling of guilt,

shameor inadequacymay disappear, but what remainsis a bland, even dehumanizing

depersonilization.

And that placesus �rmly in a dilemma where the approach to this dimension is

concerned:is it \good" or \bad" that a conict is oneor the other? Of course,this is a

naive way of formulating the dilemma, onereasonbeing that it is probably fruitful to

conceive of a conict as being both at the sametime, but at di�eren t levels of awareness,

and at di�eren t levels of reality.

Thus, a conict may be structural in the sensethat it can only be dissolved if the

structure is changed.But at the sametime it may be an actor conict in the sensethat

the actor relatesto it as his or her conict, as somethinginsubstitutable, an works on it.

How can this be possible?Becausethrough conict dynamicsthe in�nite richnessof

persons,and the varieties in structures, will approach a structural conict as sometype

of raw material to be processedby the participants themselvesand turned into a conict

so special that personalaspectsare addedto the structural nucleus.

To usea simple metaphor: it is like buying any kind of gadget,massproducedin a

highly alienated factory in the sensethat the product would be the sameunder a wide

rangeof substitution of workers,engineers,or managers.And when the product hasbeen

acquiredby the consumerit is still highly substitutable. But after someusethe product

acquiresa personality which makesit much more di�cult to part with a shaving machine

usedto the point where it functions below optimal e�ciency than with a brand new one.

A peculiar attachment developsbecauseeach little scaron the polishedsurfacecarries

a messageof an insubstitutable link betweencommodity and user. Such ties may still

develop betweencommodities and consumers,but in \mo dern" societiesproduction is

organizedso that should they develop between commodities and producersit is referred

to as an accident, taken out of the production detectedby quality control, and possibly

sold on a special saleof substandardproducts.

We have mentioned this at some length becauseof the basic signi�cance of this

dimensionfor the phenomenology of conict. In no sensedoesit mean that structural

conict is the less important category, only that it is not necessarilythe \good" or

\radical" perspective, nor necessarilya pure casehowever usefulanalytically.
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2.9 Incompatibilit y

We are then in a position to approach the key conceptin the theory of conict, incom-

patibilit y, alsoknown as contradiction. No doubt thi s is problematic, and the depth or

lack of depth in understandingof conict will show up more readily at this point than at

any other.

As will be seenfrom Table 2.1 we shall treat incompatibilit y in a strictly parallel

fashionto the way acceptability was treated. This is not an enforcedparallel: the two

are basically very similar, although their similarit y hasbeen stretched as far as possible

in order to simplify presentation and, more importantly, in order to bene�t from the

analysisof one in the analysisof the other.

Thus, the point of departure is incompatibilit y as a function of each point in the

behavior spacede�ned under (4) above. The behavior spaceis the spacewherethe set of

actorscanbe locatedasa point; an incompatibilit y is a function of any point in that space.

Actually, the function we de�ne is the negation of incompatibilit y, the compatibility

function, which we then assumeto be positive when somethingis compatible (possible,

feasible,attainable) and negative when somethingis incompatible (impossible,unfeasible,

unattainable). That leavesus with the boundary, the zeroregion in the behavior space

for which there is still compatibilit y, but only barely so. For incompatibilit y means

I N C : COM < O

That is the de�nition of the incompatibilit y region.

Thus, the compatibilit y function de�nes three regions.Oncemore it becomesmean-

ingful to ask whether one, two or all three of theseregionsare empty, and that leadsus

to a repetition of the problem formulation in connectionwith acceptability.

But there is little sensein elaborating the eight t ypessimple combinatorics will lead

us into; they are not that interesting. There is the fully edged compatibilit y function

which would de�ne a compatibilit y region, an incompatibilit y region and a boundary

betweenthe two; the latter may also in somecasesbe a region. However, very often it is

just the boundary which would make what would correspond to type 3 in Table 2.6 the

typical case.Type 2 would be rather uninteresting except as a limiting case: there is

no incompatibilit y. In that casethere can be no con ict either, for unlike acceptability,

incompatibilit y is not a questionof di�eren tials but of negative compatibilit y. This would

make type 4 interesting and also type 5, but always on the assumptionthat the situation

is dynamic, that compatibilities canbe somehow madeto appear. Types6 and 7, however,

would be out: in this casethere could be no conict either, and the sameapplies,of
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compatibilit y function which evidently is a plane in this particular case,cuts the line

betweenthe origin and the bliss point at the mid� point, and in the three� dimensional

representation this plane is indicated, although not in a very useful way. Needlessto say,

much more complex compatibilit y� functions could be imagined, including much more

complicatedcompatibilit y borders,but that kind of complication is unnecessaryat this

point.

Sincewe are not going to assumein generalthat positive and negative valencescan be

expressedin terms of units that even de�ne an interval scale,we are not going to worry

much about the form of the compatibilit y function anyhow.

Sincethree di�eren t examplescan be represented in the samethree di�eren t ways,

they obviously have somethingbasic in common. In other words, what is it that is placed

on the positive and negative compatibilit y axes? In the �rst example, the monetary

one, it is simply money: moneyexpendedin di�eren t positions on the O� B line. What

is indicated is the balance, orin other words the cost of occupying a certain position.

However, we are not going to interpret in terms of cost sincethis givesa too special

monetary connotation to the analysis. A more generalterm is needed.

The compatibilit y function will herebe identi�ed as a resourcefunction. What the

compatibilit y function tells for each point in behavioral spaceis the resourcebalance

at that point. When it is positive there is compatibilit y, when it is negative there is

incompatibilit y, and when it is zero the behavioral systemis at the boundary. Obviously,

the three conicts just mentioned are coni cts becausethe resourcesof money, time and

energyare constant. And in generalwe shall conceive of a systemwith constant resources

asa closedsystem and a systemwith changing resourcesasan open system. In the latter

casethe resourcesmay either decreaseor increase;in the former casethere is a resource

loss(or dissipation), in the latter casea resourcegain (or accumulation).

The basicpoint now is that the term \resource" should be taken in a very broad sense.

Thus, one resourcemay be imagination, another may be exibilit y in a social system,a

third may be toleranceand so on, far beyond the Western favorites, money, time and

energy.

The important point now is to arrive at a relatively clear conceptionof what the

key resourceis in a concreteconict. The answer to that type of questionmay often

have to be many� dimensional,or lead to the introduction of new resourceconceptsnot

necessarilyreected in commonor specialized language.

To approach thi s problem from a slightly di�eren t anglelet us return to the questionof

what an unboundedcompatibilit y function might signify. If it is unlimited and negative,
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physical law both cornersare excluded,leaving for empirical reality only the narrow band

betweenthe two, an opening in which boiling water may appear under di�eren t pressure.

What is the meaningof \degree of incompatibilit y", and is it bounded or unbounded,

the latter meaning \absolute impossibility"?

The best approach would be to re� de�ne the \la ws" as incompatibilit y bordersby

reinterpreting the diagrams as conicts. In the �rst casethe two axesstand for \p olitics

of growth" and "p olitics of equality" respectively, and in many societies theseare not

abstract value dimensionsbut concretegoalswith well de�ned groupsbacking oneor the

other. And this brings out the point that to the extent the variablesin terms of which a

\la w" is formulated are goal dimensions,a \la w" may be tantamount to the declaration of

a region in a behavioral spaceto be an incompatibilit y region. And that meansthat the

\la w" becomesa component in a social conict.

But what about the second�gure, can this alsobe said to represent a conict? In this

casethe conict might soundsomewhatcontriv ed, sinceonewould have to introducea

person,a group, a society that for somereasonor another wants to have water boiling at

low temperature, maintaining normal, sealevel pressure,here referred to a \high". They

are told by the physicist that you simply cannot do this: to high pressurecorresponds

high boiling temperature; if you insist on boiling water at ordinary room temperature

you cannot do so at sealevel pressure;you must move even uncomfortably high up.

Let us then move to the third and last �gure where the term \la w" is used in a

completely di�eren t sense:the legal sense. In this casethere is a personwho wants

to engagein a forbidden act, but who also wants to avoid punishment. In a perfectly

functioning legal systemthis puts him in the situation of boiling water: he is balancing

on a narrow strip betweenlegal behavior and avoidanceof punishment on the onehand

and illegal, but pursuedbehavior and punishment on the other. On either end of that

strip are the errors statisticians will recognizeaserrors of type I and Type II respectively:

he does somethingillegal, but avoids punishment, or he actually doesnothing wrong but

is punishednonethe less.

The crucial question now seemsto be under what condition it might be possible,

nevertheless,to penetrate into the incompatibilit y region, and even reach the bliss point.

In general it seemsevident that resourceswill have somehow to be extended, that

there may be costsinvolved in the broad senseof that term. In the exploration of the

nature of thoseresources and costswould lie the answer to the questionof what type of

incompatibilit y we are dealing with .

Thus, in the �rst casethe argument can be madethat the incompatibilit y is based
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on the assumptionthat the accumulation takesplace in an inequitable manner. This

leads to the question of how inequity, concretely, is combined with growth, and the

bridging term hereseemsto be \v ertical division of labor". The vertical division of labor

means,concretely, that somepeoplehave more enriching (in the material as well as in

the spiritual senseof that word) tasks to do than others. This is by de�nition inequity;

at the sametime there is no doubt that it is compatible with \growth". The history

of capitalism shows that, and there might also be other economicsystemscombining

inequity with accumulation.

But what would happen if work wereorganizedwith horizontal division of labor? By

de�nition there would be equity, but could there alsobe growth, in the senseof increased

accumulation? Without going into any detail the exampleof the people'scommunesin the

People'sRepublic of China seemsto indicate that there is thi s possibility, although they

may not accumulate exactly the samethings as the products accumulated under vertical

division of labor. In another context we have referred to this as invariance-breaking,

brought about by the variation of a third variable (vertical versushorizontal division

of labor) whoseconstant value hasbeenassumed.When horizontal division of labor is

introducedone basicassumptionwould be that on the averagemuch more creativity is

releasedbecauseeverybody is participating in problem formulation and problem solving,

not only in the implementation of solutionsto problems exploredby a tiny elite. But that

meansthat the society which maintains vertical division of labor hasan under� utilized

resource,the creativit y of the bulk of the population (the \masses").

The point about this resource,however, is that it is latent and hasto be released.The

systemas it is doesnot have it available, which meansthat the systemhassomehow to

be openedup so that this resourcecan be madeavailable. Needlessto say, that opening

of the systemis often referredto as a revolution. Equally needlessto say: revolutions

involve costs which brings in the negative aspect of the compatibilit y function in this

case,presumablygreater the more removed from the diagonal in the �gure.

In short: the conclusionis that there is incompatibilit y only aslong asno newresources

are brought into the picture. The moment they are brought in, and are of the kind

mentioned, the incompatibilit y boundary may be moved outward, towards the bliss point .

What was incompatibilit y provesnot to be impossibility in any absolutesense.But

doesthis alsohold for the physical law in the second diagram? Are the conditions under

which this contradiction may be transcended?

Using the logic of the examplesjust explored this can be restated as the problem

of �nding a third variable the variation of which will permit the penetration of the
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incompatibilit y boundary, possiblyeven to the bliss point. Let us for a moment switch

to another example: the Galilean s=1/2gt2. Simpli�ed as s=5t2 he who wants a freely

falling body to traverse 50 metersin 5 secondssoundssimply ignorant, not to be taken

seriously. For every educatedpersonwould know that after 5 secondsthe freely falling

body would have traversedsomething like 125meters,neither lessnor more.

But when you read it as s=1/2gt2 the third variable, assumed to be constant, is

already there: g. It is only a matter of solving a simple equation to �nd that the solution

is g=(2x50):25=4. The only question then remains: under what conditions can that

particular person,impatient with nature's laws, get this constant of gravit y? Again the

answer is simple: by joining a spaceship and performing his experiment at a certain

distancefrom the center of gravit y of the earth. Or a centrifuge: s=250 is obtainable

with g=(2x250):25=20.

But, it may be objected: in the law relating pressureand temperature of boiling water

there is no such third variable the variation of which would permit us to penetrate to the

point of bliss. Let us imagethat all physicistsagreethat this is the case.One answer

would be that this is a postulate, there is no such third variable, and that I am free to

have as my guiding light the opposite postulate: there is always such a third (fourth,

�fth. . .) variable the variation of which will changethe form of the law.

Very di�er ent att itudes to laws will dependon which of thesepostulatesonebelievesin,

or seesas a basicprinciple of guidance. In the �rst case,the axiom of unlimited tenability,

laws becomeiron laws, and incompatibilities becomeabsolute impossibilities. In the

secondcase,the caseof limited tenability, laws becomerubber laws, and no impossibility

is absolute.

Again, however, we come back to the problem of resourceand cost. The man who

absolutely wanted freely falling bodies to fall lessquickly would have to pay, literally

speaking, for his particular desire: there are considerablecostsinvolved. The systemhas

to be an open one,permitting the introduction of resourcesnot speci�ed in the original

description of the system.

And the samewill possibly apply to the water boiler. But what about the person

who wants to commit a forbidden act and at the sametime avoid punishment? It is

rather obvious what kind of resourceshe has to bring into the picture: ingenuity so as

to avoid detection, alibis in casehe is detected,expert counselin casehis alibis do not

hold, bribing of the judges in casea counselprovesinsu�cien t, a machinery for escape

from prison in casethe judges prove incorruptible, and so on. It is not that he cannot

combine the illegal act with punishment avoidance,it is only that the system has to be
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open enoughfor the new resourcesto be brought in.

Let us then look at a logical conict, high on analyticit y: Take

from the Church: Thou shalt not kill!

from the Military: Thou shalt kill!

Here theseshave beenformulated as norms. But norms are nothing but evaluated

actions, which meansthat they are abbreviationsfor action dimensions(in the casenot

killing vs killing), and the dimensionsare equipped with goal arrows, as in Figure 2.11:

Figure 2.11. Incompatibil it y as Impossibil it y: Logical Conict

The incompatibilit y indicated here is the incompatibilit y between"P is killing" and

\P is not killin g". Aristotelian logic declaresthat thesestatements cannot both be true,

you can have oneor the other, but tertium non datur. It looks like an impossibility, like

unboundedincompatibilit y.

Or, does it really? First, there is the possibility hinted at above in the analyticit y

chapter: the possibility of reinterpretation indicated in Figure 2.8. Thus, onemight get:

From the Church: Thou shalt not commit murder!

From the Military: Thou shalt defendthy country!

The example is in needof no furth er elaboration: the bliss point may now be attained,

possiblywith the help of that bridge betweenthe two norm senders,the military chaplain.

But what were the costsinvolved, what were the resourcesthat had to be brought in?

Reinterpretation, however, is not the only possibility. Reinterpretation is a way of

acceptingtertium non datur, but reinterprets so that onethesis is not the negationof

the other.

But how about keeping the thesesas they are, rejecting tertium non datur? In

two� valued logic this is impossible,but there are other logics. And then, social reality is

much richer and o�ers many more possibilities.
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The radical, t ranscendingcompatibilit y is, of course,nonviolent, nonmilitary defense

of the country, possiblyeven more e�ectiv e.

But there is also the categoryof \nonlethal violence", incapacitation without killing,

for instanceby meansof toxic agents of various kinds in the form of aerosols.It is killing

from onepoint of view, nonkilling from another; but it is not the sameasreinterpretation.

Then, there is the possibility of a \compromise": killing, but not asmuch asonecould do,

keepingthe killing oscillating somewherebetweenthe maximum level indicated by oneof

the theses,and the minimum level indicated by the other. As is well known both of these

dilemma� negation techniquesare usedby the United Statesin the Indo� China War.

If we now look back at all theseexamplesit would be good to have some kind of

typology of incompatibilit y. The basic typology was introducedin the �rst part of this

section: analytically, the distinction betweenlogical and empirical conicts. As to the

latter the exampleshave indicated another distinction: betweenempirical incompatibilit y

due to scarceresourcesand empirical incompatibilit y due to \la ws". Needlessto say,

the latter is not a good distinction for incompatibilit y due to scarcity of money, time,

and other typesof resourcescan also be given the form of a \la w"; moreover, it was

indicated that those\la ws" are more or lessso, that those in social scienceare certainly

rubber laws, and those in natural sciencepossibly, even probably so - implying a less

servileatt itude in the social, and natural, scientists formulating theselaws. And as to

the distinction betweenlogical and empirical: it was shown also to be a rather blurred

one, that it is even doubtful whether a pure contradiction (in the senseof negatively

analytical proposition) can be conceived of in connectionwith incompatibilit y theory.

What remains, however, is degreeof incompatibil it y. It somehow has to do with the

amount of sti�ness or rigidit y in the system,which again has to do with the amount

of resourcesneeded,or costssu�ered, in order to break down the incompatibilit y. In

the caseof the empirical conicts thesecostshave to do with changesin the empirical

world, and the examplesin Figure 2.10 indicated that thesecostsmight have to do with

fundamental changein social structure, manipulation of physical structure, personal costs

incurred and so on.

In the caseof the logical conict there should in principle be no changein the empirical

world that would alter the incompatibilit y, but in practice there is becauseso few logical

conicts show up, on closerinspection, to be maximum high on analyticity. However, for

thosethat are we can still talk about the costsincurred, and the resourcesneeded{for

instancein terms of imagination, intellectual and ethical risks, etc.{for reinterpretation

and reformulation.
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Again, rigidit y/exibilit y standsout as the major landmark in this landscape. But in

saying so it should also be remembered that there are many other ways of negating a

conict than breaking down the incompatibilit y barrier. If that were not the casethe

history of mankind would have looked very di�e rent. The phenomenalvariety of human

society would have beenlessbecausethe incompatibilit y would have forcedmore uniform

patterns on a humanity often very short on resources.

Let us then go on to the next item on the list: the shape of the compatibil it y function.

This is simple becausethe basic distinctions were already made in connection with

acceptability theory: if we assumesometype of monotone order then the dist inctions

between continuous and discontinuous functions, and the division of the latter into

functions with several stepsand only two steps, still holds.

Sinceour explorations above certainly have indicated that compatibilit y, like accept-

abilit y, is hard to measure,we will very often be led to the simplistic division of the

behavior spacein two regions,referredto asCOMP and INC respectively. It is only in the

caseof scarceand measurable resourcesthat someprecisetype of compatibilit y function

can be de�ned, and the mathematics basedon more complex structures, even to the

point of continuit y, can be madeuseof. However, we do not considerthis a di�cult y or a

drawback: the history of conict theory is replete with examplesof how mathematization

leadsresearch astray, making the analyst losehimself and his problemsin the desireto

draw on more and more of the richnessof mathematics,into complexitiesnot mirrored in

reality.

The next item to be consideredis equally easily dispensedwith: the derivativ e at

the boundary. The comments madein connectionwith acceptability can be used here,

mutatis mutandis: there is the compatibilit y function that cuts through the behavior

spaceat a steepangle, and the compatibilit y function that \cuts" it tangentially , at

a at angle; seeFigure 2.9. The interpretation of a very great resourcedi�eren tial is

separatingthe compatible from the incompatible thi s meansthat very many resources

have to be mobilized to push the incompatibilit y border further out; if there is a very

small di�eren tial the di�erence betweenempirical and potential reality would be a minor

one. Needlessto say, theseare �gures of speech only, a translation of basic, if simple,

aspectsof incompatibilit y theory into a more or lessmathematical languagethat does

not in and by itself yield more insight.

We then proceedto the considerablymore complicatedtheory of the boundary form;

the shape and location of the compatibilit y region in the behavioral space.

In discussingthis it will alsobe madequite clear that (in)compatibilit y theory is not
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no longer the issue.The point is that whatever the level of realization of onegoal does

not inuence the level of realization of the other.

Clearly, theseare the casesof negative, positive and zero correlation betweenlevels of

realization of two goals. It is useful to have it translated into theseterms sinceit opens

for a variety of empirical indicators and techniques. Thus, into thesethought forms we

may pour not only synchronic, but also diachronic data. We may look at a behavior

unit and observe its tra jectory over time to seewhether it conformsto any of the three

patterns, or possibly to someother pattern.

Thus, imagine that the behavioral unit is a married couple,and that G1 and G2 are

the statesof well� being, even happiness,of husbandand wife respectively. In the caseof

disharmony the situation that makesoneparty happy makesthe other party unhappy,

and vice versa. The situation may be of the tr ivial kind described in connectionwith the

couple'svacation dilemma. But it may alsobe of a lesstrivial, more cruel kind: either

spousederivesconsiderabledelight from the unhappinessof the other. This, incidentally,

alsomeansthat they cannot be unhappy together as the coupledepicted in the second

case,the harmony case:they sharegood days, or bad days, together and they agreeas

to what are good days and bad days.

And �nally there is the caseof the detached, li terally speakingdecoupledcouple: the

state of well-being of one is completely irrelevant for the state of well-being of the other.

As arguedelsewheresynchronic data basedon many units scattered in behavioral

spacesof the typesindicated above can never substitute for diachronic tra jectories. But

they may give somecue,at least enoughto the formulation of an hypothesis. Thus, if

one looks at the countries of the world today and interprets G1 as educationalgrowth

(the averageschooling attainment in the population) and G2 as educationalequality (the

inverseof the disparity in schooling in the population) then the countries scatter typically

as in the disharmony case.They tend either to be low on growth and relatively high on

equality, or high on growth and very low on equality, with somenotable exceptions.

That type of data would be useful in analyzing an intra� actor conict, the conict

confronted by educationaldecision� makers in any country as to whether they should go

in for educationalgrowth or educationalequality, or �nd someway of breaking down this

"in variance" so asto go for both of them at the sametime.

But data on inter� actor relations can alsobe cast in the sameform. Thus, take the

caseof imperialism. The actors in imperialism are, of course,not countries but groups

within countries. As pointed out repeatedly, imperialism can be analyzed in terms of four

such actors: the center in a Center country, the periphery in that sameCenter country,
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the center in a Periphery country dominated by that Center country, and the periphery

in that Periphery country; cC, pC, cP and pP respectively.

Diagrammatically they may relate to each other as indicated in Figure 2.13:

In the left hand part of the �gure the four groups are depicted, the arrow stands for

generalexploitation, the broken linesfor disharmony and the unbroken line for harmony

in the relationship.

Figure 2.13. Imperialism, Disharmony and Harmony, I

In the secondpart of the �gure there is an indication of how LL, "level of living", a

very broad term, including \materi al standard of livin g", but alsoautonomy and feelings,

may vary over time for the four groups. So far after the SecondWorld War there has

beenmuch growth in LL with the cC and cP groupsgoing hand in hand, and a growth in

the periphery in the central countries, for the poor man in the rich countries so to speak,

by and large parallel to the growth of the rich, at a respectful distance. But the most

important fact is that the periphery in the Periphery hassu�ered a standstill, partly by

being outside the system,partly by having the surplus createdby them expropriated and

appropriated by the three other groups.

However, even if up to now the cC, CP ana pC groupshave by and large experienced

an increasein LL this may not necessarily last. And the point in the imperialistic system

is that if it doesnot last but conditions are deteriorating they will alsogo down together,

and possiblyup together again � as indicated in the �gure. There will alsobe oscillation

corresponding to this for the pP group, but they will be very small relative to the other

oscillations; that is preciselywhat is meant by being the periphery in the Periphery.

How, then, doesthis translate into the notion of compatibilit y regions,and disharmony,

harmony and independence?It seems clear that as it is depicted here the �rst three

groups are in a relation of harmony to each other: they go up together and possibly
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down together. At the sametime, however, there is no doubt that the center in the

Center exploits the periphery in the Center. Thus, \harmony" as hereconceived of is

entirely compatiblewith exploitation in the senseof dependence� it is only that together

they exploit even more thosebelow them again so that in the total global setting their

relationship neverthelessshows up as harmonious. We emphasizethis in order to make

quite clear that \harmony" is seenhereas a technical term implying positive correlation

betweengoal realization for actors, it is not seenas a value in itself, like, for instance,

equity (meaning \absenceof exploitation").

In the �gure as it is drawn there is no clear caseof disharmony for it is not assumed

that the growth of the three top groups or classesis predicated on the declineof the

periphery in the Periphery. We could have made this assumptionand that would have

given us a more drastic model of imperialism. Thus, for instancegiven the meaning of

the relationship of the EuropeanCommunity and the associated states with the negligible

\economic growth" in thosestatesas a whole, given the increasein level of living of the

elites in those states, it becomesclear that there must by and large have beensome

deterioration in the conditions of the people.

And correspondingly, if thosepeoplemanageto comeinto power there might be some

deterioration in the condition of the elites. The Cuban case is relatively clear here:

the phenomenaland quick increasein the condition of the Cuban peoplewas indeed

accompaniedby a deterioration in the condition of the bourgeoisie.

There would alsohave beena corresponding deterioration in the cC and pC groups

in the United Stateshad the United States,the Centrum country, not beenso big that

the Cuban a�air was negligible for its economic importance,even if certainly not for its

political and military importance.

However, we did not want to basethe conceptof imperialism on the worst possible

case,for that would make any changefrom the worst possibleto the second worst look

like the endof imperialism. The casewherethe three upper groupsshow variation to their

level of living independent of the lowest group would alsobe classi�ed as imperialism.

And the samewould be the caseif the lowest group showed improvement in their level

of living de�ned in the broad sense,but insu�cien t to catch up with the others. One

might talk about all thesecasesas di�eren t degreesof harmony, but in line with the

useof theseterms encountered in sometheoriesof conict we have placedthe cutting

point elsewherein this connection. Moreover, the mutual irrelevanceimplied when one

standsstill and the others go up and down is alsoan important metaphor, becauseit

points directly to onemajor mechanism of conict resolution: decoupling. In the caseof
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disharmony, this would be even more the case.

Thus, the conclusioncan be formulated as in Figure 2.14:

Figure 2.14. Imperialism, Disharmony and Harmony, II

Here four of the six possiblebilateral relations betweenthe four groupshave been

depicted in the form indicated in Figure 2.12. In the �rst casethere is the relationship

betweenthe two centers: they go up together and down together, but not only in the

senseof correlation but in the senseof going up to the samepoint � assumingthat the

level of living for the two centers is about the same.This would not be true, however,

today if we really included in LL autonomy sincethe dependent cP group is not its own

goal� setter. However, it is certainly not di�cult to envisagean imperialism wherecP

and cC stand in a relation not only of completeequality but alsoof complete equity, with

the samerole wheregoal setting is concerned.

Where the situation inside the Center country is concernedthere is harmony in

the statistical sensede�ned above, in the senseof correlation, but not in the senseof

agreement. They go up and down together, but they do not go up to the samepoint:

there is conict becausepC doesnot realizeits goal, assumingthat it is aiming at the

sameLL as cC.

The last two casescompare the majorit y of the population in an imperialistic system,

the periphery in the Periphery, with the two groupsin the Center. Theseare casesof

statistical independence,but we have also indicated in the �gure the caseof disharmony,

the caseof negative correlation.

The conclusion is that goal statesmay be positively correlated,negatively correlated

or uncorrelated,and to the extent that this is due to somekind of interaction coupling

this leadsto notions of disharmony, harmony and decoupling. Let us then turn to another

aspect of the compatibilit y and in-compatibilit y regions: not so much their location, as

their shape.

Thus, considerthesecases:

92



Figure 2.15. Four Typesof Incompatibil it y

In all caseswe have assumedthe samegoal dimensionG but two di�eren t actors, A1

and A2. Thus, the two axesare comparableand the boundary form tells us something

about the relation betweenA1 and A2.

Thus, in the �rst casethis relation � as far asboundary form is concerned� is clearly

symmetric (which doesnot meanthat it may not be highly asymmetric in terms of power,

to be discussedbelow). The slope of the boundary is minus 1, which meansthat if the

systemmovesup and down on the boundary then a unit lossto one is a unit gain to the

other. Moreover, in the incompatibilit y region.

In the next two casesthe symmetry hasdisappeared,in the �rst casevery clearly so

becausefor A2 the goal is even in the incompatibilit y region which meansthat even if A1

su�ers goal deprivation A2 will not get full grati�cation. That he may get in the third

case,but the asymmetry is still evident in the circumstancethat this doesnot preclude

A1 from considerablegoal satisfaction.

Moreover, in this casethere is another type of asymmetry in the favor of A1: a change

that meanslittle to A1 meansmuch to A2 becausethe slope of the boundary is not only

negative but greater than unity. This is the famousmosquito� elephant situation: it is

not that what is a sneezeto the elephant is an earthquake to the mosquito, but rather

that what is a little mouthful of air to the elephant is the end of life to the mosquito who

happensto be ying right there.

Thesetwo asymmetriesare then combined in the broken incompatibilit y boundary

shown in the fourth �gure, consistingof two lines,onehaving the sameslope asin �gure b,

the secondhaving the sameslope as in �gure c. Imagine the relation between center and

periphery within and betweencountries again, as indicated in the sketchy presentation of

a theory of imperialism above: the steepdownward slope at the end would be A1 reaching

out for �nal grati�cation, for ultimate economicgrowth to improve the level of living

even further � somewhatbeyond the elephant's mouthful of air, thereby causinga steep

declinein the level of living of the periphery, even down to the level wherefundamental

needsare basically left unsatis�ed.
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Thus, there may be asymmetriesof di�eren t kinds revealed in the shape of the

incompatibilit y boundaries,and this is madeparticularly clear if the same goaldimensions

are usedfor the two actors. The situation often looks much more symmetric if a modest

goal is assumedfor the underdogactor and related to the extravagant goal declared by

the topdog actor. Moreover, the exerciseserves to remind us of the obvious that the

boundary doesnot have to be rectilinear: it can be broken, curved, have any shape. But

the more fanciful the shape the stricter the assumptionsabout measurement, and these

are exactly the typesof assumptions we do not want to make.

In conclusion,then, somewords about the relation betweenacceptability and incom-

patibilit y. They areboth functions of the behavior space,and they both de�ne the regions

that arecrit ical in a theory of conict: the acceptability region(ACC) and incompatibilit y

region (INC). Sincethey are subsetsof the samespacethey can be compared,and that

type of comparisonyields, traditiona lly, �v e di�eren t results, as indicated in Figure 2.16:

Figure 2.16. The Relation Between Acceptabilit y and Incompatibil it y

The �rst two casesonly are the casesof conict, becauseevery point that is acceptable

is at the sametime incompatible if we assumethat the incompatible set doesnot include

its own boundary; on that boundary solutionscan be found. For all the other casesthere

are acceptablepoints that are compatible, henceconict solutions. In the �rst of these

cases(c), all four combinations are found whereasin cases(d) and (e) some combinations

are ruled out.

Thus, in (d) what is acceptable is compatibleand what is incompatible is unacceptable.

There is nothing acceptable that is incompatible, although there may be somethingincom-

patible that is unacceptable.And in the last casethere is nothing that is incompatible
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and alsounacceptable.

Of course,the last three casesgive us other approachesto a theory of harmony, since

they have to do with more harmoniousworlds than the onesdepicted in the �rst two.

PURSUIT

2.10 A ttitude

We then cometo the dimensionsthat give life to thesediagrams. So far onemay safely

say that what hasbeendoneis only to map out the positions and the situation; there

is no dynamism in the systemof any kind. It is then taken as axiomatic that the only

type of dynamism that can be brought into the systemrestswith the actors, and one

of the basic typeswould rest with their activation. The generalformula applied is that

of pursuit, pursuit of goals. And this is analyzedin terms of three concepts:attitude,

behavior, and power.

To have an attitude is to cathect, to will, to want, which is more than to evaluate. To

evaluate is to distribute pluses,zerosand minuses;to cathect is to feel this distribution.

The phenomenologyof cathexis is fundamental for conict analysisalong this dimension,

but we will only touch upon somepoints in this connection.

First, as already said: attitudes may be negative, neutral, positive. Theseare bland

terms indeed;better terms might be hatred, detachment, love.

But then, again, theseterms may be too strong. There is a vast territory between

detachment and the other two, and there is also the obvious point that thesemay be two

dimensionsrather than one, that there is such a thing as the both-and in the ambivalent

love� hatred, that there is pure love and pure hatred (possibly), and that there is also

the blandnessof neither-nor.

At this point onemight go into a discussionof the object of the cathexis,but that

will be doneunder the dimensionof behavior. Rather, we shall take up another point:

what kind of attitude doesoneexpect in connection with conict? Sincemost answer

\negative", even \hatred", it might be appropriate to questionthat assumption.

If oneassumesthat conict is a special type of frustration, and in addition assume

that frustration somehow is accompaniedby aggressionand that one component in

aggressionis an aggressive attitude, then the conclusionabove can be correctly derived

from de�nitions and the frustration-aggressionhypothesis. And there is no doubt that
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there is a frustrating element in conict, but is it so obvious that it is the only element?

Or, could it be that there is a fundamental distinction betweenconict and a very special

caseof the (1,1)� conict de�ned as frustration? We think there is, and it is easily seen.

The di�erence lies in the basicpoint about conict: incompatibilit y betweengoals.

But theseare goalsthat relate to actors, the sameactor or others, which meansthat

conict consti tutes a bond within and betweenactors. But any bond within and between

actors is the material out of which what is human in human beingsand social in human

society is made. Of course,that bond doesnot have to be in terms of conict, it could

alsobe cooperative; but a bond it neverthelessremains.

In a very basic sensea person with a dilemma is a richer person than a person

without one becausethe dilemma is one kind of raw material out of which personal

growth may come. Correspondingly, two personswith an interpersonalconict are tied

together in a way two personsdetached from each other are not. They have at least their

conict in common,and that conict may also be seenas raw material out of which

deeper a�ection, understanding,or in more neutral terms a deeper relation, may grow.

And correspondingly for conicts in more complexsystems;the social conict, of the

intra� societal or intersocietal varieties, are also the contradictions out of which social

growth may be the result.

If con ict is viewed this way it should be welcomedrather than abhorred. In other

words, the ideal might not be the conict � freesituation, the perfectly harmonious tie, but

a situation wherethere is su�cien t conict to constitute a challenge,yet not irresolvable

enoughto lead to breakdown, apathy of various types.

Among the theoreticiansof conict Marx, Freud and Gandhi all understood this point,

although in di�eren t ways. To Marx and Freud intrasocietal and intrapersonalconict,

respectively, wereexactly the seedsout of which development would comeprovided the

conicts wereproperly understood and the contradictions properly transcended.

To Gandhi an antagonismwasalways seenassomethingthe antagonistshad in common

that could unite them rather than divide them. For him the idea that a conict was

a frustration and the antagonist an enemy was a sign of primitivism, \the law of the

jungle", asopposedto the idea of seeingthe antagonist asa potential partner in the �gh t

against the antagonism. Needlessto say, for Gandhi much of the theory and practice of

conict was an e�ort to convey this messageto an antagonist who might have another

view of conic t, for instancethe jungle view.

In short, we do not assumein any way that conict attitude has to be negative. Nor,
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for that matter, do we assumethat there has to be a special conict attitud e. The

attitude can remain exactly what it was before there was any conict, latent and-or

manifest, whether that level wasalready negative, neutral and positive. In fact, it is even

doubtful whether there is such a thing as \conict attitude", as distinct from attitude in

general. No doubt, there is such a thing as atti tude escalation, which we take to meana

processtowards increasinglynegative or increasinglypositive attitude. But that can only

be de�ned as a process,not as a permanent state of a�airs.

The basicdistinction in attitud e theory would be betweenattitudes toward Other{

easilynegative unlessovershadowed by a general\lo ve thy enemy" attitude{an d attitudes

toward the conict as such. Toward the antagonist vs toward the antagonism,Gandhi

would have said. The former may range from love and friendly feeling to hatred and

hostile feelings. And the latter may also be positive-neutral-negative; welcoming the

challengevs a neutral, clinical \w ait-and-see"vs fear of what may happen. That givesus

nine combinations, all of the empirically possible,including hating Other and looking

forward to the challenge- and vice versa.

2.11 Behavior

And the sameappliesto behavior: there is such a thing as behavior escalation, and that

is alsoa processnot a state of a�airs.

And, it is meaningful to distinguish betweennegative, neutral and positive behavior;

interpreted, vaguely, as meaningdestructive, neutral, and constructive behavior. And

then the problem arises;towards whom? Towards what?

At this point there is a tradition in conic t theory of talking about nonrealisticor unreal

conict, usually applied to conict behavior, but sometimesalso to conict attitude.

The ideais that it is nonrealisticor unreal whenthe object of the (presumablynegative)

conict attitude and-or behavior is displaced,it is not whereit shouldbe. We have found

this categorynot very meaningful, and even mystifying sincethe problem remains: what

should the object of the attitude and behavior be?

And the problem also remains: should the realistic-real attitude and/or behavior be

negative, neutral, or positive? Is it realistic to hate the right actor?

Let us look at the secondproblem �rst and restate it in line with what wassaid above:

what are the adequateprocesseswhereattitude and behavior are concerned,are they in

the negative, neutral or the positive direction?
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We do assumethat there is such a thing as conict-induced attitu desand behavioral

processes,and to try to stabilize our own terminology in this connectionlet us suggest

the usageof 8 very well known terms indicated in Figure 2.17(seenext page).

As can be seenfrom the �gure the distinction is madebetweennegative and positive

escalation.

Thus, it is not assumed that escalation is increased hatred or violence or

both; that belongs to a biased conict perspective that assumesa priori the

conict �� > frustration�� > aggressioncausal chain. If one wants to focus on nega-

tiv e escalationalone, then direct aggression(or direct violence)might be the adequate

term. And the sameappliesfor de� escalation:one cande� escalatefrom love-construction

as well as from hatred-destruction.

Figure 2.17. Conict InducedAtti tudinal and Behavioral Processes

If onewants to focuson negative de� escalationonly, then there seemsto be no imme-

diate term available, for which reasonwe have preferredto coin a newone: de� aggression.

Concretely, this is what happenswhen hatred and destruction are somehow built down,

for instancethrough gradual steppingdown of a war, and eventual withdrawal.

If there is a needfor special terms for negative escalationand de� escalation,then

there should be even more of a needfor the corresponding positive terms, and this is

whereassociation and dissociation enter the picture. In peacetheory they may be known

as the positive versusthe negative approachesto peacerespectively, since\p eace"would

be incompatible with the negative end of the spectrum. Here they are all seenas conict

processes.
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Finally, there are the conventional twin conceptsof (bi)p olarization/de� polarization

(block formation and its dissolution), running the entire spectrum from negative through

neutral to positive and vice versa. Thus, they di�er from escalation/de� escalation(of

love and hatred, violenceand cooperation) that reect processesin either direction around

a neutral, bland, zeropoint.

Naming di�eren t processesof conict manifestation is in itself certainly not su�cien t

to develop an answer to what is the \adequate" conict response.On the other hand the

answer is rather obvious: there is no generalanswer. It depends,and more particularly,

it dependson wherethe conict is located on all the other dimensions.

Here we shall only point oncemore to the major distinction betweenactor conict

and structure conict, and more particularly to the distinction between conicts of

valuesand conicts of interest. There is no doubt that confrontation is one element

that may contribute to con ict transformation, to transforming interests into valuesvia

consciousnessformation, and transforming parties into actors via organization.

But this doesnot meanthat the confrontat ion necessarilyhas to be negative, even if

very often it is. Nor is it obvious who the enemy is in a structural conict. It may be the

topdog who will cling to his vestedinterest. But it may alsobe that the confrontation

will awaken him, stirring his sluggishconscienceas Gandhi said so that topdog and

underdogblend together in a Gandhian type process,jointly �g hting the \antagonism",

the exploitativ e, penetrating, segmenting, fragmenting, and marginalizing structure. A

tall bill to meet.

Much consciousnessand organization are neededto live up to this challenge. And

conicts hang together. Adequateor inadequateattitude and behavior acquiredin one

may spreadto the other. The sum total conict situation is of interest, not only one at

the time.

In other words, if \adequate" is de�n edin termsof \instrumental for conict resolution",

and conict resolution is seenas a particular form of conict negationhighly di�eren t

from conict repression,then there can be no generalanswer as to what type of process,

or what mixt ure of typesof processesis \adequate". This holds for conicts of interests,

and also for conicts of values: we simply have to have more information.

But, when a conict is more properly understood then the distinctions just madewill

be useful in analyzing conict attitud esand behavior.

Conict being ubiquitous and pervasive and persistent it probably makeslittle sense

to singleout someconict attitudes and behavior as non� realistic, unreal, and others as

not.
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For the director of an enterprise it may be comforting to tell himself and his colleagues

that the aggressive workersare only displacing their hostilit y which actually derives from

the perceived inadequacy of the morning co�ee at home,only that they had to leave too

early to direct the hostilit y against the real enemy, the wife.

And, correspondingly for the wife: it may be comforting to say that \he takesit out

on poor little me, he doesnot dare anything else". Such deceptions detract considerably

from the rancor in an angry look, word or gesture.

Without denying that someconic t manifestationsmay be analyzedthis way., three

basicwarnings should be given in connection with preciselythis type of analysis.

First, as already said: this may be a dangerousway of mystifying a conict trans-

formation process,from one of interests to one of values. If what is actually the �rst

manifestation of a gradually crystallizing conict formation is not seenas such, but as

a reection from another and lessrelevant conict, this is simply missing the writing

on the wall. That may be in the interest of the underdogif thosemanipulatory devices

mobilized from the top are seenas e�or ts to prevent the bottom from being su�cien tly

organized.

Proper reading of such signsmay alsobe the way in which top and bottom together

could arrive at basicchangesin the structure. Thus, there is no clear conclusionas to

what is advantageousfor whom. But there is a clear problem of conict mysti�cation

inherent in the very idea of \unreal", \nonrealistic" conict.

Second, and in line with this, in the whole notion of \nonrealistic" conict there is

a classelement that should not passunnoticed. The conict situation of the underdog

is always by de�nition highly di�eren t from that of the topdog. He hasusually a more

limited rangeof parties with whom he interacts, and due to falseconsciousnessalsoa

more limited awarenessof the total situation. When the agony becomestoo great and the

underdoglashes out against somebody, including himself, certi�cate of \unreal" conict

manifestation can easily be issued, particularly from topdog quarters; and there may be

somesuper�cial truth to it. But what should he do? He is not sitting in the elegant, soft,

carpeted roomsof the topdog having a cool analysisof the situation with expert advice

as to who is the enemy and who is not. And the point then becomesthat it is often so

much in the interest of topdog analysisto issuethosecerti�cate s at an early stagein the

game,exactly to prevent conict transformation from taking place.

Third, in saying that somenegative conict attitude and behavior is unreal there is

at the samet ime an implicit recognition that in other casesthe sametype of behavior

might be \r eal", \realistic". But why should that be so? Why should one necessarily
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assumeany negative conict attitude-b ehavior to be realistic, taking into account the

points madeabove about the possibility of positive attitude-b ehavior, not to mention

the Gandhian point of conict as a uni�er. In short, this seemsto be little but a social

cultural stereotype, arising out of oneconict culture, and should not carry the stamp

of universal approval. One might argue that a much better distinction if theseterms

are to be usedwould be to say that attitudes-behavior directed against an antagonist is

unreal, nonrealistic; and that the only real, realistic attitud e-behavior is directed against

the antagonism. No reconciliation with the evil structure, conciliatory attitude-b ehavior

toward the \evil actor � for he is alsoonly a product of that structure!

And, �nally: there is alsooften a hidden assumptionof reductionism, the idea that

someconicts are more real than others, that others should be seenas projections from

them. Analysis mind should not be set at rest beforeany type of conict manifestation is

traced back to the primordial, fundamental con ict, the basic raw material out of which

all conict manifestations are ultimately made.

There have beentwo major candidatesproducedby Westerncivilizat ion recently to

serve this role as conict demiurgus: the Freudian assumptionof intrapersonalconicts

of a special kind as basic,and the Marxian assumptionsabout intrasocial conicts of

a special kind as equally basic. Interestingly, both trends of thinking arosein a period

when reductionism played a considerablerole in natural science,and natural science

served as model science.

2.12 Resource

Clearly, to have a theory of conict without a theory of power is meaningless,although it

is sometimesdoneunder the assumptionthat conicts are actor conicts, and that actors

are equal. Here the assumptionis that actors are generally not equal, that the balanceof

power is in favor of one or the other which is another way of saying that conicts are

usually not symmetric but asymmetric.

As pointed out above (under (2), structure of actors) asymmetric conicts should

not be confusedwith vertical conicts, nor should symmetric conict with horizontal

conict. Vertical-horizontal is de�ned relative to the structural situation of the actors,

whereasasymmetric- symmetric is a more generalconceptreferring to all kinds of power,

including structural power. When we usethe terms \top dogs" and \underdogs" it is

relative to this broaderconcept,and that leadsimmediately to the distinction between
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three typesof conicts:

symmetric: topdog� topdog conict, underdog� underdogconict

asymmetric: topdog� underdogconict.

Thus, a special type of the latter would be vertical conict. One thing is distri bution

of power; quite another and more di�cult problem is the nature of power. To this there

are many answers,and we shall follow three lines of thinking in this connection.

First, there is the fundamental distinction betweenstructural, power and resource

power, growing directly out of the distinction between structure-oriented and actor-

oriented perspectiveson society. This basicdistinction in the theory of power falls like

a ripe fruit in our basket: structural power as somethingbuilt into a position in the

social structure, resourcepower as somethingan actor hasor is. To balancestructural

power the structure has to be more equitable; to balanceresourcepower the resource

distribution has to be more equal.

Second, both typesof power are relational. A gun possessedby a personin and by

itself doesnot constitute power; there has to be somebody who is afraid of it for power

to emerge.But the power relation is di�eren t in the two cases.The actor on top of some

kind of vertical division of labor haspower by virtue of the position he occupies,built

into the structure itself. In addition to this he may or may not have resourcepower, for

instancea gun to distribute \bads", or a co�er to distribute \goods"; threats and bribes;

sticks and carrots, respectively. The classicalcapitalist in position of meansof production

can give the meansof livelihood, the di�erence betweenlife and death, in return for the

wage-earnerslabor, but this is built into the structure and should be di�e rentiated from

the goods and badshe may decideto distribute on top of that. Thus, structural power is

institutionalized, resourcepower depends for its useon ad hoc divisions.

And this leadsimmediately to the doublenessof social structure in this connection:

it is both the sourceand nature of (structural) conict, and the sourceand nature of

(structural) power applied in that conict. Thosewho have vestedinterest in a structure

in which they bene�t from any combination of exploitation, penetration, segmentation,

fragmentation and marginalization are also at the sametime those who have most

structural power by virtue of their position with which to retain their privileges,and

negateany e�ort by thosewith vesteddisinterest to changethe structure. Or to kick

them out, which may or may not be the samething.

But if the nature of structural power servesto maintain the nature of structural conict

how is it ever possibleto get out of it when thoseat the top alsohave more resourcesat

their disposal? They cannot a�ord resourcepower and have no structural power?
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Third, thoseat the bottom have latent resources,and the stabilit y of the situation is

predicatedon the assumptionthat they are not aware of this, or unable to mobilize them.

It is in the mobilization of latent resourcesat the bottom that the key to the solution of

structural conict is located, and that mobilization is, of course,a basicaspect of any

theory of revolution. The key conceptherewould be countervailing power, and of that

power there are two kinds: power balance,and power negation.

Balanceof power would rest on the assumptionof having the samekind of power as

the other sideand about equally much. If we usethe conventional distinction between

ideological, remunerativ e and punitiv e power, dependingon whether it is basedon internal

or external sanctions,and in the latter caseon grati�cation or deprivation, goodiesand

badiesrespectively, then the approach to balanceof power is obvious. It simply meansto

develop the samekind of thing: a counter� ideology, producing goods that can be thrown

into the conict bargaining to tip the balancein the other direction, or producing bads

that can be usedto inict su�cien t damage.

The trouble with this kind of theory of countervailing resourcepower is that it does

not indicate any escape, any way out for thoseat the bottom of a vertical structure, just

as little as the theory of structural power does. Of coursethere is the caseof the guerrilla

freedom�gh ters in a people's war who liberate districts and make useof the resources

acquiredto producethe meansof remunerative and punitiv e power, in addition to the

ideologicalpower they have already. But that doesnot explain how they wereable to get

that far; hence,there must be an additional element in the theory of power that can not

only help explain underdogliberation, but also in very concreteways help the underdog.

Fourth, rather than countervailing power there is power negation. It is basedon a more

profound analysisof the nature of power entirely in line with the combination of structure-

and actor-oriented perspectivesadvocated in this book. The basic point is to understand

that resource power only bites provided the bottom is su�cien tly penetrated. More

particularly, this meansa su�cien tly high level of identi � cation with the topdog to be

susceptibleto his ideologicalpower; su�cien t ly high dependency on the topdog to be

steeredby his carrots, his goods; and su�cien t fear of the topdog to be directed by his

sticks, his bads.

Power negation consists in negating these three assumptions, developing the type

of self� respect that makeshim seehis own situation and de�ne his own valuesin line

with his interests; in developing the type of self� reliancethat makeshim independent

of the various goods and rewards o�ered by the topdog, and in developing the type of

fearlessnessthat no longer makes him afraid of topdog destructive power. It can be
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likenedto an inoculation againstpower, to �gh ting enemy bacteriologicalwarfare through

inoculation and the immune systemrather than through counter� bacteriologicalwarfare.

The three properties mentioned (self� respect, self� reliance and fearlessness) are

the material out of which real autonomy is made,and do not carry a monetary price

tag. By that is certainly not meant that they are easily developed, nor that such

mental characteristicsare developed through sometype of isolated, idealistic processof

consciousnessformation alone.

On the contrary, they are probably best developed through confrontation with power

usedfor repressive purposes,but that problem belongsto the theory of conict dynamics,

not to an e�ort to outline the major components in such a theory.

In generalit is felt that the theory of power negation is the missinglink explaining

how vertical conicts can neverthelessbe solved. A theory that only emphasizesresource

power will usually be a theory for the strong, like all the strategic theoriesof the 1950s

(deterrence,�rst strike and secondstrike, credibility and what not) was only a power

theory that could be usedto understandsuperpower relations.

In that sense this is a theory of the poor man's power. And, it may also in a certain

sensebe said to be a theory of Asian power asopposedto Westernpower becausethe

Westernperspective on power becamefocusedon the power of things rather than of the

mind, on power as vestedin hardware rather than in the human \software".

Why, then, is power analysisan indispensableingredient in any conict analysis?

First, becausethe di�erence in structural power is what conicts of interest are about,

making power enter both sidesof the conict equation, so to speak. Evidently more

power has to accrueto the bottom of the structure to make the conict more symmetric,

and power negation is more available than countervailing power matching the topdog

point for point.

Second,becausethe notion of incompatibilit y is itself linked to the notion of resource,

meaningthat hewho hasmoreresourcesis alsohewho canbetter movethe incompatibilit y

border and further, becausethe more resourcepower you have, the more elements you

can throw into the conict process,to your own advantage.

Third, becausepower negation basedon self-respect, self-relianceand fearlessness

make peopleautonomousgrown-ups, lessleaning on others and �lled with fear. In other

words, power negation is not a road to peacebut peaceitself, to quote Gandhi.
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THE ABC TRIANGLE

Conict hasbeende�ned in terms of incompatibilities, of contradictions, and that should

not be confusedwith the attitudinal and behavioral consequencesof conict, often

destructive (hatred and violenceagainst objects and people).

They all cometogether in an A-B-C triangle, as illustr ated in the �gure, often in an

ever escalatingspiral:

Figure 2.18. The conict tri angle

The triangle serves the double purposeof keepingthe three apart, and of relating

them with the arrows of two-way causation.

The original conict, through the mechanismsof behavioral escalation,leadsto new

incompatibilities, a string of derived conict generatedby acts of physical and verbal

violence(\I want to hurt you" vs \I want to stay unmolested"). Sincethey are derived

their solution in isolation wil l not solve the basic conict, but may serve the purpose

of de-escalation,and hencepreparethe ground for solving the basicconict. Another

aspect is the useof derived conicts for bargaining according to the generalprinciple that

the more issuestwo parties have in common,the more possibilities would there be for

trading o� one issuesagainst the other. But that alsoconstitutes an incentiv e to engage

in destructive behavior.

In this entire conict dynamic atti tudinal processesalso take place,with their well

known tendency to develop in a parallel fashion. There are important symmetries in the

perception, they are to someextent mirror imagesof each other, through imitation and

projection. The task: de-escalationof all three, A, B and C.
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Chapter 3

NEGA TIONS OF CONFLICT

We cannot proceedfurther in any discussionof conict before that concepthas been

further clari�ed, and oneway of clarifying it is to explore its negation. What would one

�ll into the open spacein the expression\Th e opposite of conict is ..."? This projective

conceptualtest would de� nitely be answereddi�eren tly by di�eren t students of conict,

and each answer{including the non-answer of rejecting this method{would give a special

connotation to \conict" as such.

Through the exploration of the negationof a conceptsomesteeringis given to the meaning

of the conceptitself. Thus, it makesa lot of di�erence whether oneseesthe negationof

\v ertical division of labor" as being \ho rizontal division of labor" or as being \m utual

isolation". The former is a negationof \v ertical", the latter a negationof \division of

labor". The political perspectivesthrown on, say, trade would di�er entirely, and through

that the light shedon the very idea of \v ertical division of labor". In the �rst case

attention would be gearedtowards better terms of trade, for instance through better

sharing of positive and negative spin� o� e�ects; in the latter caseit would be geared

towards self-reliance,self� su�ciency , autonomy etc.

We have chosento basethe theory of conict on the notion of \i ncompatibilit y of goals" ;

\goals" beinginterpreted to include valuesaswell asinterests. However, conict is not seen

asan abstract notion, but assomethinghighly concretethat can be tested empirically. If

somebody claims that there is a conict somewherethen he should be willing to stipulate

the conditions under which speci�ed actors may be observed in the pursuit or defenseof

speci�ed goals.

In the caseof a conict of valuesthis should be relatively easy: direct methods of

observation would in generalbe available. In the caseof conict of interests it is more
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di�cult since the social conditions under which the coni ct would be manifest might only

be realizedunder exceptionalcircumstances.Nevertheless, we shall assumethat in such

casesempirical evidencecan be presented so that the inferenceabout the existenceof a

conict would be tenable beyond reasonabledoubt.

As seeconict as the condition under which there are actors in pursuit, and-or defense,

of incompatible goalsthe negation of conict would be all other conditions. But this

is not what we mean by negating a conict, or conict negation: by that we would

meana processstarting with a conict and ending with a non� conict. The problem

is how to conceive of this process,and for that purposethe de�nition of conict just

given may serve asa point of departure. The de�nition includesfour terms: actors, goals,

incompatibilit y and pursuits/defense.Togetherthey, and they alone,de�ne the conict

system. For a conict to be negatedoneor more of the four components will have to be

modi�ed. If they are all maintained, then the conict continuesunabated,not negated.

What kind of modi�cations, then, can we conceive of - basedon thesefour components

of the conict system? Theoretically we could try to modify oneat a time, and sincethere

are four components, that would give us 24 = 16 possibilities,oneof which would leave

the systemas it is. However, although this reasoningis a wlessfrom a combinatorial

point of view, it does not yield much insight, one reasonbeing that "modi�ed" is a

somewhatcrude category, another reasonbeing that it producesmodi�cations that do

not make much sense.

Thus, it would not make much senseto modify both the "incompatibilit y" and the

\pursuit" components. To modify the latter can only meanone thing: that oneor both

parties for somereasonor another no longer pursuesor defendsthe goals. But in that

casewhat happensto the incompatibilit y is of lessinterest. Correspondingly, modi�cation

of the incompatibilit y would not make senseunlessthe pursuits/defensesare somehow

maintained.

This simple reasoninggivesrise to the fundamental distinction in conict negation

theory betweenincompatibil it y modi� cation and pursuit-defensemodi� cation. We shall

refer to the former as conict resolution, and to the latter as conict repression. In both

cases"conict" in the sensede�ned above hasbeennegated.But in the �rst casethis

negation is strong, touching the real core of the conict, the incompatibilit y itself. In the

secondcasethe negation is weak, touching, modifying the pursuit of incompatible goals,

but leaving the fundamental incompatibilit y untouched.

If the incompatibilit y is likenedto a red light then it has beenextinguishedand-or

greenlight hascomeup in the �rst case.In the secondcaseit is only recedinginto the

108



background, becauseit is overshadowed by so many other lights, shades, destroyed, or

what not.

We are aiming at conict resolution, but it is strongly felt that a theory of conict

negationwould be incomplete if it only included that. There is an obvious parallel to

psychotherapy{and there should be sincepsychotherapy is dealing with intra� personal

conicts{the fundamental distinction betweensolving a personalconict by confronting

it and working it out, and repressingit. This is reected by this broader conceptof

conict negation. However, putting them together under oneheadingshould not make

us oblivious to the fundamental distinction betweenresolution and repression.

In the �rst casethe conict negationis somehow accepted,the "extinguished light" sym-

bolizing an internalization of the solution in the intra-actor case,or an institutionalization

of the solution in the inter-actor case.Or both.

In the secondcaseof conict repression there is no such acceptance. At most the

conict is no longer at the top of the agenda.Somewherethere is still a red light .

Let us then proceedto the other two components, the actor system and the goal

system. Both of them can be modi�ed. Thus, both of them can be expanded,adding

more actors and-or more goals. And both of them can be contracted, eliminating actors

and-or goals,but this can to someextent be seenas the sameprocess.

And then there is the possibility of changing the actors by changing the relation

betweenthem, and of changing the goalsby modifying them, particularly by the type

of modi�c ations often referred to as "moderation". In principle this gives us more

possibilities for either system{including maintaining them as they are{altogether 16

combinations. But onceagain, we do not have to delve into all that; somesimple factors

cometo our rescueand simplify the analysis.

Thus, it is not necessaryto considerjoint modi�cations of the two systems. Such

combinations are logically meaningfuland may even be empirically frequent, but they

fall as ripenedfruits into our basket of conict negationsoncewe shake the tree carrying

the more fundamental possibilities.

In short, they will just be seenas combinations of more elementary possibilities. If in

addition we do not have to considerboth contraction of actor systemand goal system

(but only the former), we end up with 6 possibilities,not 16.

The result of all this is shown in the following table, yielding a typology of 12 typesof

conict negations.

These12 types of conict negation arrived at by multiplying the basic dichotomy

(incompatibilit y modi�ed vs pursuit/defensemodi�ed) by the six possiblethings that can
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happen to the actor and goal systemscombined, have now beengiven names.Such names

may not necessarilycarry the sameconnotationsasare warranted by their position in

the typology: sometimesthey may be too broad, sometimestoo narrow. But we have

chosentheseparticular terms becausethey seemby and large to steer the thoughts in

the direction wanted.

In order to comment on them, explore them, make them more \meaty" these12 types

can conveniently be dealt with in pairs, as the terms also indicate. The typesin each pair

are alsoeach other's negation, in the senseof being contrary rather than contradictory

to each other, but this will be dealt with at somelength below.

Table 3.1. A Typology of Conict Negation

CONFLICT SYSTEM COMPONENTS

Actor
system

Goal
System

Incompatibilit y mo di�ed,
pursuit/defensemaintained

Pursuit/defense mo di�ed,
Incompatibilit y maintained

Maintain Maintain (1) TRANSCENDENCE (7) INTRA � ACTION

Maintain Change (2) COMPROMISE (8) INTER � ACTION

Maintain Expand (3) DEEPENING (9) CONFLICT � ADDITION

Expand Maintain (4) BROADENING (10) ACTOR� ADDITION

Change Maintain (5) FISSION, DECOUPLING
DISINTEGRATION

(11) INCAPACITATION
DIRECT VIOLENCE

Contract Contract (6) FUSION, RECOUPLING
INTEGRA TION

(12) PENETRATION
STRUCTURAL VIOLENCE

Conict Resolution Conict Repression

3.1 Transcendence and 3.2 Compromise

When most people,including many social scientists, talk about conict resolution these

are probably the two things foremoston their mind. The goalsde�ne what is acceptable

to the actors, the compatibilit y function what is attainable. O�-hand there would be

two simple ways of handling this type of problem, referred to as a conict: either by

making what is acceptable compatible (i.e. attainable), or by making what is attainable

(i.e. compatible) acceptable.In the �rst caseactors and goalsare maintained exactly as

they are, but there hasbeena breakthrough, the incompatibilit y barrier hasbeenlifted,

the systemhasbeentranscended.What was impossiblehasbecomepossible,not only

the region of acceptability, but sometimeseven the point of bliss hasbecome attainable.
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In the latter casethe actors remain as they were, but the goalschange, they are

modi�ed in the senseof being moderated. In this casethe original compatibilit y barrier

is entirely respected, it is only that the acceptability region has beenexpandedin such a

way as to touch the barrier. The point wherethe acceptability region touchesthe barrier

is referredto as the point of compromise.

Diagrammatically the two conict negations can be illustrated as shown in Figure:

Figure 3.1. Transcendenceand Compromise

It should be noted that in the caseof transcendenceand only in that caseis the

contradiction underlying the conict transcendedin the sense de�ned above: a new

empirical reality hasbeencreated. Of course,this new reality may only be new to the

actors themselves. What is empirical and what is potential is relative to the point of

reference,and the point of referencehere is the conict system.

In all the other types,including compromise,the fundamental underlying contradiction

somehow remains. This, incidentally, is alsoonereasonwhy this book is called Theoriesof

Conict and not Theoriesof Contradictions � it is felt that the notion of \contradiction"

is not only too broad, but also too narrow to serve the purposeof a rich social theory.
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3.3 Deep ening and 3.4 Broadening

As seenfrom the implicit de�nition given in Table theseare each other's contraries in

the sensethat in the �rst casethe actor� systemremainsconstant but the goal systemis

expanded,whereasin the secondcasethe goal systemis maintained where the original

actors are concerned,but the actor� systemis expanded, and with that expansionsome

new goalsare brought in. Let us now give meaningto the words.

Through deepening the generalscope of interaction betweenthe actors is \deepened",

mademore \ di�use", given a broader \scope". There are more points on the interaction

agenda;the agendahasbeenwidened. However, this is not in itself su�cien t to bring

about any kind of conict negation. What is neededis the kind of deepening that brings

with it more conict, so that one con ict can be traded o� against the other or more

particularly: the original conict can be traded o� against somenew conict. This is not

the sameas compromisealthough the distinction is not a very clearone. Compromisecan

be usedwhen there is only onecon ict \ob ject", so to speak, and the actors will agree

on a solution somewherebetweenthe two extremes\everything to me, nothing to you"

and \vice versa". Trading can only be usedwhen there are at least two conict "ob jects",

and oneextremeposition is exchangedfor the other. Thus, as will be developed later,

compromisecanonly be usedwhenthe goaldimension in questionis divisible, for instance

de�ned in terms of moneyor time; two fundamentals under capitalism,(the divisibilit y

being a good reasonwhy the systemis so successful)so that in betweenpositions can be

found; whereastrading will have to be resortedto when the value dimensionis indivisible:

it is everything or nothing.

An exampleof such an indivisible goal is the horse, at least as a material object.

Accessto the horse,for instancein terms of time, or pro�t rights, is certainly divisible.

If ownershipof a horseis de�ned in all or nothing terms conicts over a horsecannot be

solved by meansof compromise,but they can be solved by meansof trading, provided

there is another conict betweenthe sameactors, for instanceover cattle. The reasonfor

this exampleis clear enough:hencethe term \horse� trading".

There is also another reasonwhy the distinction is not too clear. Thus, the actors

may be locked into what they regard as \one conict". They are unable to transcend

it, and unable to �nd a compromise.However, by suitably subdividing the conict into

any number of sub� conicts and trading oneo� against the other the conict may be

dissolved. We would seethis as a way of expandingthe goal systemfor the sum of all

thesesub� goalsis never quite the sameas the original goals. Needlessto say, thi s is a
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very important and powerful technique of conict resolution, often engagedin by third

parties/mediators.

Let us then turn to broadening,giving to the systema larger \domain". Again, this is

not just a quest ion of adding more actors. The new actors have to bring with them more

conicts, and more particularly conicts wit h the old actors. Again, the idea is that of

trading oneconict against another. But the trading no longer takesplacebetweenthe

two original actors. It takesplacein a conict market which at least would have to be

trilateral, for which reasonthis way of negatinga conict can appropriately be referred

to as multilateralization. And just as for the caseof deepening, the expansionof the

actor systemmay come about by splitti ng actors into sub� actors, organizingsomekind

of conict market amongthem.

And just as for the caseof deepening the logic is very simple: what an actor loses

in oneconict he gains in another. In the caseof broadeninga cyclical arrangement is

neededfor this to work

A B

This meansthat B yields to A, hasa de�cit relative to A.

Figure 3.2. Deepening and Broadening

Broadeningor multilateralization is very well known in the theory of international

trade as \m ultilateral clearing". When B hasa trade de�cit relative to A, C relative to

B and A relative to C they may cancelthem provided sometype of multilateral market

(e.g. through convertible currencies)is set up.

A basicsimilarit y betweendeepening and broadeningcan now easily be seen:there is

an implicit assumptionthat A, B and C are more or lessat the samelevel, more or less
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equalon various power dimensions.If, for instance,A were far above the others then A

would be likely to have a trade surplus relative to both B and C Which in turn, with the

current international structure, would be most likely to have neither de�cit nor surplus

but simply a void betweenthem. In that cyclical cancelingwould evidently not work; for

that to work there must be limits to inequality.

And the sameapplies to the caseof deepening: if A is much more powerful than B he

might prefer not to yield in any conict but simply imposesolutions. In saying so,we

have evidentl y introduceda notion of power that so far hasbeenkept outside this theory,

which meaninganticipating somethingto be developed later on.

This is important for it indicates how a theory of conict resolution basedon the four

typesso far developed hasbuilt into it assumptions of equality not necessarilysatis�ed

in the real world. Thus, for compromiseto be arrived at (meaning any point on the

compatibilit y perimeter short of the extreme points) it is assumedthat neither party

wants to, or is capableof, imposing his wil l completely on the other party. And this,

in turn, meansthat so far we have only given the elements of a theory of relatively

egalitarian conict negation, including an element of optimism: transcendence.

3.5 Fission and 3.6 Fusion

At this point somethingmore dramatic starts happeningto the conict system,something

profoundly a�ecting the original actors and very di�eren t from just adding somenew

actors. It is assumedthat one factor behind the incompatibilit y liesin the circumstance

that the original actors have somehow been tied to each other. Of course,they are

di�eren t actors, but they alsocomein each other's way - otherwisethere would be no

conict. Under the formula of "�ssion" this problem is resolved by the two actors cutting

loosefrom each other, by decoupling, disintegration. The intention, and often also the

consequence,would be to obtain autonomy not only in goal� setting, but also in the

pursuit of goals,opening for the possibility of pursuing goalsunimpededby what the

other party does. For the generalpurposehere it doesnot matter whether the underdog

or the top-dog actor breaksloose.But by using thesetwo terms it is generallyassumed

that this is the type of conic t negation likely to obtain under conditions of inequality,

for instancebecausethe four typesmentioned above have beentried and found wanting.

A formula for �ssion, decoupling,in marriageknown as divorce.

Correspondingly, under the formula of \fusion" the actors fuseinto oneso that it is
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no longer meaningful to distinguish betweenthem. From the vantage point of conict

theory this doesnot meanany kind of mystical body amalgamation or supranational

integration in the institutional sense,but simply that if there is still a con ict it would

now be an intra� actor conict.

If we now assumethat oneactor is more capableof coordinating goal-settingso that

incompatibilities are foreseenand removed by appropriate goal-settingthan two or more

actors, then fusion of an actor systeminto oneactor should tend to negateconicts.

But for this to happen the components of the newsingleactor would have to be genuine

in their new goal setting. For instance,oneactor might give up his original goal and see

as a goal that situation which obtains when the other actor has realized his original goal.

The term \conversion" would be appropriate here,sincethe underlying assumptionwould

evidently be that a changein goal setting has taken placesomewhere.The total goal

systemhasbecomelessextravagant for which reason onecould talk about a contraction.

It should be distinguished from a compromisewherethe actors settle for lessthan what

they actually want. The di�erence between the two approaches, and the di�erence

between them and the precedingapproaches, can be illustr ated diagrammatically in

Figure 3.3.

Figure 3.3. Fission and Fusion

The basic di�erence is that we no longer have a conict diagram: the decou-

pling/coupling is assumed to be so complete that the two actors no longer come in

each others way, in the caseof �ssion becausethey are operating on di�eren t planes,so

to speak, in the caseof fusion becausethey are walking together on the same road.

That concludesour survey of typesof conict resolution. Let us then turn to the types

of conict repression,which alsocomein pairs, and in this parallel fashion inducedby

the construction of the typology.
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3.7 In tra-Action and 3.8 In ter-Action

In a sensethe logic thesetwo typeshave in common,and alsosharedwith the next pair

of types,is to keepthe actors busy with somethingelseso that the conict recedesinto

the background. The incompatibilities are maintained, nothing happensto them, but

there is no longer active pursuit or defenseof the goals. The actors are the samein the

two cases,and in the �rst caseeven the goalsremain the same.So,what would then be

the meaningof \in tra� action"? What is happening?

The meaning would simply be that the actor turns in work, and starts seeinghimself

as a closedsystem. If he doesnot realizethe goal he pursueshe will then no longer see

this as due to a conict, as due to somebody else'sgoal pursuit standing in his way, but

as due to someobjective bloc in the way of his own goal realization. In other words, he

will stop conceivingof the situation in which he �n ds himself as a conict systemand

will start seeingit as a frustration systemindeed. Sincethe barrier is seen as objective

the adequatemode of behavior is action {here called intra� action{, not interaction with

another actor, another subject. In this situation of frustration he may do one out of

two: engagein aggressive action (the frustration� aggressionhypothesis),or engagein

somethingcompletely di�eren t. The aggressive action may be directed toward others or

towards self, in either caseit would be somekind of displacedreaction. The aggression

directed against othersmay alsobe directed against the actor with whom he actually is

locked into a conict, but in that casethis is not seenas instrumental to the pursuit of a

goal, but as \ irrational behavior" due to a \prop ensity for hostilit y" either causedby the

frustration, or possiblyseenas innate.

And if he engagesin somethingcompletely new, someother goal pursuit for instance,

this is a clear caseof diversion from the original goal which is still maintained � but

recedinginto the background.

The secondtype of interaction, may alsobs seenas a caseof diversion. The general

idea would be to try to engagein other activities than those that are related to the

incompatible goals, thus spinning the incompatibilit y into a cocoon of compatibilit y,

partly to make it disappear, partly to createthe type of framework within which solutions

might later appear. In gametheoretical terms this is often referredto as \engaging in

someincreasingsum" activit y, not only in constant sum (often misleadingly referredto

as zerosum) or decreasingsum activit y. Competitiv e sports, individual or collective, as

substitute for classstruggle?
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3.9 Conict-Addition and 3.10 Actor-Addition

In a sensethese two have already been explained: they have the samestructure as

deepening and broadening,except for the coni ct-solving conditions introducedinto the

de�nition of thosetypes.

Thus, conict addition would meanexactly that more conicts are added,but not in

such a way that onecompensatesfor the other through trading but so that the original

conict recedesinto the background becauseit is overshadowed by the next one. Thus, if

I steal your car today chancesare that you will forget about it if I burn down your house

tomorrow. One conict diverts the attention away from the other, and correspondingly

for actor addition: interaction with third and fourth actors would divert attention away

from the original actor system. Israel vs Palestine?

3.11 Penetration and 3.12 Incapacitation

Theseare not each other's opposites. In fact, penetration can be seenas a special caseof

incapacitation, for what it means is that oneactor dominatesthe goal setting of another

actor so much that the dominated actor becomesa replication or reproduction of the

dominating actor. Penetration works on the consciousnessof the actor and producesfalse

goalsby producing falseconsciousness,for which reasonpursuit or defenseare modi�ed,

but real incompatibilit y is maintained. Obviously, this is preciselyone of the basic

elements in the situation de�ned as a \conict of interest" so what this type amounts

to is nothing lessthan the repressionof conict by turning it into a conict of interest.

For that reasonthe opposite of penetration is disintegration, the decouplingas described

above, and this can only take placethrough consciousnessformation and mobilization

su�cien t to break looseand establish autonomy.

Incapacitation carriesthis furth er. Under penetration there arestill two actors,but one

of them has the consciousnessformed by the other. Under incapacitation oneactor has

beenremoved, madeincapableof pursuing goalseven if still having them. To prevent an

actor from realizing goalsis to prevent an actor from self-realization,which is tantamount

to violence. And of violencethere are two types: structural and direct. Consequently we

may distinguish betweentwo typesof incapacitation: social incapacitation and physical

incapacitation. Under the former the actor is madeincapableof goal pursuit by being

exploited so that he is impoverishedbelow the level neededin order to stand up and

defendand pursuewhat is rightfully his. Or, he may be so fragmented, so split that
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he is not able to organize,or made so marginal that he is outside the general�eld of

multilateral participation.

And then, adding to this, there are indeedthe standard techniquesof physical inca-

pacitation, banishing the actor, excluding the actor and, eventually, maiming or killing

him which would be the �nal solution, the Endl•osung. There is also the possibility that

both actors engage in this type of conict repressionsimultaneously, by committing joint

suicide,thus e�ectiv ely repressingthe conict forever. Violence, in order to serve conict

repression,doesnot have to be other-directed - it can alsobe self-directed.

And that concludesour survey of typesof conict repression.Let us now try to look

at the total picture emergingfrom Table 3.11.

First, it should be noted that there is no assumptionthat all thesetypesare at the

disposal of any conic t system. Each conict system has its own peculiarities when

studied in su�cie ntly concretedetail. Due to factors and circumstancessometypesmay

be excludedin a particular conict or classof conicts, and it is important to know which

ones. For a theory of conict negation, as opposedto a typology of conict negation,

such factors have to be explored.

Second,although there is a certain claim to the logical exhaustivenessof the scheme

there are many other things that may happen in connectionwith conicts than their

negation. What is claimed is only that when the conict is negatedthen the way in

which that happenedcan be located in this typology, which meansthat the typescan be

identi�ed empirically, singly or combined.

There is certainly no assumptionthat thesetypesare mutually exclusive. Social reality

is so complicated that not even disintegration and integration are mutually exclusive:

actors may disintegrate along onedimension,integrate amonganother like couplesdo,

married or not. \Our relation is over, but we are st ill good friends" is a very frequent

expressionof that idea.

Let us now try out this theory of conict negationon an example,to see�rst of all

whether the theory makesus discover typesthat we would not otherwiseso easilyhave

seen,and secondlyto test whether the typesstand up when confronted with empirical

examplesand do not merely collapseas logical constructs, theoretical artifacts with no

empirical counterparts. Our test caseis an interpersonalconict, complexenough to

serve as a ponsasinorum into the whole subject of conict theory.

The actor systemis a couple,husband(H) and wife (W); a very normal, bourgeois

couplewith a four-week'svacation coming up next summer. They spend much of the

winter debating the where-to-goissue, and this is wherethe conict arises.The husband
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is a passionatemountaineer and needssteepmountains not too easily scaled;the wife

wants to live by the sea,beaching, possibly also bitching, just a li ttle bit. They have

both good reasons,splendid arguments why the style of vacation they favored would be

good not only for themselves,but also for the other party. At the sametime they both

feel that in order to really consumethe two natural habitats they go in for four weeks

are needed,no less,no more.

In short, the con ict is there: the point of bliss with the husbandhaving four weeksin

the mountains and the wife four weeksby the seais clearly located in the incompatibilit y

region. Or, is it?

In the experienceof the present author it is almost surprisinghow few conict negations

most peopleare able to comeup with when confronted with this particular problem, or

most other conicts for that matter. Moreover, it is certainly not the experiencethat

academicallytrained people,for instancesocial scientists, are any better than people

equipped with nothing but ordinary human imagination and experiencein seeingways

out.

Presumablythis would alsoapply to the real husbandand the real wife in the story:

they might be blinded, not only by the mind-contracting impact of the conict, but also

by the generallyspeaking low emphasisin our cultures on what for want of a better word

we might call conict imagination.

Let us then perusethe typesin Table and seewhat we get.

Transcendenceis simple enough: a vacation spot should be found where a steep,

attractiv e mountain risesjust above a beautiful beach, with a hotel or a cabin just in

between.

The interesting point about this type of resolution is that it may be obvious to people

living in some parts of the world, like the part of Egypt bordering on the Red Sea, or

Taormina in easternSicily; considerablylessobvious to peopleliving in someother places,

like the westernpart of Denmark. For the latter beach with adjacent mountains simply

do not belong to empirical reality. They would certainly be able to conceive of it as

a potential reality, but contradictions are not transcendedin potential reality, only by

making the potential empirical.

The nearestmountain that could tempt the husbandmight be in the Alps, and that

would not solve the conict given the absenceof true beaches.

In other words, it should again be emphasizedhow much the distinction between

empirical and potential reality is personand situation contingent, and not an absolute.

It also brings out the obvious point that a third party equipped with the empirical
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experience of, say, the particularly fortunate Taormina combination from the point of

view of this couple,would alsobe equipped to give them a pieceof advice that would

open for a type of resolution they would not themselveshave found. Empirical experience

may help.

Compromise is something they would usually have comeacrossas a possibility in

their deliberations, which may make one wonder what it is in our culture that makes

compromisestand out to many peopleas the method of conict resolution. In the Figure

we have indicated a compromisepoint in favor of the husband'sinclinations, assuming

that he imposeshis will more readily. There is alsoan indication of how the compromise

movesthe compatibilit y border becauseof the time lost in moving from onehabitat to

the other. Of course,a compromisedoesnot have to be accordingto a 50,50formula,

but accordingto any formula p,q such that p+q = 100 and both p and q are neither 0,

nor 100.

Deepening would be a method alsofrequently resortedto. The wife might dig up from

her memory someother conic t, for instanceover someaccessorycoveted by her but

not admitted into the budget over which we assumethat this particular husbandhas

monopolistic control. The basisfor a deal is obvious: \I go with you to your mountains

provided we �nd a good solution to the accessoryproblem". The exampleshows clearly

how closetrading is to the bribe, but that neednot concernus here. If it works in the

sensethat no conict any longer exists becauseboth parties are satis�ed with the total

outcome,then it works.

The str ategy of sub-dividing the goal can alsobe applied here. Husbandor wife can

realizethat this discussionis one they will have year after year as long as their marriage

lasts, and oneway of subdividing it would be to \tak e oneyear at a time". The trading

formula is obvious: \I go to the seawith you this year, provided you go with me to the

mountains next year", and so on. It should be noted that this di�ers from compromise

preciselybecausethe solution is found by combining two extremes,not in any in-between

position.

Broadening is a more re�ned categorybecauseit requiresthe introduction of at least

onemore actor. What kind of actor can be imagined? Let us assumethat the wife yields

to the husbandand consents to go to the mountains. This givesher somekind of a de�cit,

and the husbandsomekind of a surplus. Neededis a third actor in somekind of conict

with either, and a formula whereby that actor would induce a de�cit in the husbandand

a surplus in the wife.

There are several possibilities: the wife's mother, the wife's lover, and the wife's child,
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all of them referredto, somewhatdryly, as C. The point, however, is not that the wife

necessarilylikes being with them or having them join her as a compensation in her

mountain martyrdom. We have assumedthe conict systemsomehow to be closedexcept

for what is explicitly introducedinto it as deepening and broadening. This meansthat

the wife cannot simply comfort herselfby somethingtaken from the outside. At onepoint

or the other the husbandwould have to pay for the compensation,and the whole idea

of broadeningis that he pays to C, who in turn pays to the wife. Each payment means

parting with something,which meansgiving in, in someconict. The typical example

would be the caseof the child whom the father would prefer to sendsomewhereelsefor

vacation, and the mother would prefer to have for company.

If the gain from the wife's point of view is insu�cien t to compensatefor her lossin

the barren and steepmountain side, and what sheseesas the loss to the husband is

insu�cien t as punishment, shemight increasethe price either way by throwing in the

mother-in-law (provided sheis of the proverbial type), or even the (suspected) lover. This

may look like an arti�c ial approach, but it is felt that this is only sobecausemost people

might not be able to verbalizeit when they engagein such practices.

Fission or disintegration has a very clear meaningin this connection: after endless

debatesthat gradually take the form of quarrels they make a very simple decision: \I go

to the seaand you go to the mountains, we cometogether after vacation and compare

notes". Separation for vacation purposesmay be the beginning of the slippery slope

leading to separationin marriage, resulting in divorce, and then it may alsobe exactly

the opposit e. The basicpoint is the realization that the incompatibil it y disappearswith

decoupling. There is only incompatibilit y under the assumption that husbandand wife

have to be together during their vacation.

Fusion or integration would be the exact opposite: a fusion into oneat least where

perspectiveson vacationsare concerned.Sharedperspectivesdevelop, sincerelyshared,

accepted,internalized by both. The content doesnot matter. It may be that the husband

converts to the wife's view, or the wife to that of the husband,that they both convert

to a compromiseformula, going in for vacation in the desert, or on the plains, or for

no vacation at all. They might also go in for a vacation on the moon for that matter

{indicating that whatever they go in for might still be unattainable{ but in that case

this would be tantamount to the frustration of the husband-wifeactor, not to a conict

betweenhusbandand wife.

Altogether this o�ers them six possibleconic t resolution formulas, which is not too

bad; it should not be impossibleto �nd something reasonablyacceptable.Admittedly ,
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transcendencemay be out for geographicalreasons,and compromisemay be out because

of the lossesincurred. But that still leaves four possibilities, of which the last might

have to be the result of somedeepnon-intellectual dialogueleading to a fundamentally

emotional sharing that would make the term fusion or \in tegration" warranted. The

term \lo ve" is close.

However, even if some,most or all of thesepossibletypesare objectively available

they may not be subjectively at hand for the simple reasonthat they neither pre-existed

in the actors minds, nor developed during the conict. In fact, thereseemsto be little

evidenceto indicate that participation in conict as such stimulates conict imagination

and expandsthe spaceof possibilities. There are certainly typesof conict participation

that have this e�ect, such as reected, dialectical conict participation; but theseare not

necessarilyempirically the dominant forms. Hence,it is certainly not unlikely that our

couplewould relatively quickly, even from the very beginning, fall into oneof the conict

repressiontypes.

Thus, they may drift away from each other both of them frustrated, dropping the

issue,sometimesannouncingto themselves,to each other, and to friends that \v acations

are not for us". They may reach out for each other doing other typesof things, engaging

in all kinds of positive activit y, trying to forget about the frustrated vacation hopes.

They may add to this conic t other conicts, for instanceover the accessories,gradually

deepening the conict gap between them. They may turn to other personsincluding

child, mother-in-law and lover whereactivities that alsowould permit the vacation would

recedeinto the background.

Or, oneof them may soe�ectiv ely brain-washthe other with his or her arguments that

the other givesin or up: \Y es,dear husband,now I seethat the mountains are better,

not only for you but also for me". And �nally , there is the drama of incapacitation: one

of them making the other actor incapableof pursuing the goal. We do not have to think

in terms of poisonedfood; more important is the secrethope that illness,somekind of

social obligation or work load would give to the other the freedom to pursuehis or her

goal at will.

There are subtle and not sosubtle ways, out of which the type mentioned immediately

above, penetration, (so important that it is singled out as a special caseof social

incapacitation) would probably be the most signi�cant onefor this type of conict. In

�gure form:
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Figure 3.4. The Couple's Dilemma: Vacation by the Sea,or in the Mountains?

In the compatibilit y region they �nd compromiseslike 2 weeksin the mountains and 1

weekat the sea,losing vacation time traveling from oneto the other. Their lossmay then

becomethe travel agent's gain. There are usually hidden parties somewhere,bene�ting

from inabilit y to resolve conict.

Conclusion: the typology of conict negationstood up against this conict, not only

producing a rangeof resolution formulas, but alsoa rangeof repressionformulas. What

the typology doesnot, and should not, provide, is a prediction of the couple'schoice.

At this point their knowledgeand skills, and aboveall their freewill, singly or combined,

enters. Conict is a challengeand they may or may not rise to the occasion.Of course

what eventually happensis conditioned by somethingto be exploredin a deeper conict

theory than this one. But \conditioned" is not the sameas \determined". There is space

for \conict imagination" mentioned above. The more of that preciouscapacity, the

wiser the choice.
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Chapter 4

FORMA TIONS OF CONFLICT

4.1 In tro duction

A con ict involvesparties in somekind of incompatibilit y. There are two basickinds of

incompatibilities: one is over relatively clearly formulated, explicit valueslike a pieceof

territory , a commercial right; the other is over more implicit interestslike the mutually

incompatible interestsbetweenslavesand slave-owners,coloniesand colonial countries,

the exploited and the exploiters, the repressedand the repressors.In this casethere is

not even an assumption that the parties to the conict are aware of the conict. A major

mistake in politics is only to include in political analysesthe �rst category. And a further

frequent mistake would be to only include thoseconicts within the � rst categorythat

have already erupted with clear conict manifestations,including the useof violence.

If the task of conict analysisis to help understandthe future better, even in the sense

of promoting the forcesone thinks deserve support, conict analysishas to include both

types. Many, perhapsmost of the conicts of interest will sooner or later be transformed

into a con ict of values,through increasedconsciousnessformation, organization, and

above all confrontations. The latter is often a questionof incidents that may look innocent

to the outsider but are highly meaningful to the parties to the conict becausethey are

seenwith in a framework of thinking, feeling,a context of despairand hope, that gives

them a coded meaning,hidden to the outsider.

For he whoseconict analysisis limited to the �rst kind only, and perhapsonly to the

small categorywithin the �rst kind wherethere is \trouble", \shooting in the streets",

etc., such things will comeas a surprise.

Sincehe will needan explanation for the sourceof his surprisehe will easily resort to
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reductionism and seewhat happenedas the manifestation of evil intentions and strong

capabilities drawn from someother conict he already knows, put to work at \wrong"

and unexpected places. This will, in turn, easily lead him to irration al, even stupid,

policies, like in Vietnam.

The following is an e�ort to provide a simpli�ed conict map of the world today. In

making such a map the concept\formation" plays a considerablerole. Roughly speaking

this is the key to the context of the conict: which are the parties, actual and potential,

that are participants to it, which are the \third parties", what do they all stand for?

Needlessto say, theseparties are not necessarilycountries: they may be groupswithin

countries such as classesand racial-ethnic groups;they may be non-territorial actors (in-

tergovernmental organizations,international associations, "multinational" corporations);

they may even be Nature.

It is within the formation that the incompatibilit y getsconcretemeaning,that the

skeleton of conict analysisis clothed with meat and blood, although in the form of a

hypothesis.

For the conicts in a stage of mature development, even manifesting themselves

violently, there is usually little doubt as to who are the parties opposedto each other

even if the parties actually �gh ting each other are not necessarilythe sameas the

parties with an objective incompatibilit y. But for the conicts of interest, the more

latent contradictions in the social web of relations, it may be easierto talk about the

incompatibilities than to predict correctly along which lines society will show its cracks

when the contradiction matures through the transformation processindicated above.

Arguments in this connectionwill be presented in the text below.

4.2 The Key Conict Formations: A Brief Guide

We assumethat the parties of which world conict formations are madeare the terri -

torial actors (countries and other territories), the non-terri torial actors (organizations,

associations, corporations), human groups(that may be national or transnational), hu-

mans in general and nature. No doubt the territorial actors will continue to be major

parties to conicts for many yearsto come,but conict s formulated in terms of them

may often more correctly be seenasconicts involving a mixture of national, subnational,

and transnational elements.

However that may be, let us start with a simple division of the countries of the world
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usingsuch categoriesas\capitalist" versus"socialist" dependingon whether the dominant

economicsystem is market economy or centralized economy, and \C enter", \P eriphery",

\Autonomous" depending on whether the dominant relation relative to the outside is one

of domination, of being dominated, or neither onenor the other:

Table 4.1. A Typology of Countries

\Capitalist" \Socialist"

Center US, EC, Japan Soviet Union

Sub-Center Canada,Rest-EFTA

Periphery
Third World

Eastern Europe,
Mongolia, N. Korea,

Cuba

Autonomous Per�u? Tanzania?
Burma? Algeria?

Yugoslavia, China,
Albania, N. Korea,

N. Vietnam

Someyearsago there would be peoplewhoseconict thinking concerningthe world

would be limited to one formation: \the East-West conict". Their focus would be

on the top row in Table 4.1 only. Later on it becamefashionableto talk about the

\North-South conict", and the focuswould be on the left-hand column in Table 4.1, with

someuncertainty as to exactly how the \socialist camp" should be �tte d into the picture.

There was the idea of a 90�rotation of the conict axesof the world, indicating that

we now have a conict betweenthe Center in generaland at least the capitalist part of

Periphery in particular.

We hope below to show how tenaciousboth typesof thinking wereand still are, and

want hereto give only oneindication in that direction. Both of them, singly or combined,

weree�orts to give a map of the world in terms of conict formations; in other words the

sameexercisesas we are engagingin here.

But, both singly and combined they gavea much too insu�cien t basisfor understanding

of the present, leaving alonesomepredictions about the future that might lead to more

adequateaction in the present.

Of particular importance is the abilit y to draw upon several typesof conicts simulta-

neously, not all of them reducible to onebasicpattern of thinking, so that one is at least

mentally preparedto receive signalsfrom various layersand di�eren t parts of a highly

complexworld. Several formations should be present in our minds so that we can receive

and processsignalsfrom several of them, not try to �t them into the formation that

enjoys a privileged position in our mind.
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For this a much more diversi�ed analytical basisis needed.

Here, then, is a list of coni ct formations with which onemight work, as a point of

reference(seeTable 4.2).

It should be pointed out that the list is neither exclusive nor exhaustive: there are

certainly others to be added,and the �fteen already mentioned should be seenas aspects

of a concrete reality rather than as �fteen empirically separatedphenomena. They

obviously feedinto each other and interact with each other, in ways to be explored later.

Table 4.2. A List of Conict Formations

I. CENTER vs PERIPHERY

Imperialistic formations

(1) Capitalist Imperialism

(2) Social Imperialism

Center countries vs Periphery countries

(3) Superpowers vs the rest

(4) Big powers vs the rest

(5) North vs South

I I. Center vs Center

(6) Capitalist vs socialist

(7) Capitalist vs capitalist

(8) Socialist vs socialist

(9) Europeanvs Asian

II I. Periphery vs Periphery

(10) Periphery vs periphery

IV. Intra-Country Formations

(11) Classconicts

(12) Racial/ethnic conicts

(13) Territorial conicts

V. NON-TERRITO RIAL FORMATIONS

(14) Territorial vs non-territorial actors

(15) Man vs Nature
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The present part of the book, however, is limited to (1) to (9). The remaining six

vary so much around the world that as a minimum a whole book would be needed.But

the Epilogue is an e�ort to explore theseformations under a generalperspective: basic

human needs.

4.3 Center vs Periphery Formations

We start with thesesincewe considerthem to be the most important onesin the world

today, a�ecting the highest number of peopleand in the most dramatic - at present as

well as in terms of potential levels of violence- formations.

Most important amongtheseare the imperialist formations. They have all several

elements in commonthat will not be elaborated here,su�ce it only to mention them

very briey:

exploitation: There is a Center country which interacts with

Periphery countries in such a way as to receive

economic,political, militar y, cultural and other

bene�ts more than the Periphery doesfrom the

Center;

penetration: This is doneby establishinga bridgehead,a center
in the Periphery linked to the center in the Center

through ties of harmony; as members of the same

multinational corporation, the sameinternational

political movement, the sameinternational milit ary

alliance, the samecultural system-organization;

fragmentation: Whereasthe domineeringgroupsin the Center are

well integrated, kept together, the units in the

Periphery are kept apart;

marginalization: The Periphery is kept as a secondclassoutside
the inner circle, even when it is not excessively

fragmented and exploited.

Somuch for the generaltheory of imperialism, let us then turn to two speci�c cases;

capitalist and socialist imperialism.
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(1) Capitalist Imp erialism

In this case the exploitation is above all economic: transnational, often in world-

encompassingeconomiccyclesset up in such a way that both in term of spin-o� e�ects,

and in terms of trade bene�ts, much more wealth accumulates in the Center than in the

Periphery; and to the extent they alsoaccumulate in the Periphery it is in the center of

the Periphery rather than the vast periphery.

The characteristic features of the consequencesof this pattern show up in terms of

living standard: the level of living of the two cooperating center groupsis increasing,so

is the level of living of the periphery in the Center{the working classesin the Center

countries{but at a respectful distancefrom the former two.

But the level of living of the periphery in the Periphery is not only not increasing;

it has recently even experiencedseveresignsof decline from the very low level already

existing.

This is crucial becauseit is at this level that not even basichuman needs (food, clothes,

shelter, health, education) are adequatelysatis�ed. Throughout its history capitalist

imperialism has shown itself incapableof providing the satisfaction of basicneedsfor the

massesin the Periphery countries, however much it hasproven itself capableof increased

level of living for the other three groups.

This explains, or has to do with, three very simple �ndings from the history of

revolutions in our century:

(a) Revolutions have only taken place in Periphery countries where the proletariat has

nothing to lose,not in Center countries wherethey might have somethingto lose,

viz. the sharing of the spoils of exploitation with the upper classes;in terms of

welfarestate-systems,protection of industries through tari� and non-tari� measures,

etc.

(b) Revolutions have usually taken place in situations wherebasicneedswereeven less

satis�ed than before,and have arisenright out of this fundamental dissatisfaction.

(c) Even so,almost all socialist revolutions (with the exceptionof Cuba) have taken

placeonly after a war hasso much weakenedthe national and international power

structure that the revolutionary forcesbecamestrong enough to tip the power

balancesin their favor.

If we now assumethat capitalism in its imperialist form will continue to be unable to

satisfy basicneeds for the masses,partly becausethey needthe massesas cheaplabor
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(including as labor reservoirs) - partly becauseof the uncontrolled greedinessof the upper

classes,nationally and internationally, then it is likely that upheavals will be a continuing

feature wherever capitalist imperialism is found, and for a long time to come,simply

becausethe �rst two conditions above, (a) and (b), will remain satis�ed.

They are likely to be successfulif the power structure has beenweakenedfor some

other reason,and-or is inattentiv e (Cuba), etc.

There seemto be three ways in which this can happen if it happensat all; all of them

having to do with how the four groupingscharacteristic of any imperialist formation.

The center and the periphery in the Center and Periphery countries can be reducedto

two, opposedto each other in a clear bipolar conict formation:

(1) The People's War of Liberation: this is the massesin the Periphery countries

against a tripartite alliance of the other three, the metropolitan elite together with

their workers,Lumpen-Proletariat, marginals,and with the elites at the Periphery

level. This was the pattern found in the Indo-China wars, and more or lessin all

colonial and neo-colonialwars after the Second Word War. If transnationalized this

becomesthe \Lin Biao" model.

(2) The National War of Liberation: in this pattern there is a crystallization by country;

it is the Periphery country against the Center country becausethe local elite has

solidarizeditself su�cien tly with the people,even to the point of leading the local

masses.The most frequent pattern in earlier wars of liberation, for instancein the

19th century. If transnationalizedthis becomesthe "North-South conict", between

regions.

(3) The Marxist Model: Proletarians,Unite!: both peripheriesmight join forcesagainst

the oppressorthey have in common,the harmonizedcenters. This pattern is much

lesslikely becauseof the geographicalandsocial distancebetweenthe two peripheries.

Whereasthe centers are highly mobile and usethe meansof transportation and

communication in their commandto apply the meansof destruction with pin-point

accuracy, the peripheriesare considerably more fragmented.

There are, however, two conditions under which this fragmentation can be overcome:

geographically by having the massesof the Periphery countries move into the Center

countries as migrant workers, the �rst exampleson a large scalebeing the importation of

slavesduring four centuries, from the westerncoastof Africa to the easterncoastof the

Americas, in an arch from Washington to Rio de Janeiro; and
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socially, through a recession,or rather a world depressionthat would so much reduce

the living standardof the massesin the center countries that they would with considerable

more easeidentify with the massesof the Periphery countries.

InsideEuropeancountries in the 19th century neither geographicalnor social separation

were important enough to make the thesis of the uni�cation of the proletariat look

ludicrous.

On a world scale,however, it looked rather unrealist ic, then as also today. But the

two conditions mentioned might comeinto being, in which casenew conict formations

would appear.

This is very well known by the forcesinterestedin maintaining capitalist imperialism,

for which reason they will keepthe number of foreign workers low and-or control their

political activit y.

Thus, therewill be the obvious threat that the migrant workers will be the � rst to be

dismissedin caseof economicdi� culties.

They will also seeto it that the distance in standard of living between the two

proletariats, in the Center and in the Periphery, the "Third World", is maintained.

This also implies signi�cant useof Keynesiantechniquesin order to avoid the type of

conditions whereby standard or living may sink so much in the rich countries that global

world identi�cation of the world proletariat takesplace.

(2) Social Imp erialism

Social imperialism is imperialist, but di�eren t from capitalist imperialism. It refersto

the right hand column in Table 4.1, and is today only exercisedby the Soviet Union over

six of the Eastern Europeancountries, Mongolia, and to someextent Cuba and North

Korea.

It may be argued,however, that China hasa similar relation to Tib et and possibly to

other autonomousregionsin westernChina, but whatever stand onehason this issueit

is at least of a di�eren t scaleof magnitude from the operation run by the Soviet Union.

Like for any other type of imperialism social imperialism has lasting e�ects on the

Periphery countries in the sensethat the Center reproducessome of itself in the Periphery,

and is basedon both vertical division of labor and bridgeheadformations. However,

there is onebasicdi�erence that is central to any theory of social imperialism: it does

not presupposeeconomicexploitation. Social imperialism can certainly very easily be

combined with capitalist imperialism, but this is an empirical, not a logical or automatic
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connection. Thus, of the many accusations China has against the Soviet Union economic

exploitation does not seemto play any important role. And it can also be said that

whatever the Soviet Union doesin Eastern Europe it is Eastern Europe that exploits the

Soviet Union economicallyrather than vice versa.

Beforeproceedingthis last point should be elaborated. We would have talked about

economicexploitation if:

1. Eastern Europeancountries weresystematically given tasks within CMEA which

kept their productive machinery at a low level of processing,

and-or

2. the terms of trade wereextremely unfavorable to the Eastern Europeancountries.

However, the generaltrade composition betweenthe Soviet Union and the six Eastern

Europeancountries doesnot seemto be indicative of division of labor in the direction

indicated; asmentioned, if anybody is exploited then it is the Soviet Union by the Eastern

Europeancountries. There are the casesof the Galati steelmills in Rumania and the

terms of trade with Czechoslovakia, but it is not obvious that thesecasesaloneserve to

prove a generalthesisabout the Soviet Union exploiting Eastern Europe economically,

even if oneaddsto them several other examples.

But if neither the purpose,not the consequence,is economicexploitation, what is then

the mechanismsof social imperialism? As the nameindicates it can be seenas a way of

imprinting the social structure of the Center on the Periphery, for which reasona more

clear term might be \structural imperialism". It is a way of creating a mirror imageof

oneself,of bringing about homologywith oneself.But why is that donewhen there is no

promiseof economic gain?

Becausethe theory of motivation behind the forcesimpelling individuals and countries

to exercisepower over others is basedon more than the pillar of economicprocessesalone.

To make others like oneselfis already an exerciseof power, with two clear bene�ts:

The surrounding world becomesmore predictable by reprogrammingthem so that

they are run according to the samerules as oneself,and doing what is right by spreading

the correct, socialist pattern to others who may not understand that this is to their own

best.

Theseare reformulations of what the Soviet Union is accusedof: building a cordon

sanitaire of obedient, predictable, satellites,and of spreading\communism" to as many

countries as possible.
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Both reasonsare good enoughin and by themselves,they do not have to be furt her

bolsteredby promisesof economicpro�t. On the contrary, it is clear that the Soviet Union

is often willing to pay a high economicprice if the other two bene�ts are forthcoming.

If social imperialism is the export of a certain structure it now makessenseto ask

what this structure is. For imperialism to have any meaning there has to be a center-

periphery gradient inside the Center as well as inside the Periphery country; in other

words, the structure that is exported is vertical. And we can assumethat the center in

the Soviet Union more or lessconsistsof three poles: the Party (or rather, the Party

elite), the Apparat (or rather, the higher levels of the enormousstate, regional and local

bureaucracy)and the Mil itary-Police machinery.

This power triangle is also integrated through personal unions (the sameperson

occupying positions in two, even three of the poles),and bene�ts from a number of elite

privileges. It exercisesits power over such groupsasall the minorities, the peasants-farmers

and the intelligentsia through a number of methods out of which policing techniquesand

direct repressionform only a minor part.

Even more signi�cant are built-in depolitization, promiseof elite privileges on the

condition of loyalty, combined with a threat of losing them if the loyalty shows signs

of attrition. Add to this daily struggle for food, clothes,housingand other amenities

and the generale�ort to overcomebureaucratic red tape, and so much of citizen time is

wastedon trivialities that little is left for political activities, even if it had been permitted.

By reproducing this structure in other countries the Soviet Union is by and large

guaranteed against unpredictable, disagreeablechanges. Eastern Germany in 1953,

Hungary in 1956,Poland in 1956,Czechoslovakia in 1968,and Poland again in 1970,

do not prove to the center of the Center that this is an impossiblegoal, only that it is

di�cult to obtain; meaningthat the homologywas not perfect enough,not that some

exibilit y has to be exerciseddue to \lo cal conditions".

How is this structure reproduced?Quite simply by building a military-p olitical division

of labor wherethe Center givesthe basiccommandand the Periphery o�ers obedience,

in return for protection of the Periphery elite, and - we hypothesize- for someright to

exploit the Center economically.

Concretely this division of labor is exercisedthrough a local bridgehead,with the

samestructure as in the Center and loyal to the Center. It is hardly fruitful to discuss

what comes�rst, the division of labor or the bridgehead,sinceit is obvious that they

have to develop dialectically. Like for capitalist imperialism the stabilit y of the system

dependson the harmony betweenthe Center and the Periphery elites, and oneof the
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pillars in the foundation of that harmony has to be somerewards extendedby the Center

elite to the Periphery elite. They can be personal, such as positions in their international

military , political and economicmachineries,or they can be collective such as promises

of military , political and economicsupport in moments of distress,when the local elites

are threatenedand \br otherly assistance"is needed.Thus, the Soviet elites o�er the

Periphery elites protection, and they on their side o�er the Soviet elites something

important: an environment su�cien tly similar to the Soviet Union itself to make the

Soviet systemlook \normal".

Thus, the price the Periphery countries as a whole have to pay for social imperialism

is considerable: their structure cannot deviate in any signi�can t manner from that

of the Soviet Union without challenging her, and their elites cannot deviate in any

signi�cant manner from the Soviet foreign policy without alsochallengingher. The net

result: repressioninside the Periphery country, lack of autonomy outside; in short lack of

freedom.

Under what condition could this system,possibly, break down?

Neither lack of freedom,nor lack of autonomy, threaten the most basichuman needs

referredto above, sincethat particular type of political energycannot be mobilized. But

peoplehave madegreat sacri�ces throughout human history in order to obtain freedom

and autonomy, and there is no reasonwhy this could not happen inside the con�guration

of social imperialism.

Applying the sametype of analysisasin connectionwith capitalist imperialism we have

to look into the conditions under which the four classescharacteristic of an imperialist

con�guration would reduceto two.

In general,we would assumethat the massesof the Soviet Union would sidewith the

two elites in maintaining the structure. First, it is in their interest to do so sincethe

structure at least in the short run is tied to the security of the Soviet Union. Second,

there would be an element of pure jealously: why should the Periphery countries undergo

changeswhereby the lot of their masseswould be easierwhen the massesof the Soviet

Union are kept down the way they are? It is very well known in the Soviet Union that

the Periphery countries are \k ept" in a certain way and often at considerablecost to the

Soviet Union; to upset this systemwill be seenas a sign of extremeingratitude.

On the other hand there is no reasonto assumethat the massesof the Soviet Union

could not someday enter into a much more basictype of identi�cation with the massesof

the Periphery countries. The condition for this would probably not be that the repression

becomesworsebut that it is perceived ascoming from the samequarters (Moscow). And
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here it might well be that we are dealing with the opposite mechanism of that found

under capitalist imperialism whereexploitation is typically worsein the Periphery than in

the Center. It may well be that if the repressionshould becomelessin the Soviet Union

then thesecountries will all becomemore similar and the possibility of identi�cation will

increaseat the sametime as the jealousyfactor ment ioned above would vanish.

Another condition in this connection,however, would be increasedtravel or communi-

cation in general giving the massesmore of a basisfor comparison.Today that basisis

present at the level of the elite, and it is probably fair to say that Center and Periphery

in this systemof social imperialism are constantly comparing their conditions when they

meet at international meetings, conferencesof various kinds, etc.

If the Periphery elites are treated badly then conditions for sometype of national

liberation would be present accordingto generaltheories. Obviously there is sometype

of positive feedback at work here: when there are signsof independence then the elites

will be treated badly, and this will acceleratethe moves towards independence,with

the danger that the Soviet Union will aggressand sti e any further attempt towards

autonomy.

That givesus two scenariosof liberation corresponding to the national war of liberation

and the marxist paradigmsindicated under the heading of \Capitalist Imperialism" above.

The third pattern, a people'swar of liberation, is not very likely in this connection,

partly becausethe massesare not deprived of basic material needs;\freedom" and

\autonomy" being more the concernof the elites; and the situations when they are

deprived of basic needssatisfaction are few and far betweenas evidenced by the list

above. Also, the geographicalproximit y of the Soviet Union, and the joint repressive

machinery in the handsof the other three groupings,makesfor such a formidable enemy

that the war is hardly likely to succeed.Either or both of the two ambivalent groupsmust

�gh t with the massesin the Periphery and that would bring us back to the two patterns

discussed,singly or combined. And just as for the caseof capitalist imperialism we can

certainly assumethat the repressive powers know very well about thesemechanismsand

will do their best to be on guard against any factor that would tip the balanceof power

in its disfavor.

Generally we would be inclined to feel that liberation in the Periphery countries in

this systemwould comeabout as a consequenceof the weakening of the Center country

where internal repressionis concerned.But how likely is a development of that kind?

Di�cult to say, but three scenariospointed to seemrelatively unlikely.

The �rst is the idea that internal rebellion might comeabout as the result of liberal-
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ization in the economicsense,in other words "Liebermanism". Whether decentralized

decision-makingwhenit comes to production is really taking placein the Soviet Union can

be discussed,and whether there really is increasedsensitivity to consumptiondemands

from the population is also far from obvious. But the basicpoint is that decentraliza-

tion, combined with the operation of demand-supplymechanismsof the kind known in

capitalist societies,do not in and by themselvesimply more freedomfor the masses.

A wider rangein products, more individual designto meet or changeconsumer habits,

are not identical with \freedom" as such. On the contrary, it might very well be that

in addition to the repressive state apparatus current ly found in the Soviet Union a

neo-capitalist elite might emergewho would also manipulate the population. Thus,

state propagandaand capitalist commercialpropagandaare two aspectsof generalmass

manipulation and could very well go hand in hand, as already to someextent witnessed

in someof the socialist countries.

Second, there is the idea that more freedom might come about as a result of the

demandsbrought upon the government by the Soviet intelligentsia. However, this is also

far from obvious. The Soviet intelligentsia is a classin its own right, although possibly

not in the marxist sense(we would actually dispute this: if onede�nition of \class" is

that surplus would be expropriated and decidedover by others then the intellectual

products producedby this classare certainly decidedover by the apparat). But this class

has its own interests,and there are reasonsto doubt that it is su�cien tly identi�ed with

the massesat large not to rest content with the satisfaction of their own demandfor an

extensionof their actions space,more accessto literature, more freedomto write and

talk as they want; or travel abroad and receiving more visits from abroad.

Third, there is the idea that more freedommight comeabout as a result of external

pressure.But in a highly nationalistic country like the Soviet Union the opposite is more

likely to be the result.

Hence, changesin the system of social imperialism will probably come about as

the result of accumulated, small changesthroughout the spacedominated by social

imperialism and over time. But it is highly unlikely that the system will last: it is too

repressive to constitute a lasting condition for such a large portion of mankind.

(3) Superp owers vs the Rest

This con�gurat ion is much talked about today, and for good reasons.It is quite clear

what the formation is: the superpowers pitted against the rest of the world{presumably
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able to dictate their will{when there is a coincidenceof their interests,on everybody else.

The superpower condominium is a conict becauseit is hardly to be expectedthat what

is in the interest of the superpowers would always be in the interest of the rest of the

world.

However, the pattern is in needof someanalysis,for it is not clear exactly what the

mechanismof the superpower condominiumis, nor the preciseway in which it is operating

on the rest of the world. And at this point it looks as if the distinction betweenresource

power and structural power may be usedin a theoretically pro�ta ble manner, for if the

superpowersare able to imposetheir will on somebody elsethen it hasto happen through

the exerciseof power.

However, it cannot primarily be in terms of resourcepower. For this splits into three

components: ideologicalpower, remunerative power and punitiv e power, and in general

we would not expect the superpowers to be able to pool their two ideologies,to put their

assetstogether, or to make a credible threat out of the potential useof a joint nuclear

force. We say \in general" for it is not obvious that this could not in somecasesoperate

in such a way as to give tremendouspower to the superpowers.

Thus, although the probability is low it is not zero that China might oncebe the

target of not only joint superpower blackmail, but a joint superpower nuclear attack.

And if the superpowers to someextent are able to pool their assetsin order to explore

spacethen they might alsomuch more than so far is indicated be able to pool assetsto

manipulate poor countries through technical assistance.

And, �nally , there is a certain joint superpower ideologythat might be exported to the

rest of the world. This ideologywould be neither capitalism nor socialism as economic

system, neither liberalism nor marxism as a philosophical creed,but superpowerism.

By that we would refer to a certain division of the world into vertical blocs, each one

headedby one superpower, coupled with the idea that it is at present the best one.

Superpowerism as ideologymight be negative: it is not that the superpowers are perfect,

only that any alternative is even more imperfect. To the extent that the centers in the

Periphery of capitalist and social imperialism believe in this, and agree,the ground is

preparedfor a much more formidable type of power: the structural power of the two

empiresdescribed under (1) and (2) above dividing the world in spheresof interest.

Hence,our hypothesisis that the superpower condominium insists on the joint and

coordinate use of the structural power built into these two empires. But it is more

than the sum of two already existing imperialisms. It is coordinated and thereby united

imperialism accordingto the formula \If you take careof yours, I'll take careof mine".
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The machineries for \taking care of" are already described under the two preceding

formations. They would consist in appeal to ideology, in manipulation with promisesof

remuneration and threats of punishment, pulling all the strings woven into the fabrics of

the two imperialisms.

There are two contexts in which this united imperialism might be pro�tably used: one

is the context of conict, the other the context of cooperation. In either casethe basic

point is to keepthe Periphery under control, in the �rst caseso that their conicts do

not threaten superpowersdirectly or indirectly, in the secondcaseso that superpower

cooperation is not threatenedby their conict.

Thereareseveral theoriesasto why superpowersmight havea joint interest in repressing

or at least managingPeriphery conic t. One of them is simply that such conicts might

escalateand hencethreaten the superpowers' Hinterland unlessbrought under control

at a su�cien tly early stage. This would involve somemeasureof de-escalation,but for

de-escalationto work it has to be two-sidedand this is wherethe other superpower is

brought into the picture.

Another theory would point to the signi�cance of the economicblackmail brought to

bear upon the superpowersby Periphery countries in conicts. Any such country, and

particularly the center in that Periphery country, might tell its Superpowers: \If you

don't comeforward with su�ci ent investments in military and-or development assistance,

then the opposition will gain the upper hand". No doubt the superpower condominium

might in part be seenas the obvious counter-tactic against this Periphery action pattern,

particularly when Periphery countries with highly limited buying power are involved (the

Vietnam case).

However, there is a third point that seemsto be more important in explaining this

prevalence of superpower coordination at the time being: the role of the superpowers

as conict managersper se. This is not in order to save them from any kind of nuclear,

economicor other blackmail. But what would remain of this feudal structure imposed

upon the world of states through the institu tion of the superpower if they werenot given

an important say in connectionwith the generalregulation of con ict?

To seethis more clearly three alternativesto a superpower condominiumshould be

mentioned: conict regulation through the United Nations, conict regulation by the

parties to the conict themselves,and conict regulation by one superpower doing it

alone.

The latter is probably what both of them would prefer to seehappen, but very di�cult

to achieve unlessboth parties to the conict are within their own camp{and even in that
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caseit might not be so easyas evidencedby the caseof Cyprus.

Joint conict management will at least preserve the superpower status as such if not

any universalclaim by either of them. Conict management by the UN, unlessit were

by the Security Council in a way su�cien tly dominated by the superpowers,would mean

seriousdegradation of the superpowers;conict management by the parties themselves

even more so. Hence,they would have a joint interest in doing it together when doing it

aloneis impossible.

The point madehereis closelyrelated to the important role played by the superpowers

in being the primary de�ners of other states through the institution of recognition, a

ius prima noctis. He who presidesover the birth of a state may also presideover its

death through conict management. In doing so they are only exercising their feudal

prerogativesin the international system.

Then there is the secondaspect of superpower condominium: the context of superpower

cooperation. There is cooperation for mutual bene�t betweenthe superpowers today,

and the condominium would in this casetake the form of joint e�orts to prevent the

Periphery countries from \ro cking the boat" of that cooperation. Therewas no major

Soviet protest when the USA invadedthe Dominican Republic 1965,nor US protest when

the Soviet Union invadedCzechoslovakia 1968.

But is this not simply another way of stating what we have already said before?

The thesiswas that the superpowers cooperate in order to control the conicts of the

Periphery; but here the idea is in a sense the opposite: they control the Periphery (and

not only their conicts) in order for the superpowers to cooperate. Why?

This is not the placeto develop in detail the nature of superpower cooperation, but if

oneshould phraseit in onesentenceit might run somethinglike this: it is an e�ort to

control the most costly aspectsof the arms raceso asto liberate productive forcesfor

other purposes;and the economictransaction betweenthe superpowersconsistsessentially

in a trade and cooperation pattern whereby technology o ws from west to eastand raw

materials, alsoin energylike gasand oil, from eastto west. In doing soboth elitesand the

massesin both blocsget short term gains: the capitalist systemexchangeprocessedgoods

for raw materials and the socialist countries get the technology their rigid, uncreative,

repressive systemshave beenunable to develop by themselvesand thereby satisfy some

of the consumerneedsof their masses.In other words, there is much at stake and hence

considerableincentiv e to control the Periphery countries so that this type of systemcan

remain stable.

Our thesis is that what makesthis a joint operation over and above conventional su-
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perpower control of their own Periphery by meansof conventional imperialist mechanisms

would be an implicit contract. Rather than the old \I shall stay o� your periphery if you

stay o� mine", which is essentially negative, there is a positive joint command"I shall

control mine if you control yours".

This, however, presupposesa joint interest in that type of control. But, would not the

United Statesprefer to seea changetowards capitalist-liberal systemsin Eastern Europe

and the Soviet Union, and would not the Soviet Union prefer to seea corresponding

changein a socialist-marxist direction in WesternEurope, actually in the West in general?

In a sensethey probably would. But although that was the professedgoal of the 1950's

and may still be a long term goal, it doesnot seemto be the short term goal.

For any such change might seriously upset the present balance. It would in all

probability expandthe group of non-alignedcountries, it might alsobring non-alignment

to power regimesthat might be highly critical of the type of economiccooperations

currently being expanded.A truly capitalist regimein the relatively developed countries

in Eastern Europe would thoroughly appreciate the signi�cance of being one's own

processorof goods; and a truly socialist regimeamongthe relatively liberal countries of

the West would at least have an opposition su�cien tly opposedto continued exploitation

of East Europe, knowing themselvesits true meaning.

However, in addition to thesefactors there is the obvious point that any changewould

lead to increaseduncertainty, decreasedpredictabilit y. The present situation is one the

parties in general,and the superpowers in particular, have gotten usedto. Any change

would necessitatea transition from routine action to ad hoc activit y. Hence,su�cien t

motivation exists to try to institutionalize the present pattern. And what would be

more adapted to that purposethan the military machineries,turning inward rather than

outward.

Thus, we are in fact hypothesizinga new military balance,where the military ma-

chineriesare gradually turning their attention more to what happensinside their own

bloc than to the relation with the other bloc; leaving the external relations more to the

diplomats, arms control and \ disarmament" negotiators,etc. The balanceelement would

consist in \I watch mine provided you watch yours"; the tacit agreement of balanced

internal watchdog activit y. The balancewould consist in being approximately equally

able to guarantee stabilit y, with the sameor di�eren t means:there would be no balance

if oneparty were signi�cant ly superior to the other in stabilit y-keepingoperations.

Thus, the superpower condominiumhasa structure and functions. But the parallel

is not perfect. The power the Soviet Union exercisesover its six Periphery countries in
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Eastern Europe is not the sameas what the USA is able to, or willing to do, in Western

Europe; but to someextent paralleledby what the USA is doing in Latin America.

And that leadsus to a secondhypothesis, that the watchdog balancemay be divided

into two:

A \tough" onewhereUS control over Latin America and perhapssomeparts of south-

eastAsia like the Philippines, will be exchangedfor Soviet control over non-European

countries, such as Mongolia, North Korea, partly Cuba and perhapssome Arab states

like Syria; and A "soft" watchdogbalancein Europe. For the EasternEuropean countries

this would meansomerelaxation, possiblybrought about as a result of the Conference

on Security and Cooperation in Europe but not too much as seenby the coup in Greece

and near-coupin Italy.

This raisesonerather important question: under what conditions will this superpower

condominiumbeused?Therearetwo answersto that question: that the superpowers start

quarreling again betweenthemselves,or more seriouslyexpressed:that the contradiction

between them surface;and that the various Periphery countr ies use the occasionto

not only expressbut even enact somekind of solidarity amongthemselvesrelative to

the superpowers. The latter must not be confusedwith the Periphery countries of one

superpower standing up jointly against the pressurefrom above: that would be oneof

the scenariosfor overcomingcapitalist or social imperialism.

Rather, the idea, to take an examplefrom the 1960's,the Dominican Republic (1965)

and Czechoslovakia (1968)standing up together, appealing for Periphery solidarity across

camps,in the nameof a very simple principle: protection against superpower protection.

(4) Big Powers vs the Rest

There are �v e big powersin the world today: the two superpowers,and then the European

Community (EC), China and Japan. Togetherthey constitute the Center in Figure 4.1 of

which the two superpowers, that have �gu red very prominently in the �rst threeconict

formations, constitute somekind of a top.

For our purposesit might be useful to introduce another dimensionin addition to the

capitalist vs socialist dimensionusedin Figure 4.1, viz. the European(or Occidental) vs

Asian (or Oriental) dimension. The result is given in Figure 4.1:
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located, diametrically opposedto each other and with a direct link to the small center of

this Center: the United States.

This is not the classicalatomic model wherethe United Statesis in the center as a

nucleus,the EC on the k orbit, Japan on the l orbit and the Soviet Union and China on

the m orbits respectively. for the latter two are supposedto comecloserto the nucleus

than to the other orbiting powers; like the other two also tied to the United Statesby

"special relations". And special relations they are: for long-lasting arch-enemiesthe

distanceprogressedtowards moreneutral and semi-friendly relations is considerablymore

impressive than the distancefrom a cool to a lukewarm relationship. As time passeson,

however, that psychologicaldistancewill rapidly contract.

There are clearly two things to discusshere: the idea of a big power condominium as

a whole, and the possibility for the United States to carve out a new position as a leader

of that condominium.

We would regard both aspectsof this formation to be non-starters. There will not be

a su�cien tly well developed cooperative pattern betweenall the �v e, at the sametime,

for anybody to talk or act meaningfully on behalf of this big power condominium. The

contradictions and antagonismsare too pronouncedand important for reasonsspelt out

in connectionwith conict formations (6)-(9). The United States will not be able to

maintain a position anything like what is depicted in Figure 4.3 for the samereasons:

there are other forcesof repulsionand attraction operating at the top of the world, not

only thosethat are compatible with the US-centric con�guration.

More particularly, that imageis incompatible with three trends or processesthat seem

to have a high probability:

(1) the slow and painful emergence of the EuropeanCommunity as a superpower also

in the political, and perhapseven in the military sense;opposedto anything but

real parity with the United States,

(3) the gradual emergenceof an increasinglyassociative relationship betweenChina

and Japan, even to the point of alignment, and

(3) the continued declineof both the United Statesand the Soviet Union as powers in

an ideological-moralsense.

This is not simply \down with the superpowers,up with the other three" - it is rather

somestrangecon�guration of this type:
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Figure 4.3. A Declining Superpower World

US-SU China-Japan

Third World

In other words, we assumea more scattered world at the top, and somesort of

continuation of the Nixon-Brezhnevrelationship as a model for decreasinglyimportant

US-Soviet cooperation. We assumethat this will conti nue for sometime, but that the

other big powerswill liberate themselvesfrom it, becomemore prominent, and to a large

extent be followed by their entourage.

But, however that may be wherethe details are concerned,the grossfeaturesof the

future of the big power system seemto be su�cien tly di�erent from any big power

condominiummodel with the United Statesin its center to make that model look like

what it is: a phantasmagoria,grown out of a long ti me dated tradition of seeingthe US

as the world's Number onecountry in all respects. A corollary of thi s tradition is the

tendencyto seethe relationship anyonehas to the United States as the most important

aspect of that state - - and this is preciselythe type of thinking underlying Figure 4.2.

In short, the problem of a strategy for the resolution of this conict doesnot arise: the

formation will not crystallize except for a very short lived period for the simple reasons

that it doesnot have su�cien tly built-in viabilit y.

Which is not to say that there isn't a grain of truth in it. For what is implied by the

model, taking the United Statesas a point of departure, is the well known idea that the

US is now willing to recognize\communist" regimesin the Center (the Soviet-Union and

China), and in a Periphery dominated by a country in that Center (which means Eastern

Europe). Similarly, the Soviet-Union hasprobably comearound to acceptingcapitalism

at the Center of that system,and perhapsalso in some of its Periphery { it is somewhat

uncertain in how large a part of the Periphery. Further, both of them would loathe the

emergenceof countries with regimesof the opposite kind inside their sphereof interest

and would cooperate with this purposein mind. All this, however, is already implied by

conict formations n�1 to 3: There is nothing new in it. What would have beennew

would have beento extend the samekinds of rights and uses to the other three members

of any contract, and that is precisely what doesnot seem to be in the cards for the time

being.
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(5) North vs South

This is a very frequently found �gur e of speech, but it is not that clear what the \North-

South" conict actually refersto, bringing out clearly the virtue of talking in terms of

\conict formation". It forcesone to specify the conict, including the parties to the

conict. And wherethis is concernedthe term is ripe for several interpretations.

First, there is the idea that it simply refersto the conict betweenmost of the Third

World and the capitalist countries, in other words, the capitalist imperialism described

as conic t formation (1) above. However, this interpretation is either wrong or not

su�cien tly elaborated.

The terms North and South are clearly geographical concepts,and as such refer to

conicts betweencountries rather than to conicts betweengroups,for instanceclasses.

It would lead to thinking in terms of a conict betweenthe United Statesand Brazil, for

instance,and not betweenthe United Statesand its sizeablebridgeheadin Brazil on the

onehand, and the massesof Brazil on the other.

In sodoing this �gure of speech is highly misleading,even a propaganda� gure that has

alreadyhad a rather unfortunate impact on world consciousness.It leadsto actor-oriented

thinking in terms of countries asbilliard balls, rather than to a structure-oriented thinking

that would go deeper into country structures.

Moreover, it makesit impossibleto understandwhy the elites of the \South" so often,

and so easily, are bought o�; for instancethrough the dealsset up betweenthe European

Community and the "associated states". Any two-country theory of imperialism is bound

to fail; the billiard balls have to be openedup and structured.

On the other hand the �gure of speech might also refer to a special outcomeof the

formation of capitalist imperialism: the scenariowhereby the Periphery country as a

whole would stand against the Center country as a whole. Thus, it may simply refer to

the condition whereby there would be a truly united Third World against the capitalist

Center of the world, the US-EC-Japantriad. As mentioned above, however, this condition

is pretty far from its realization.

Second,thereis the interpretation which goesbeyond the capitalist imperialism conict

formation and seesthe conict in termsof all \developing" countries againstall \developed"

countries. In terms of Figure 4.3 this would meanthe bottom left corner against all the

rest, but with China joining the former{potentially even as their leader{rather than the

rest. No doubt, there is somereality to this image,but some carehas to be exercised in

the analysis.
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Thus, generally speaking there is a di�erence between the relations of capitalist

countries and socialist countries to the Thir d World: the latter is lessexploitative.

The trade composition is lessasymmetric, the technical assistancegiven in di�eren t

forms is lessbridgeheadbuilding if one excludeswhat is made for military and very

clearly political purposes,the �nancial aid given lesstied to economicpressure.

Hence,there would be lessof a conict of interestswith the socialist countries as there

is with the capitalist countries. But this doesnot exclude that there may be a conict of

values. And the value is simple enough: that of the North getting an even better shareof

the total world power than the South, and even more so than hasbeenthe caseso far.

That points to political, military and cultural power, but also the world surplus in an

economicsense.

The \w orld surplus" can be said to be divided into two: world resources,and world

productive surplus. In both �elds a generalNorth-South conict shows up in the sense

that there is a coni ct over both. The idea that the world has a limited reservoir of

resourcesthat somehow belongsto all of humankind is gradually taking root as a new

basisfor a distribution formula, and there is a similar ideaconcerningthe world productive

surplus.

However, there are di�culties with either approach. Most of the world is divided

into contiguous territorial units called countries, and there is the old tradition that

what is found inside the country belongsto that country. Hence,only that which is

outside theseconventional limits or con�nes of distribution can still be redistributed,

the world commons:the oceans,the oceano or, and what is underneath,the air space

above the oceans,possibly the polar regions,outer space.No doubt there are resources

available and untapped sofar, and oneidea would be that the proceedsfrom them should

asymmetrically favor countries that are \developing", \p oor" or "p oor on resources".

And there is the corresponding idea for the productive surplus: to redistribute it as

famine relief, development assistance,etc.

There seemsby and large to be even more conict over the �rst, world resources,than

over the latter, world productive surplus. In a sensethis is not strange for the world

productive surplus is producedsomewhere,i.e. inside a country, or countries as would be

the casefor somemulti- or tr ans-nationalcorporations, and is hence�rmly under control.

If redistributed, then accordingto somebody's will. But the world resourcesare still up

for division as objects of somekind of primary competition or conict, not a secondary

conict after the ownershipquestionhasbeensettled.

This shows up very clearly in connectionwith the questionof the 200mile limit and
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similar problems: the Soviet Union, for instance,is hereclearly on the sideof the North.

Hence,what we would generally imagine is that the most powerful countries want to

imposeupon the unclaimedresourcesa pattern of ownership similar to that which already

exists in the world in order not to introduce a disequilibrium that might be to their

disadvantage.

There might be onemajor exceptionto this: Japan which is the only country among

the �v e big powers systematically \resource poor", and at the sametime certainly

\developed". For Japan, hence, the division betweenresourcerich and resourcepoor

countries will becomea major one,and Japan will probably to someextent try to align

herselfwith other resourcepoor countries in order to exercisea joint pressureon the big

powersand the world authorities in generalin favor of sometype of redistribution. But

that puts Japan in a special niche, with North in being resourcedependent (which the

Soviet Union is not), with the South in making distributiv e claims.

When it comesto the world productive surplus the situation is today coloredby the

experience of the last decades.Thus, it has probably beenmaderelatively clear that

there may be more to gain from being on the sendingthan the receivingend of this type

of distribution.

In other words, to producegoods for redistribution on a non-commercialbasismay in

itself be an important economicmechanism;not only for keynesianpurposes,but as a

generalforce motrice of the whole productive machinery.

To get accessto more of the world's resourcesand processit oneselfmay therefore

o�er an attract ive perspective to what is referredto as the \South".

A more modest claim would be control over the resourceslocated inside one'sterritory

so that they do not o w out of the country.

For these problems it is quite probable that the center and the periphery in the

Periphery might stand relatively united, and for that reasonwe might talk about the

North-South conict in somecases,keeping in mind that the deeper aspects of the

international structure concernmore the countries in the capitalist spherethan those in

the socialist part of the world.

The capitalist countries madea mistake which probably will be repeatedmany times

in the future, and has already been repeated, to believe that the redistribution of

resourcesaccordingto somemarket formula would make peopleand countries forget

about exploitative relations, whether t hey be of the economic,political, military or other

kinds.

One important aspect of the North-South con ict is that it may cut acrossother
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conict formations and producesomeinteresting con�gurations.

De�ning the Soviet Union as \North" may serve to reinforcethe superpower condo-

minium, and this may serve to weaken the capitalist North-South formation rather than

strengthenit becausethe superpowersare so much more visible. And correspondingly

for China and Japan: they are big powers{but the former is poor and autonomous,the

secondis resourcepoor and thereforenot so autonomous{both of them making the world

more complicated than it otherwisemight have beenif all the big powers had beenrich

and resourcerich.

In short: the North-South conict is more a �gure of speech t than an empirical reality.

Turning the world 90o might weaken the East-West conict. However, for this to happen

there has to be more solidity to the formation than the present analysisbrings out.

4.4 Center vs Center Formations

We now proceedto the secondof the �v e major categoriesof conict formations, this

time focussingon what is known in political analysisas \big power polit ics". Frequent

referenceswill be madeto Table 4.1 and Figure 4.1 above, particularly to the latter . That

�gure is a map to big power politics, simple in its con�guration , rich in its implications.

One might feel that devoting much analytical energy to �v e countries alone is to

commit a fallacy of elitism, and we would certainly have agreed if this had beenthe

only perspective, as is quite often the casein political analysis. But it is only oneout of

�v e, and, moreover; the signi�cance of thesepowers lies not only in the high proportion

they have of world power resources,including population (perhaps1,600million on the

world total), but above all in the structural power they have at their command,to some

extent analyzedabove as center vs periphery conict formations. The relations between

them are thereforeof prime interest, and even more sobecausethe relation between their

peripheries,by the very nature of imperialist bloc formations, are relatively insigni�cant.

As will be developed later, at least for the time being, Periphery vs Periphery formations

are likely to be within the samebloc, not betweenblocs.

Looking at Figure 4.1 there are several ways of slicing the big power cake for political

analysis. The �rst would be the classicalone: capitalist vs socialist, which would have

two subdivisions: one in Europe (including North America), and one in Asia, including

USA. With typical eurocentrism this is known as the \East-West" conict, although in

Asia it would be a \W est-East" conict. Another set of terms would be the Atlantic as
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opposedto the Paci�c \theaters".

Then, there is the opposite way of reading the table, vertically: the Europeanvs Asian

conict formation. This alsosplits into two: within the capitalist systemand within the

socialist system.

Together we get a total of six angles,but we prefer to simplify it, starting with

\capitalist vs socialist", going on to \ capitalist vs capitalist", then \socialist vs socialist",

and �nally \W esternvs Eastern", preferring thoseterms to \o ccidental vs oriental".

Of course,there are alsomore possibilities: oneof them against the other three (or

four), not to mention the interest ing diagonal formation: US-EC and China vs Soviet

Union and Japan. We shall have somecomments on that particular con�guration towards

the end of Part Four.

(6) Capitalist vs Socialist

As mentioned this is the old, well-known East-West conict, the actors of which were

very clearly de�ned through the alliance and treaty systemsestablishedin the late 1940s

and mid 1950s:NATO roughly coinciding with the US-EC combination, AMPO (the

treaty linking Japan to the United States), WTO providing the Soviet Union with bu�er

support, and the treaty of \eternal friendship" betweenthe Soviet Union and China. It

wasan almost perfectly crystallized system, with the vertical linesdividing capitalist and

socialist countries by all the mechanismsknown to polarization theory. In other words,

the actors wereperfectly de�ned, but how about the issues?

Roughly speaking they can be divided into two parts: thosearising from World War

II and those that have a broader implication, sometimesreferred to as \ideological",

sometimesreferredto as the \struggle for world domination". We shall deal with them

in that order, an it will very soon becomeclear that there is an intermediate category

betweenthe two.

A glanceat Figure 4.1 will give the neutral observer one key to understandingthe

conict of considerableimportance, although usually deniedby the capitalist camp: the

aggressorsof the World War II { Germany, Italy, Japan, are all within the capitalist part

of the con�guration. Moreover, their �gh t during World War II was disproportionately

more cruel when directed against the countries now in the socialist camp than in its �gh t

with European,capitalist powers. Facing westward, Nazi Germany fought a relativ ely

classicalwar by modern means;facing eastward it was a war of brutal extermination not

unlike the wars colonial powers had fought to eradicatethe \nativ es". The sameapplies
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to Japan's �gh t in Asia: the \Rap e of Nanking" hasall the characteristics of the Nazi

German war in Eastern Europe.

All this hasan important consequence: the conict doesnot have a symmetric history.

For the socialist camp there was an admixture consistingof a continuation of the World

War I I, systematically underestimated in the capitalist camp, deliberately or not.

What the capitalist campwasmost concernedwith wasthe changeof regime,that took

placeduring World War I I, a�ecting in a major way capitalist interests. Theseinterests

werepartly highly concrete:property (�xed or mobile) had beencon�scated-nationalized

in EasternEuropeand China, ashad happenedbeforein the Soviet Union. The problemof

appropriate indemni�cation looked di�cult, almost insolvable. More important, however,

were the perspectiveswhere future interestswere concerned:it de�nitely looked as if

the days when Eastern Europe and China could be used as peripheriesof capitalist

imperialism werecounted, both with regard to imports of raw materials, and possibly

also raw labor, from them, and to export of manufactured goods and capital to them.

And, the right to settle.

All this was then quickly given an ideologicalform, particularly as reports of harsh

punitiv e or \educative" measureswere taken against former elites, who had willingly

served as bridgeheadsfor WesternEuropeanand Japanesepenetration, were o wing into

Westernnewsmedia. In short, the basicconict issuetook the form of a conict over the

economicand political systemin areasformerly under capitalist domination.

However, very soon, the conict was reproducedin other areas. First, therewas the

threat that \communism" might spreadto the countries in the capitalist bloc, partly

becauseof contradictions within the system,and partly because of subversive activities.

And, second,to areasin the Third World, roughly that which is left of the world when

the alliance systemsjust described are removed. This was then increasinglygeneralized

to a combined conict over power and over ideology.

After the conict took root in the world structure, and it quickly did, building on the

polarization the Soviet Union had beenexposedto after the Bolshevikrevolution 1917and

its foundation in 1922, as well as someof the conict attitude and behavior engendered

by World War I I. The most comprehensive{quantitativ ely and qualitativ ely{arms race in

world history unfolded itself.

From what has been said above, it is quite clear what would be its three major

dimensions:a horizontal systembetweenthe two Centers, to deter and �ght aggression;

a vertical systemwithin the formations of capital imperialism in the West and social

imperialism in the East to maintain status quo, and a vertical systemwithin the Center
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countries themselvesto deter and �ght any subversion.

Unfortunately most of the debateand political action have focussedonly on the former,

and particularly on its nuclear dimension.

But the control systemsinside the empiresform a part of the capitalist vs socialist

conict formation, although they certainly alsocan be seen asconicts in their own right,

as doneabove. Here the methods are di�eren t: bases,local military missions,training of

o�cers in the Center countries, dependencyof the local elite on military , economicand

political aid from the Center for their political survival, and so on. And �nally there is

the conventional apparatus inside the Center countries: secretpolice, national guards

and militia (all the time with conventional armiesin the background), all kinds of contr ol

methods to make sure that any opposition bent on fundamental changeis kept at bay.

The total magnitude for this systemof war and repressionhas certainly not yet been

grasped by anybody; becauseit hasnever beenseenin its totalit y.

Formulated this way, it is also clear under what conditions the "East-West conict"

would diminish in salience; under what conditions it might even wither away. Funda-

mentally seen,it is probably correct to say that a conict will decreasein signi�cance,

and even sink below the political horizon, to the extent that issuesare being resolved,

and this can happen partly becausethey are no longer salient, partly becausea new

equilibrium is found, deemed satisfactory to either party. It is our contention that

both thesemechanismshave beenoperative during the thirt y yearsafter World War I I,

particularly during the last ten years.

First, time haspassedand the issuesarising from World War I I, such as con�scation

and nationalization, not to mention the generalchangeof regimesin what usedto be

countries in the capitalist periphery, will only remain psychologically and politically

important to thosewho not only remember the alternative but had somekind of interest

(not necessarilymaterial) in its continuation.

Such a personwould probably have had to be born in the beginningof this century,

which meansthat he and shetoday is either dead,retired, or in the processof passingout

of the political process.Most important in that connectionwerethosewho had fought on

the Axis side in thesecountries, in Europe and in Asia, and at least the o�c ersamong

them are now on that agecategory. A purely demographicprocess,hence,is therefore

responsiblefor a part of the conict resolution.

Second,to the extent that the conict hasto do with lesspast-oriented, more dynamic

aspectsof international interaction, considerablechangehasbeenproducedduring the

last years,after the so-calledd�etente set in. More particularly, this processis, at least
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in Europe, characterizedby somekind of reopening of these countries for economic

transactionsthat are - although both form and terminology di�er - remarkably similar to

what went on before.

Fundamentally speaking, it is still a question of exporting technology and capital

from the capitalist center to the socialist periphery, and importing raw materials and

products at a relatively low level of processingto the capitalist center. There is onebasic

di�erence, however, at leastsofar: there is no import of raw labor, that only comesfrom a

semi-socialist country like Yugoslavia, not to mention from the entire capitalist periphery,

such as Portugal, Spain Southern Italy, Turkey, and indeedThird World countries in

general.

Thesetwo factors are probably su�cien t to explain why the East-West conict has

abated in its central, hard-corearea. The high level horizontal war systemthe two Center

direct at each other is standing there without a real target. They arenot irrational enough

to launch a �rst strike, knowing the nature of the secondstrike; unlessthe provocation

hasbeen intolerable.

The level of the armsracebetweenEast and West hasprobably beenof lesssigni�cance

for the d�etente: the demographic process,and the economicadjustment processin the

interest of particularly the elitesof both systems,could take placeat any level of the arms

race. The threat of a mutual destruction far canceling any possiblegainsresulting from

an aggressive war was already establishedwith the explosion of the atom bombs over

Hiroshima and Nagasaki.The tremendousoverkill capacity of today was not necessary

to make that point.

It may, however, be argued that the arms race had to continue for a long time in

order to constitute such a drain of all kinds of resourcesthat it becametoo competitiv e

to, for instance,consumers'needsin the Soviet Union, and urban renewal and general

renovation in the United States. This factor, however, has to be weighedagainst the

stimulus the arms racehasgiven to the military -industrial complex in the West and the

military {bureaucratic complex in the East.

There is onee�ect/the arms race in all probability has not had, however, and that

is the major function attributed to it: that of deterring an attack. In order to deter an

attack, there has to be an attack to deter. That such an intention was ever seriously

consideredon either side, in spite of the ever increasingcapability, has never been

established.Objectively speaking, if any sideshould attack it would have beenthe West,

sincethe West had su�ered the lossof its traditional capitalist periphery in Eastern

Europe. The Soviet Union had already gainedafter World War I I, as crystallized in the
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Teheran-Jalta-Potsdam agreements and would only be preparedto defendthem.

However, it doesnot look as if anybody has so far establisheda seriousattempt in

this aggressive direction from the West.

The sameappliesto the East: what actually happenedwas soviet withdrawal from

such areasasnorthernmost Norway, Denmark (Bornholm) Finland, Austria and northern

Iran.

This doesnot meanthat there was no interest in the East for a basicchangein the

West, but this was to be brought about by revolutionary upheavals within the general

formation of capitalist imperialism, including internal revolts in their Center countries.

Nor is there any doubt that the Soviet Union and somegroups within the periphery

of social imperialism wanted to contribute to this, but by meansshort of a belligerent

attack.

(7) Capitalist vs Capitalist

Di�cult to tell. The East-West conict formation being so powerful that intra-bloc

conicts even if objectively existing will not be given any spacefor arti culation. And,

EC and Japan are both tied to the US in powerful, well controlled alliances.

On the other hand, capitalism is basedon competition and "comparative advantages"

which is what counts.

The comparative advantagesof the EC, so far only six countries, will take time to

crystallize as economiesof scalewith increasingintegration of the six. Singly noneof

them can rival the US; combined they might constitute a challenge.

The comparative advantage of Japan - the size of two big Europeancountries - lies in

its high level of skilled labor, labor-capital, and capital-state cooperation.

They felt very badly treated by the \Nixon Shock" of 1971(the US dollar no longer

backed by gold), and the textile crisis, and will increasinglydemandexport accessin

return for the US basesin Japan in general,and Okinawa (also after its return to Japan

in 1972) in particular.

(8) Socialist vs Socialist

The world doesnot have much experiencewith this conict formation sincethe history

of socialist countries is a short one. Moreover, it must not be confusedwith social

imperialism, the secondconict formation above, sincethat is a Center-Periphery conict .

But within that formation, in Eastern Europe, there might have been important
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Periphery-Periphery conicts, and it is quite possiblethat such conicts will emergeif

the lid is taken o� the Eastern European international dialectic, which is another way of

saying \if the power of the Soviet Union is signi�cantly reduced".

However, it is unclear, whether conicts, that might then comeout in the open would

have a clearly socialist character, or simply take the age-oldform of territo rial conict

(e.g. betweenHungary and Rumania over Transsylvania, etc.).

Needlessto say, the conict formation \socialist vs socialist" above all refersto the

relation betweenthe Soviet-Union and the People'sRepublic of China.

In saying so it is quite clear who the actors are: thosetwo countries, or at least certain

elites in thosetwo countries. It is considerably lessclear what the conict is about, and

this may serve to illustrate an obvious point in generalconict theory: if the conict issue

is very clear, then the de�nition of the actors to a large extent becomesempirical, and

henceconsiderablelessclear. And conversely: when the actors are well de�n ed, then the

conict issuesbetweenthem may be rather multidimensional indeed,in needof empirical

exploration.

One way of summarizingsix major conict issuesbetweenthesetwo major actors in

world politics today, ordered from the lessimportant to the more important, might run

as follows.

The North-China issue. This is the most well-known issuebetween the two, and

probably also the least important one. It concernsthe territories North of the present

border, territories referred to in China sometimesas \North China", in the Soviet Union

known as the \F ar East". The issuehasa very concreteaspect in the Ussuri river, where

certain islandsare sometimesunder, sometimesabove water and wherethe river itself

changesits course.However, such issuesare not too badly de�ned by international law.

Closely related to this are the broader issuesunder the heading of the \unequal

treaties". It is not obvious that China wants any major territorial change,except for,

possibly, someregulation concerningthe agro-geography of the Ussuri-riv er.

Rather, it may look as if the conict is more about the de�nition of the past than

about any territorial regulation of present or future. In other words, it might well be

that what the Chinesereally want, is an unequivocal admissionfrom the Russians to the

e�ect that the treaty was unequal, and continuesto be unequal regardlessof any change

of regimein Moscow.

What is wanted seemsto be somekind of admissionof having committed a wrong

rather than any real recti�cation of that wrong. The problem is whether the Russians

would bewilling to concedethis, particularly sinceit would be tantamount to an admission

155



that a socialist state continuesthe imperialist practicesof its feudal-capitalist predecessor

state.

Formulated this way, it is clear that the Chineseask for rather much, and it is doubtful

that a compromisecan be found, particularly sincetwo very di�eren t dimensions(one

territorial, onepolitical) are involved, and it would require much exibilit y to strike a

horse-bargainbetweenthe two.

The Mongolian Issue. Again, it does not look as if the Chinesehave a territorial

modi�ca tion on their mind. In other words, the point does not seem to be that the

Chinesefeel \Mongolia is ours".

But they de�nitely feel that Mongolia shouldnot be a part of Soviet social imperialism

either, which again brings us back to Conict Formation No. 2 above.

The only di�erence is that in this caseChina is involved, with which the Soviet Union

has a much broader and longer conic t border than with WesternEurope (and might

have a similar relation to the countries in Eastern Europe). Mongolia is in the Soviet

zoneof inuence. China wants it out of that zoneand might also feel that the Chinese

type of socialism is better suited for the Asian Mongoliansthan the European Soviet

version. After all, Mongolia wasa feudal country far from the EasternEuropeancapitalist

experience.

The Central Asian Soviet Republics. The sameissueappliesto these�v e republics

(Uzbekistan, Tadzhikistan, Kazakhstan,Turkmenistan, Kyrgyzstan): the Chineseseem

to feel that theserepublicsare populated by peoplemore similar to themselves. If they

had beenin a position to decidefor themselvestheir pattern of socialism would have

beendi�eren t, and certainly not directed from Moscow.

Again, the issueis probably not that the Chinesewant it to be directed from Peking

in the samesenseas it now is from Moscow, but that they should enjoy considerably

more autonomy, perhapseven independence.

Needlessto say, if this is thecase,oneis alreadytouching a conict issueof considerable

deeper signi�cance than the precedingtwo. And, as they are parts of the Soviet Union

the integrity of that construction is at stake. We would expect high hostilit y in this key

antagonism.

The Past History of Soviet-ChineseRelations. From the very beginning of the Chinese

revolutionary e�orts in the early 1920sthe Soviet-Union was inuencing the course

of events in a high-handedmanner; sometimesusing Comintern as an instrument for

domination, referred to as \leadership out of experience". That relationship was also

direct, in the period of reconstruction after the Chinesecivil war and World War I I, and
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construction of socialism in the early 1950s.

The submissivenesswent so far as to senda delegationof cooks to Moscow to study

Soviet cuisine;if there is any �eld wherethe Chinesewere in no needof a master it is the

culinary aspect of life. The bitterness relative to the old master is profound, alsosince

the Chinesefeel that Mao should have succeededStalin, not Malenkov.

Conict over the Correct Definition of Socialism. First, to the Chinese,collectivization

of the meansof production and economicplanning are seenonly as necessaryand not as

su�cien t conditions for a socialist society to comeinto being. Second,the Chineseseem

to have a less\ascriptiv e" view of what constitutes a good socialist leader: he and she

have to prove themselvesagain and again, there is no such thing as \ being born red".

Third, the Chineseseesocialist- communist society as something to be creatednew and

fresh every day.

Thesepoints are rather di�eren t from Soviet conceptions. If practiced in the Soviet-

Union they constitute a threat to the Soviet elite view of permanence,�nalit y to socialism,

of having arrived. For the Chinesenothing is permanent except,maybe, China itself.

Conicts in the Third World. By and large, this conict issuecan be summarizedin

onesentence: most Third world countries are, oneway or the other, try ing to get out of

capitalist imperialism, and the major questionconfronting them is: what is to succeed

that stage?The Soviet appeal is decreasing with more knowledgeof Soviet reality.

(9) Europeanvs Asian

Again, di�cult to tell, and again becauseof the overpowering inuence of the East-West

conict formation perspective. But with rapid decolonization,the hold of Europe{England,

Netherlands,Portugal, France{over Asia is vanishing fast. China risesin autonomy if not

(yet) economically. Japan riseseconomicallyif not (yet) in autonomy. We are dealing

with giant forcesthat have beenrepressedfor a long time and it stands to reasonthat

when unleashedthey will changethe world.

Combining this formation with what hasbeen said under (7) above, who is going to

be the major loser in the longer run is clear: the United Statesof America. Who is going

to the major winner is lessclear, however.
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Epilogue: Basic humand needs,

conict and peace reasearch

The basisthesis to be defendedand exploredhere can be formulated simply: the point

of departure for any study of politics in general,and international or global polit ics in

particular, must be basic human needs.We have two arguments in favor of that thesis,

and they can alsobe formulated in a very simple manner.

First, politics is not a random process;there is an element of goal-directedness.Actors,

individual or collective, subnational national or supranational (including transnational)

try to attain something. There is an everlasting e�ort to realize goals, to implement

programswritten in a goal language,which leadsto conicts, including conicts over the

de�nitions of thoseprograms.

Which goalsshould be taken most seriously?The argument would be that thesegoals

should be as closeto human beingsas possible,and should expresssocial reality as it is

experiencedby us, the humans,presumablythe meansand endsof politics.

An argument of this kind is only meaningfulif it is alsostatedwhat the argument rejects.

Thus, it rejects an analysisof politics in terms of abstractions only; and particularly

abstractionsrelated to such large-scalesystemsasstatesand the interstate, world system.

There is no scarcity of variableswith which to describe such systems: statescan be

seenaspoor vs rich, powerlessvs powerful; societiescan be conceived of as open vs closed,

capitalist vs socialist; the world systemcan be seenas unipolar vs bipolar vs multip olar,

having few statesas members or many states,being composedonly of states(territorial

actors) or alsoof non- territorial actors, and soon. But theseare all abstractionsrelative

to the concretesatisfaction of basichuman needs.

What doesit help when a state is rich and powerful if the citizens,at least many, even

most of them, are poor and powerless,living in misery? What doesit help that a society

is socialist if the citizens are unfree, incapableof deciding over their own conditions?
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Of course,many theoriesexist to the e�ect that there is either an automatic empirical

connectionbetweenwhat happens at state and society levels, or the local level, and

human needssatisfaction; or to the e�ect that this relation is even a logical implication,

a tautology.

It is probably only the last years' events, that have led so many towards a highly

skeptical attitude whenit comesto the relation betweensuch abstractionsas\GNP/capita"

or \public ownershipof meansof production". The events have forcedus always to ask

the question: yes,but how is the situation at the level whereconcretehuman beingsare

born, grow up, live and work, live and hate and die { exactly how do they experience

their lives?Poverty in the midst of plenty, powerlessnessin the midst of power, repression

in spite of claims to the opposite? Great contradictions betweenthe concrete level where

human livesare lived, and the abstract level wherehuman livesjoin together in systems,

and systemsinto supersystems.

What we are saying is in fact just this: homo mensura, man is the measureof all

things. But this is not seenhere as an abstract, value-loadedposition only. It does

not imply any rejection of the obvious, that there are collective actors that do pursue

goalsseenas "abstract"{in the precedingparagraph{such as wealth, power, democratic

organization of political life, socialist organization of economiclife. Nor is there any a

priori rejection of the hypothesisthat someof thesestrategiesmay lead to human need

satisfaction for peoplebelow the politicians directly responsiblefor such exercises.

However, nor is there any acceptanceof such hypotheses,always keepingopen the

possibility that goal realization at the collective level may be irrelevant or even counter-

productive when it comesto basicneedssatisfaction at the individual, human level.

And this leadsus to our second anchoring point: the idea that however much collective

actors are capable of realizing abstract goals, ultimatel y, sooner or later the failure

to satisfy basichuman needswill generateforces{popular movements that is{that will

threaten even the most beautiful construction in social-political architectonics. Hence,

it is important to conceive of human needsin such a way that their non-satisfaction,

both from empirical experience and from more generaland theoretical points of view,

will with very high likelihood lead to such movements. The needsmay for sometime

be suppressed,the movements may for sometime be repressed,but sooner or later the

forceswill be there.

What, then, is our catalogueof basichuman needs?It is with somehesitation one

puts forward such a catalogue,but the two anchoring points mentioned above can be

usednot only to justify the theory of basic human needsas a point of departure for
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a theory of politics, but also to serve as guidelinesfor de�ning somethingas a basic

human need. Thus, onehas to feel fairly certain that theseneedsstand for goalsthat

human beingsmore or lessall over the world really want to seesatis�ed{there will be

exceptionsof course,but relatively few{and so str ongly that non-satisfactionhassocial

and political consequences.It has to be demonstrated that non-satisfaction can be

identi�ed with major social-political problems; recurrent phenomena that are well known

in contemporary politics, in past politics for that matter, and likely to be with us forever

{ as long as human beingsare populating the Planet Earth.

One possiblecataloguewith a corresponding list of socio-political problemswould look

as follows:

Table 1 Basic Needs,Socio-Polit ical Problems

BASIC NEEDS SOCIO-POLITICAL PROBLEMS

I. THE MOST BASIC NEED

life, survival violence- security, absenceof violence

I I. BASIC NEEDS

Input:
food, water

Environment protection:
clothes,shelter, health

Community:
education, togetherness

poverty - growth, well-being

II I. NEAR-BASIC NEEDS
work, creativity
freedom,mobilit y
politics, participation

repression- human rights, social justice

IV. RELATION TO NATURE
partnership environmental deterioration

ecological balance

- depletion problem
- pollution problem
- population problem
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We have divided the basic human needsinto four groups, corresponding to what

seemsto be the major problemsin the world today: violence,misery, repression and

environmental deterioration. The latter split into three: depletion { of raw materials,

today particularly discussedin connection with \energy crisis", pollution of nature and

humans,and the population problem. The relation betweenlack of needsatisfaction and

theseproblemsis so immediate, so tautological onemight say, that this seemsto pass

the test wherethis criterion is concerned.

Is the list su�cien t ly universal? We take it that humans everywherewith very few

exceptionswant to survive, that human beings cling to life. They also want to be

guaranteed the minimum neededfor continued survival: the inputs to the body in the

form of food and water, protection of the body from the hazardsof a sometimesvery

hostile nature (in the form of shelter, and in the form of health care which may one

day also extend to the type of internal deterioration of the human body known as

\ageing"); and the needfor community with others, membership in a culture so asto

make human communication and dialoguepossible{ herereferredto as \education" as

opposedto \schooling"; and togethernesswith others, with friendship, love, sexas major

ways of expressionand impression.Without the neededinputs and protection from the

environment humansasbiologicalbeingscannot survive; nor can they without community

with others, as social beings. And still, this is only a modest, even primitiv e conceptof

human beingsde�ned by satisfying the basicneedsmentioned so far. Hencethe more

controversial categoryof \near basic" needs;like the needfor someform of work that

permits creative self-expression,the need for freedom,the needto engage in politics in

order to shape the conditions of one'sown life.

We then conceive of freedomessent ially according to the old liberal formula of \free

mobilit y of personsand ideas". This meansfree mobilit y from and free mobilit y to,

mobilit y asa senderand asa receiver, the freedomto travel and be travel to, the freedom

to communicate and be communicated to. Put di�eren t ly: the freedomof expression,

and the freedomof impression,of association and 0f dissociation, person-to-personand

by meansof long-distancecommunication (letters, telephoneand telegraph,massmedia).

It meansall that is neededat the personallevel to bring about consciousnessformation

de�ned as insight in the forcesacting upon oneself.

The needto engagein politics brings this onestep further. We do not seeit merely as

a right, but as a need. It is taken as axiomatic that everyonehasa need to participate

actively in shaping one's own condition of life. Politics goes beyond consciousness

formation and includesthe possibility of association, organization, mobilization.
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Politics is a di�cult concept to de�ne. But it seemsto involve two elements: on

the onehand, the transformation of consciousnessand organization into sometype of

confrontation and struggle, with a view to transcendingexisting social political orders

at the micro or macro levels;and on the other hand someelement of regulation of this

struggle,even institutionalization.

Politics implies �gh ting, but �gh ting accordingto rules. Politics may becomevery

raw and crude when the �rst element becomesdominant; at other times, it becomes

extremely at and stale becausethe secondelement becomesdominant, perhapsmost

clearly seenin contemporary presidential and parliamentary democracies.Both of them

are forms of repression,perhapsadequatelyreferredto as \repressive intolerance" and

\repressive tolerance" respectively.

We have used the term \repression" more extensively so that it also covers the

non-satisfactionof the needfor creativity.

One examplewould be the perversionof work into jobs with no creative element; in

other words alienation, the total absenceof freedomas de�ned above.

Another examplewould be the e�or t to consolidatean existing social order rather than

to permit politics, or social dialectics, to unfold itself. Of course,we are not saying that

human beingscannot for a long time tolerate lack of creativity, freedomand politics. But

in the longer run the assumptionis that theseneedsare so basic that they will assert

themselves,working their way into the open and becomea political \problem" regardless

of what is doneto concealit.

Finally, there is the relation to nature. Humansare parts of nature, of the biosphere.

Someharmony in the biosphereis a furth er condition for further survival. When we list

this asa basicneedand not only asa problem, it is becauseof an assumption that deeper

down, there is a yearning for sometype of closenessto nature attempted expressedin the

word \ partnership", and incompatible with the major imbalancesreferredto asdepletion,

pollution and population problems. Theseproblemsalso lead to non-satisfactionof basic

needs,and ultimately even threaten the most basicneedfor human survival.

But we alsoneeda more direct relationship to nature and closecontact, and if these

needsare not very strongly felt in our current society, and not so easily given expression

to, it is becausethey have beensuppressedby that society, not becausethey do not

exist. Thus, ecologicalimbalanceis seenas somethingdeeper than simply a threat to the

satisfaction of basicneeds.It is alsoa threat to somethingdeeplyspiritual, severing ties

to the basisin basicneeds.

This catalogueof progressive basic human needsmay now alsobe read as a catalogue
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of expanding frontiers in peaceresearch.

In the beginningpeaceresearch wasmainly concernedwith direct violence,or violence

as an intended human act, quick in execution. But if the basicconcernof peaceresearch

was the deprivation of life, then it very soon becameobvious that there wereother ways

in which human lives were taken, perhapsnot so quick and often not intended. But

human liveswereneverthelesswastedthrough hunger and inadequateprotection from

the hazards of the environment. However, sincethis violencewas not directly exercised

another conceptand approach to violencewas needed,and the categoryof structural

violenceserved someof that purpose. The concernsof peaceresearch were expanded

from understandingthe conditions of reducingdirect violenceto include the reduction of

structural violence.

Although the focusnow becamemuch broader,making it possible to discussa much

wider rangeof political problemsin general,and thoseof international politics in particular,

peaceresearch was still staying within the con�nes of \negative peace". It was still a

questionof a very modest conceptionof humansassomethingkept going, surviving. This

is seenvery clearly if one includesunder the purview of peaceresearch the basicneedfor

community with the two components of education and togetherness,not to mention the

near-basicneedsfor real work, freedomand accessto politics.

One might include thoseunder the generalheadingof \self realization", or \p ersonal

growth"; and such terms and research programs would lead into \p ositive peace". If

peaceis seenas a condition for human ful�lmen t then there is no reasonto place an

arbitrary borderline on the list of needsde�ning the concernsof peaceresearch to the

minimum conditions of human existence.

Hence,it is arguedstrongly, that peaceresearch should undergoa secondexpansion

and be lessmodest in it s conceptof the human condition. The expansionfrom direct

violenceto the inclusion of structural violencemadeit possibleto discussan enormous

new range of phenomena under the umbrella of peaceresearch. The expansionfrom

negative peaceto the inclusion of positive peaceshould be at least equally enriching.

In addition, this kind of expansionwould also bring peaceresearch in much closer

contact with future studiesbecauseempirical reality, past studies,o�ers much fewer cases

of societieswherehigher needsweresatis�ed. For instance,there are societiesthat o�er

a relatively high level of security to its members as well as satisfaction of basicneeds,

but only segments of somesocietiescan be said to provide their members with such basic

conditions of human ful�lm ent as creative work, freedomand real politics.

How about ecologicalbalancein this connection?It is both a higher order needand
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a deeper need,and as such should fall under the conceptof positive peace.But it also

enters as one of the most important determinants in connectionwith negative peace,

which is only onemore reasonfor including environmental concerns.

In the �eld of development studies the term \eco-development" has already been

coined;maybe onecould also talk about \eco-peace"? It would have somethingto do

not only wit h living in peace with other human beings but alsowith the nature of which

human beingsare one,of many, parts.

Actually, as seenfrom this type of perspective \development" and \p eace"become

almost synonymousconcepts:they refer to a processmore than a state of a�airs whereby

all theseneedsbecomesatis�ed, for everybody.

The level of satisfaction, then, shouldnot be measuredaselite satisfactionby studying

the level of freedomenjoyed by the top 10%, nor as averagesatisfaction by studying

averageprotein and calorie consumptionper personper day, but as the level of need

satisfaction for the people,for instanceby studying the extent of satisfaction of all these

needsfor the bottom 10, 20 or 25%. If a society expandsthe level of needsatisfaction for

the elites, or for the top 25%,even 50%sothat the averagegoesup, keeping constant t he

level of non-satisfactionat the bottom, then that society is not undergoingdevelopment.

There is no peace;there is violence,at least of the structural, possiblyalsoof the direct,

intent ional kind.

Somuch for the basic idea, that politics should be studied from the vantage point of

concretebasichuman needs,and that this should be the point of departure for peace

research. Peaceresearch shouldconcernitself morewith newfrontiers, with what happens,

or should happen, after basic needshave beensatis�ed. In this there is a program of

political action as well as political analysis.

However, neither action nor analysiswill stop with this type of catalogue,but imme-

diately proceedto the next questions:why are there non-satisfactionproblems,and in

what direction would solutions to the problemsbe located?

The general view taken here is that the answers to political problems have to be

found in political (meaningpower) formations, and their conict formations, and more

particularly in the structures built into human societies and the relations betweenhuman

societies. Structural analysis becomesindispensableas a tool for the diagnosisand

solution of problems. This position is a rejection of the idea that there are technical

solutions available for theseproblemswithout structural changes.
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Typical examplesof such solutionswould be:

Problem Typical Solutions

1 Violence Balanceof power, Peacekeeping forces

2 Poverty Development assistanceprograms,Trade and Aid

3 Repression Human Rights Commissions,legislation

4 Depletion Renewable Resources

5 Pollution Recycling

6 Population Family planing

All theseare technical solutionsthat not only maintain structures, but sometimeseven

reinforcethem. If thesestructures are at the sametime the structures that producethe

problems,the technical solutionswill clearly be counterproductive. On the other hand, if

a situation is createdwhereby structures are fundamentally changed,there might still be

a very important scope for such technical solutions. The basicpoint is to understand

the conditions under which they are productive and not irrelevant, counterproductive, or

even reproductive of the problemsthey are supposedto solve.
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App endix: A Framew ork for the

Analysis of Social Conict
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