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The basic concern of peace research is the pursuit of peace with peaceful
means, if possible in a holistic and global manner. One day an invitation
comes from someone less virtuous. It may be from the Devil himself who is
not at all pursuing peace: a superpower, for instance. It may be from some
lesser devil that wants peace, but then with less than peaceful means, and of
such lesser satans there are many, indeed. Or, the invitation may come from
somebody neither holistic, nor global — these being lesser sins we shall
assume that case to be unproblematic. After all, peace research has been
instrumental in making the whole field of international studies more holistic

and global, and often through contact.

So, what is the answer when virtue is confronted by vice? The situation is
not unproblematic. The right instinct is to pursue contact, both with the hope
of changing the devil and his evil ways; of making oneself available to
change, for instance of the perception of the devil as a devil; in order to
change the whole relationship in a more peaceful direction. But then, on the
other hand, there is also the risk that the Devil used the contact for his evil
purposes as a part of his pursuit of direct and/or structural violence. He may
be spying to legitimize himself by showing off his contacts with angels; and

he may try to convert the more naive among peace researchers into



instruments of his trade whether the Devil is national or international:
military/defense/security, foreign affairs, or corporate. In most cases his
resources are considerably beyond those of the peace researchers, and here

comes that invitation for supper.

In principle the answer is simple and already well known: when eating
supper with the Devil, bring a long spoon. It is the precise nature of that long
spoon that has to be spelt out, and the following are three simple rules I use
to decide whether to accept or reject an invitation. They are offered here as

proposals for discussion.



The problem is easily stated and much more general than the
title indicates. -The problem is simbly this: how far does one g¢go
in interactions/cooperation with "those on the other side"? The
dilemma is well known. On the one hand no contact at éll, no inter-
action, leaving alone no cooperation,may lead to an intelerably high

fevel of polarization relative to the other side, a 'stripping for

action” which in itself may serve as a condition for launching a con-

A;Eigg];gtHMay turn violent. Much ﬁeace thinking in general-and conflict
resolution thinkihg in particular is based on the assumption that
interaction is needed also between very diverse parties, to keep

violent conflict away.

However, the condition is usﬁally that the interaction is some-

how SYmbiotié, or cooperative as stated above. When interaction is

"with the other sidé“ this condition is easily undermined and reality
may turn out to be exactly the opposité. Instead of some kind of
symbiosis some kind of exploitation may be the result. Assuming now
for the sake of the argument that the other side is what 1is usually
referred to as "stronger" so many things may hapﬁent Thus, the other

side may simply be interésted in whatever reéburce can be offered,

and in the case of intellectuals that means in£eliec£ual resources,
ideas, imagination, mapping of the world, infdrmation. They might

be quite willing to pay for that with being'the object of some scolding
moraiism?provided the exchange rate between information received and

fég&glsuffered is not too unfavorable.

Second, they may simply be out for the type of moral legitima-

tion that could derive from being seen as cooperative. There is the



famous hostége function, pointing to thé presence in the -immediate
neighborhocdr;; people from H\"thé bther.side“; as -evidence of
tolerance, as evidence of peaceful cdexistehce, and above all as
evidence of some kind of recogniticen besfowed upon what might be a
rather unsavory persbn/regime/country,_whether the uhsavory character
dérives from supporting or initisting structural or direct violence,

within er between countries, or all of these combined in the pattern

known as imperialism.

The mnet conseqhencé of what has been said 8o far would be the.

need to strike a balance Eetween'bn_the one hand contact for exchange

of inforhation, possibly aléoréféofzé xto influence the other party

and to let oneself be influenced, assuming that ones own view may be
also be based on prejmdicé, lackfdf information, and so on--and on

the other side the need to keep a distaﬁcé.  Bne might say that the
cdmpromisé would take the form: interact, be willing to keep contact,
even initiate contact on the assumption that no relationship will

have to remain the same over leng periods of timé,but.can be changed and

for the better; but-w~-.

It is this Eﬂi.pgrt that has to be spelled out. And the follow-~
ing are three simple rules derived fronm my'own practice in this field,
put forward as a basis for discuésidn, with no pretenée that they are
water tight. However, I Have fqund them uéefui; have aceepted invita-
tions to the extent I think the rules or condifions are met and have
rejected invitations to the-éxtent they are not. The rules are as

follows. .



FIRST RULE: Total freedom of expression, before, during and

after the contact' Most 1mportant is the 51tuat10n during the con-

tact, and thls has both a qualltatlve and quantltatlve aspect.

Qualitatively it is the problem of . belng permltted to speak one's gwn

mlnd, within reasonable llmlts, glVen by the context of what can be

communicated, what w1ll be-haunderstood when saints and sinners are
communicating, presumably in‘soméwhat differenf idiom. If gne is

not permitted fo speak one's mind; or is Seriously curtailed in fhe
effort to do so then better not parlicipate at all, or interrupt the
interaction, pointing out that this is not what interaction is supposed

to serve.

And in this there is also a gquantitative aspect. It is not
sufficient to he permltted to say a couple of words 1;ma .”panel
discussion; in most cases of rather serious conflict communication
can uniy be obtained if either side is given a chance to present both
premises ‘and conclusions and why they think tﬁey.are logically related
to each other. A panel discussian wou1d havé a.téndéncy_either to
focus on conclusions with no background daﬁa, Eheory,_vélue; or to
focus on some premises with no chance to arrive at conclusions. It
_gdes without saying_that.the insistence an this as a "human right"
implies ability to concede this right to the other péfty,'nbt oniy to
listening to oneéelf.repeat favorite deductions as one is used to doing

at home, in ones own camp --or faverite facts and favorite values,

An important pbint in this connection is often overlocked: free-

dom of speech is not.only_important dﬁring the encounter, but also be-



fore and after. The focus is usuallx on the contact itself with

the dramé-of beihg denied the wdrd, of 1iterally being carried off

the rostrum (as happened to the preéent author once in DDR as my
Forthcoming remarks on the conflict in Vietnam were not considered
sufficiently predictable); not on before and after. Thus, an in-
viﬁation to contact should not Servé to muf@ie-anybody‘and a Fontact,
often combined with lavish huspitality! should not invoke a Dont;actigf

gratitude that would be broken by acts of explicit honesty afterwards.

Both themes are very well known in the reallty of contact transcendlng

confllct blocs,and should be" p01nted out eXpllCltly. Of these two

I would consider freedom of speech after the encounter much more im-
portant'than the one before since the argument can be made that re-
.straintshould be exeréised.before the contact in order not to deétroy
the atmospheré. After all, a contact is an invitation to a new deal
in the relation between fwo.parties, and should at least be tried,

through dialogue, for its peacé building.bbfential.

SECOND RULE: Make the interaction publie! It is rather im-
portant not to be suspected, when dealing with the ofher side,.of
making secret deals that others afe not party_tb. More particularly,
to speak one version of réality_in one direction and another version
in another may in the short run look like clever diplomacy, but in
the longer run will almost certaihly be cchﬁterproductive, If third
parties find out that this is the case credibility will be drastically
reduced. Ana the second party, party to private commuhication, will

definitely find out and may already from the very beginning notice -



the disparity between what is said in one direction and what comes
out in the ﬁther. This may in the short run leaq_EE_a feeling of
having been let in on thé secret, that 'we have ‘our private ianguage
of discourse, a higher form of undersﬁahding'than what either of us

would permit 3in other contacts."™ But in the longer rtun the dist

crepancy, eVen contradictions may be Very hard to live with,.

Of course £here are limitations to this principle. The idea may
emerge, particularly after a sucpessful encbunter; that some new
level of interaction has been arrived at, a language haé been es-
tablished,%ﬁéééresUlts have even been obtained. However, there may also
be a shafed awareness. that ufhers.are not on the same wavelength and
far that reasonﬁilifﬁ;é\difficulties understanding what has happened
much 1iké.tﬁe language.esfablished between two lovers may lodk
strangé,.even silly to outsiders,. A period of cooling off? of wait-
and-see until more normal conditions are obtained may be necéssary,
and in that period publie ingsight will be limited. After all; lovers
may sooner or later communicate in highly understandable lénguage,
for instance by living together;and it is not generally considered
necessary for others to gain full insight ihfo the premises that once

led to that conclusion.

Howéver,_generally_Speaking_encounteré in the field of politics
are not that dramatic; strohg words, pbsitive or négatiVe, may not
necessarily express any psychO1dgical depth in emotions, Hence, the
'behefits'deriving from ﬁaking the interaction public seem by far to

outweigh the costs,
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THIRD RULE: Be careful with inétitutionalized links! Here a

distinction is drawn between ad hoc and institutionalized inter-
action, the latter requiring particular initiatives to be broken off,

the latter particular initiativesin order to be resumed. To con-

tinue with the metaphor thosen above gf_tbe.ftwo lovers: it is tﬁe
(rather importanf) difference between a meeting "evéry Monday" or
"whenever you are in town® and ﬁaving'a date without any assumption
whatsoever as to when the next date might be, if at all. As the
example indicates this by no means is tantamount to a norm agaimst
institutionalization; after all, if the patterh of interaction is

right institutionalizatidn is what makes it solid, builds it into a

structure that potentially would be an adequate structure,

But the norm serves as a warning: yoqlare dealing with "the
other side"™, the relationship is not unproblematic, see to it that
the freedom to opt ocut is retained at evéfy single point in time un-
less you are reasonably certain that the pattern emerginglis the
right one. Thus, it should be noted that the standard way of catch-
ing aamehqdy_for a spy operation, whether initiated by one or the
ather of the famous agéncies of the two'super;powers;is exactly to
set up a meeting, havé some communication with total freedom of
speech.(ﬂfher@ise it would he'useleaé, this.is the only condition
under which infarméfioh might be forthcoming), but then under a
cloak of secrecy and at thé Sémg timé tryihg’to obtain institution-
alization of the encounters (Mif you also think this was an interest-
ing conVersafion,'wﬁypdon‘t we continue next week?!™--as the present

guthor has been teld, by both of them, There was no meeting‘hextwed&ﬂ.
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And that concludes this short list of rules. Their . efforts

to steer clear of_the Scylla of no contact at all, with no possibility
of influencing or being influenced and more significantly, of

changing the relation in general and the Charybdis of being ex-

ploited, used, or finding oneself serving the other side rather

than the party, interests and values one wants to serve. These are

efforts to steer a course between neurotic polarization and en-

capsulatidn in selfarightedusnesa-un the one hand and what could
very easily be a submissiveness serVing ahybodies interests on the

other.

Actually, submissiveness may alsp be a cloak for serv1ng one
own self-interest in the name of contact and 1nteract10n, particular-

ly with the.strong on "the other side", For the strong usually have

resources: in addition to the obvious funds facilitating contacts,

: : " _
such as travel and per diemgcovered there may also be honoraria more
or less disguised as gifts. There may be research funds, access to

information, There may be some of thé\glnry stemmlng from basklng in

the sun of the big and the strong, even if at the same tlme they are
somewhat evil. The leftist intellectual despising businessmen who

égree to unsa?ory_deals because that is“the nature of the gameﬂeasily
becomes quite willing to accept such deals himself when his own research
funds, access to information, salary, position are at stake. Not a very
edifying sight to observe, that one--but very often "the nature of the
game'. And in that game rules such as fhose presented here may perhaps

be useful.





