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Overview

Scholars from different academic disciplines haueied conflict and negotiations
over the past centuries going back to ancient finéss holds not only for Western
societies but for the world at large. Whether hygitéveloped with codified norms
and written rules or nomadic and based on narratilteirre, societies tried to make
sense of conflict and attempted to develop confésblution methods.

Historians, lawyers and scholars of the naturarsms like biologists have and
continue to contribute to the understanding of konfThey are not included in this
discussion. The goal of this paper is to discustntribution of social and economic
science scholars to conflict and negotiation thesomge WWII and to map their
contribution over this limited time line.

The selection of theories and scholars presergkxavtdoes not pretend to be
exhaustive but rather is meant to provide the neatta an initial overview (figure 1
below) and leads where and how the interested readéd further deepen his
understanding of the main stream theories and achof conflict and negotiations
belonging to the social and economic sciences.

Scholars are listed in figure 1 according to tivairal first published contribution.
Several scholars have subsequently published exédpnsnd their theoretical
understanding often further developed substanti@ie limiting of entries in figure 1
to initial contributions only is intentional and arg to highlight the evolution of
theoretical developments of conflict and negotrastudies within the social and
economic field.

Rational Choice & Game Theory

Towards the end of the most destructive and imaficecond world war, an attempt
was made by economists Von Neuman & Morgensterd4)l% explain human
decision making based on axioms of rationality édko utility functions. An agent
(human being) is rational if and only there existl-valued function df) defined as
possible outcomes such that every preference ofathent is characterized by
maximising the expected value Gf No claim is made that the agent has a conscious
desire to maximizéJ, only thatU exists?

Rational choice theory, also known as choice thewryational action theory, is a
framework for understanding and often formally mibdg social and economic
behaviour. It is the main theoretical paradigm urrently dominant schools of
microeconomics. It is widely used as an assumpifdhe behaviour of individuals in
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microeconomic modelling and is also central to mixybooks in political science. It

iIs the same as an instrumental rationality whichoives seeking the most cost-
effective means to achieve a specific goal withreflecting on the worthiness of that
goal. In rational choice theory, these costs arly extrinsic or external to the

individual rather being intrinsic or interndl.

Rational choice theory adopts methodological irdiralism. It conceives of social
situations or collective behaviours as the exclisresult of individual actions.
However, rational choice theory is often also aggplio corporations or national
governments® Every action, as an individual or collective, danrationalised in the
name of self-interest or rationally chosen prefeesn

Put into the context of conflict and negotiatiogame situations can be constructed to
explore human decision making faced with specittedicomes or payoffs. Game
theory is an attempt to capture human behaviowstriategic situations or games in
which an individual’s success in making choicesemels on the choices of others.
Traditional applications based on applied matherahtmodelling attempt to find
equilibria where each player of a game has adoptstlategy that generates highest
payoff for them and which they are unlikely to cherf

In game theory, a Nash equilibrium (named aftemJbbrbes Nash, ) is a solution
concept of a game involving to or more playerswhich each player is assumed to
know the equilibrium strategies of the other playand no player has anything to
gain by changing only his own strategy unilaterallybargaining problem defined by
Nash is a set of joint allocations of utility, somfewhich will correspond to what the
players would obtain if they reach an agreementamather which represents what
they would get if they failed to do $o.

The most well known problem in game theory is thegmer’s dilemma, framed by
M.Flood and M. Dreshere working at RAND Corporatianl950 and formalised by
Albert Tucker who gave it the name. (Poundstone2)L.$9

Game theory is based on assumptions which are ddedenodelling but which at

the same time reduce actual human decision malongigid parameters... For
instance, players have precise information what @gtur under each choice, that
they have the cognitive abilities to assess choreg®nally. that their decision

making remains consistent over time and that heydwattempts to maximise his
payoffs or preferences.

Current applications of game theory and rationalicd are being adapted to multi-
player games with coalition outcomes such as indase of analysing coalition
building within the Climate Change negotiationsri@eo (2005) for instance observes
that traditional game theory is unable to identharacteristics of coalitions which
could form at the equilibrium because in theorétimadels, countries are assumed to
be symmetrical which they are not in reality henew game theoretical models allow
for asymmetries in order to explore countries’ imtoges to form coalitions.
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Cognitive and Communication Theory

Psychoanalytically oriented psychologists have $ecu much of their work on
intrapsychic conflicts and continued to so in thetinical research and practice since
Freud’'s seminal contributions between the two wards.

Social psychologists instead focus on human intenas be this in a dyadic or group
dynamic context. Observing human interactions ¢tyosgassumptions of rationality
cannot be upheld or at best can be seen as oie ehany human ways of making
sense of the world and of structuring interactisth the human environment.

Applied to negotiations and conflict resolution,ubsch (1962) distinguishes between
destructive and constructive conflicts and contobl resources, preferences and
nuisances, value conflicts, conflicts over beli@f®ut what are facts and information
and attempts by parties to dominate.

Deutsch further proposes a typology of conflict sieting of vertical conflicts,
contingent conflicts, displaced conflicts, misdttited conflicts, latent conflicts and
false conflicts. His life time contribution focused factors which could help resolve
conflicts.

Communication experts like Rackham & Carlise (198hducted research from a
behavioural perspective and studied the behavidunegotiators and identified
important differences in communication styles betwesxperienced and novice
negotiators. The successful negotiators for ingagdibit stronger use of listening
and summarizing skills and also use different apgined to planning of negotiations
(e.g. more long-term, more oriented towards muwuaticeptable solutions and less
rigid structuring of issues).

In regard to cognitive functioning of negotiatopsychologists like Nisbett (1980)
and Jonsson (1983) shed light on cognitive mechanishich lead parties to persist
why negative images of the adversary and perceptbrconflict persist for instance
in the form of taking credit for success while diexgyresponsibility for failure.

Holsti (1967) and Jonsson (1983) applied cognitheory to international relations
and international negotiations as a way to overctimaeshortcomings of game theory
emphasizing for instance the role of belief systamsshaping expectations and
interpretations of the other parties’ intentions.

Bounded Rationality & Bargaining Theory

Bounded Rationality pertains to a theoretical stambich postulates a mix motive
strategic of human decision making and negotiabiehaviours. Humans are at time
taking rational decision along the lines of gameotly and rational choice theory, at
other times non-rational decision making might Ipadties to take decisions that are
not necessarily based on pay off considerationsdibér on social conventions which
are often not consciously followed.



Schelling (1960) whose initial work followed gamieeoretical parameters, added
important new insights on human behaviour alonglittes of social conventions. A
key finding was for instance the “focal point” tlmem which suggests a solution that
people tend to use in the absence of communicatoause it seems natural, special
or relevant to them?®

From a Gestalt psychology point of view, such angimeena can easily be explained
as being based on salience of an object that ginttith other objects who reside into
the background while the salient object become gianend in the perceiver’s
awareness. Schelling later on made important darttans to the understanding of
risk factors leading to social segregation andl$® @analysing the current risks of
climate warming from a bargaining point of view.

Faced with the limitations of rational choice thedwut still upholding some of the
insights of game theory, a group of US social d@ersuch as Raiffa, Lax and
Sebenius broadened the theoretical frame to ma@edpr inclusion of cognitive and
psychological studies.

Their broadened theoretical frame allows for inidosof social and cognitive
contexts which bear clues to past and future hubedaviour. Their theoretical frame
is called “Negotiation Analysis” which draws on @#on analysis suggests several
concepts which have become identified with barg@nheory.

The most commonly used concepts are the linkedege®s of “creating” and
“claiming” of values be that money, territory or s in the case of diplomatic
negotiations. Building on bargaining concepts tlgwed by Warton & McKersie (
1965), Sebenius and Lax suggest that negotiatars ather distribute values
available (claiming values) or find ways to combitigrent issues with additional
issues thereby integrating existing and additima#iles (creating values).

Social and organisational psychologists broadehedrame of analysis by studying
not only bilateral negotiation sets but larger abgroupings. Bazerman & Lewicki
(1983) studied conflict inside organisations, Bro(@®75) expanded the frame of
analysis to inter-organisational conflict analysisd Lewicki &, Litterer (1985)
further expanded the scope of analysis by studgorglicts in larger social settings
like social communities.

Collective Bargaining & Industrial Sociology Theory

At the same time of Schelling, Deutsch and comtthmodelling by game theorists,
another strand of conflict analysis made very ingotr contributions to conflict and
negotiation theory. An additional analytical fodus Warton & McKersie (1965) was
the study of management versus labour union caratid negotiation behaviour.

Collective bargaining is the process of negotiatimiween unions and employers
regarding the terms and conditions of employmergmployees and about the rights
and responsibilities of labour unions. It is a @®x of rule making, leading to joint
regulation.
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While union and management representatives fade @her at the negotiation table,
both groups represent larger constituencies whegjuire preliminary and ongoing
side negotiations for instance with the membersaofabour union or the top
management of a company.

Walton & McKersie first coined the term “mixed ma@’ pertaining to the

employment relationship which is neither purely ftiotual nor purely cooperative
but a mixture of both. Ideally, negotiators facsigch mixed motive situation should
engage in integrative bargaining (creating value) face the uncertainty that the
other party adopts a distributive last minute powame leaving the other party
vulnerable for last minute losses.

Crozier & Erhard (1977) analysed the ways in wharganisations and systems
function and conceptualised them as originatingnfrgame structures that channel
and stabilize power and bargaining relations betwee set of strategically

interdependent actot$

Raynaud (1989) applied a related approach to Freothctive bargaining system
showing how the actors involved in collective bamgay have to cope with the
tension between internal (within an organisationyl @xternal (societal, political)
rules. The tension could also be described as getion between rules systems
which negotiators engaged in collective bargairinge to manage while at the same
time having to manage their own bilateral conflict.

Cultural Variance Theory & Anthropological Science

Culture represents an even larger frame than witésh encompass collective
bargaining. Culture understood as beliefs and ngassed on from one generation to
the next can pre-determine to some extend thedreexd action of negotiators.

Hofstede (1989) defines culture as “collective paogming of the mind” which
distinguishes the members of one category of pophe another-. According to
Hofstede, the most fundamental component of cultuvalues which are acquired
during the process of upbringing and are subsetuesihforced through education
and work life practices.

Drawing on his empirical research, Hofstede apgilisgheory to negotiations (1989)
and observes for instance that cultures charaettby strong masculinity values tend
to resolve conflict through fighting rather thamahgh compromising. On the other
hand, cultures with strong inclination to avoid ertainty would in their negotiation
behavior prefer more in ritualistic procedures aedotiators from collectivist value
orientation would prefer stable relationships s tiegotiations can be carried out
among persons who have become familiar with edobr @ver a long time.

Faure (2003) amongst other scholars has studi¢greuifference in negotiation style
in several countries and identified important betiaglifferences due to different
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cultural variance adding larger societal level undtdifference to the cognitive
variance identified by Hofstede.

An important factor of culture variance is professll cultures. Applied to conflict
resolution and negotiation, this means prefereegbgbited by the various academic
disciplines involved in conflict and negotiatiomdy.

Carnevale & DeDreu have for example done an exteramalysis of research
methods used by conflict and negation scholarsir Tegults show that economists
and political scientists prefer to use mathematoadleling to a very large extends
compared to researchers from the OrganizationaaBehand Social Psychology
field who conversely prefer laboratory experimeartd survey methods.

The implication of such strong preference meantthi@phenomena under study are
limited in terms of explanatory power and validitigen forgotten by the scholars
engaged in conflict studies. Such bias for onearebemethod over another can be
further amplified if scholars of one country aremdpant players in an academic field
as was suggested by Robles (1993) who points atitrthihe field of international
relations, counting from 1970 to 1993, US textsigtaba 80% prevalence to US
references and such predominant referencing ofutt®es was also observed in most
other countries.

Process Theory, Network Theory, Multi-Actor Coalition Building, Multi-
institutional negotiations

Herbert Kelman made pioneering contributions tofigle of contlict resolution and
negotiations applied to international relations.\W#es co-founder of the Journal of
Conflict Resolution which started publishing in5¥9 His research focused on
societal and inter-societal issues applied e.@yorus (1966) and to the Israel-
Palestine conflict ( 1967 on forward) with complenaey proposals for solutions of
armed conflict through interactive problem solvigthods including unofficial third
party interventions following the scholar-practitey model.His interactive problem-
solving workshops with politically influential Iselis and Palestinians helped lay the
groundwork for the Oslo agreement in 1993.

Paying close attention to the process of internatioegotiations, William Zartman
has been instrumental in analysing conflicts ateted negotiations from a time
perspective looking at phases of negotiations hadihfolding of concession making
leading to agreement or withdrawal of parties. e koncept introducted by Zartman
is the notion of ,ripeness” indicating that partresolve their conflict only when they
are ready to do so and such a moment often occea parties are faced with a
mutually hurting stalemate (MHS) which neither garan win.

Moving beyond bilateral game theory and negotiatoalysis requires analytical
theories of broader conceptual scope. A firstlle¥digher complexity is needed to
describe and analyse multi-actor negotiations withsingle institution of multiple
membership like the UN, WTO and related multilat@ratitutuons where plurilateral



agreements (participation of limited number of mersh or all members partake in
the negotiations to reach consensus agreements.

Applying process analysis to multilateral negadiatcontexts like the UN and its
related UN Agencies, Zartman (1994) categorizedraghations) as taking on
different roles such as drivers, conductors (or agans), defenders, brakers and
cruisers . Countries attempt to influence negaia@tcomes by using these roles to
orchestrate outcomes according to their natiortatests and by shaping the alliance
building to their favour.

Network theory can also be applied to analyse tfegt@nd covert alliance building
of nation actors*? Visualising linkages between actors based on ngsited
common interests or along overall relations pastevhich can help identify
sociometric stars or leaders who can draw on aar&tef cooperative actors to form
alliances. Atthe same time, sociometric analyss clarify which countries are
isolated and vulenrable to being overpowered bgrotbuntries acting in coordiated
alliance against a country without relationshigéiges.

Social Capital Theory can also be applied to cexplegotiations to explore
networks which leading disputants use to createveep base for breaking up existing
cooperation régimes Actors in multilateral negotiations also form afices in

favour or against solutions being proposed by varjparties.

The most complex form of negotiations are multtilmsonal — multi-actor
negotiations of state or non-state actors of ashithem an example being the Oslo
Mideast Peace Process which involved the delegafrom the Israeli and Palestinian
side, the Norgwegian government as lead facilitatm supportive facilitaor
countries (USA, Canada, Japan, EU, Russia ) whinethaeparate theme specific
negotiations (e.g. on water, refugees, regionah@aeic development, arms control
etc) in their respective capitals.

Lastly, complex multi-actor/multi institutional netiatons may involve conflict
parties representing state versus non-state aolsas NGOs or Multinational
Enterprises engaging in negotiations on bilateérddteral or multi-lateral basis as e.g.
in the case of negotiating a global moratoriunbattom trawling fishery practice or
microsoft's negotiation on IP rights against thar@se government with tacit support
from the US government

Conclusion

The field of negotiation theory and research isumag and diversifying. The social
sciences (sociology, economics, political scienpsgchology) have made initial
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theoretical contributions after WWII focusing oridberal conflicts then gradually
enlarging their field of analysis to more compl@xtticts and negotiations.

Progress has been made since WWII by social ssieritom US and European origin
who followed on the footsteps of historians, dipdam-scholars and legal experts
who have discussed and reported on conflicts agdtiaions for centuries and
continue to do so today.

The contributions of the western social scienssasted out with initial concepts,
metaphors and descriptive analysis and moved amatbematical models and
sophisticated game theory based theorizing of huroafiict behaviour. Social
psychologists added the case based observatiariuai amegotiators behaviours
adding a process based analysis to the growing dietonflict studies.

What is still in need of further development is gthedy of complex negotiations such
as multi-actor/multi institutional negotiations.i$tevel of complexity cannot be
adequately captured by computer based modelling. ¢dmceptual frames are needed
which most likely require inter-disciplinary reselarand more integrative theories
than is the case so far.
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