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Chapter |

UNDERSTANDING CONFLICT

he symbolic handshake in 1993 between two former arch-enemies,

Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin and pLo Chairman Yasir
Arafat, signalled a major shift in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. A
spontaneous question raised by many, including myself, was how it
was possible for this shift to occur after many decades of conflict. This
doctoral thesis originates in a basic puzzle concerning the continuity
and change in meaning and behaviour, and in strategies for resolving
an intractable conflict. In the past ten years, we have seen both an
upsurge of violent conflicts, for example, in the Balkans, Rwanda and
Somalia, and a transition from conflict to cooperation in several
disputes in the Middle East, South Africa and Northern Ireland.

The aim of this study is to elucidate the problematique of how
adversaries in a seemingly intractable conflict, such as the Israeli-
Palestinian case, reach a point where they seek to resolve the conflict
through negotiations. Examination of the processes that lead to the
acceptance of negotiation is particularly interesting when considering
that most conflicts today tend to defy negotiated and mediated
settlement (see, for instance, Wallensteen 1994; Zartman 1995). Only
fifteen per cent of internal, civil conflicts, for example, end through
negotiated settlements (Stedman 1996: 343). Moreover, only one-
third of those negotiated agreements hold for more than five years,
which points to the immense challenge of implementing negotiated
agreements in order to consolidate peace (Licklider 1995: 686). The
oscillation between cooperation and conflict in post-agreement phases
reveals the non-linear nature of resolving conflict and calls into
question many widely held understandings of how conflicts may be
brought to an end.

The construction of theories about these multifaceted, complex
characteristics of conflict has long posed a challenge to conflict
researchers. In this study, | seek to develop a theoretical framework
based on an agent-structure approach to the analysis of the intricate,
dynamic and contradictory processes of reframing and resolving
conflict. I will begin by examining how continuity and change in
conflict have been conceptualised in conflict theory. How are such
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key concepts as conflict settlement, resolution and transformation
interpreted and understood? Much of the research on conflict theory
has focused on interstate war, crisis management, and the implications
of the superpower rivalry for the international system and inter-
national conflict (Brecher 1996; Lebow 1981; Snyder and Diesing,
1977; Spiegel 1992; Vasquez 1993). During the Cold War, for
instance, much research interest was given to the Arab-Israeli conflict,
which generated theories about patron-client relations and conflict
management and settlement (Bar-Siman-Tov 1987; Ben-Zvi 1986;
Shoemaker and Spanier 1984; Touval 1982). Some of these
theoretical perspectives, such as game theory and cognitive theories,
proceed from actor-oriented approaches, while other perspectives use
structural approaches, such as neo-realism. Most conflict theories,
however, implicitly assume an interdependence between agent and
structure, but few studies have attempted to theorise about and
analyse the interplay between them. An analytical framework which
highlights an agent-structure approach and situated actors may thus
contribute to an enhanced understanding of the interplay between
intention, motivation, restraints and possibilities for resolving conflict.
Hence, with such an analytical framework we will be able to improve
knowledge of the intricate and dynamic processes of resolving conflict
and contribute to the advancement of conflict theory.

Why the Israeli-Palestinian Case?

What we are doing today is more than signing an agreement, it is a
revolution. Yesterday a dream, today a commitment. The Israeli and
Palestinian people who fought each other for almost a century have
agreed to move decisively on the path of dialogue, understanding,
and cooperation (Shimon Peres, Israeli Foreign Minister, on signing
the DOP in Washington 1993, Institute for Palestine Studies 1994:
132):

We know quite well that this is merely the beginning of a journey
that is surrounded by numerous dangers and difficulties. And yet, our
mutual determination to overcome everything that stands in the way
of the cause of peace—our common belief that peace is the only
means to security and stability, and our mutual aspiration for a
secure peace characterized by cooperation (Mahmoud Abbas, Head
of the PLO's Department of National and International Relations, on
signing the DOP in Washington, 1993, Institute for Palestine Studies
1994: 134).
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In September 1993, Israel and the pro signed the Declaration of
Principles on Interim Self-Government Arrangements. This event
marked a dramatic shift from conflictual to cooperative interaction.
The Israeli-Palestinian conflict dates back to the beginning of the
twentieth century and for much of this time it has been characterised
as a zero-sum conflict. Both parties have made exclusive claims on the
same territory and interpreted the intention of the ‘other’ as posing
an existential threat to its own national survival. It was not until 1993
that the Israeli government and the pro leadership broke the pattern
of intractability by explicitly recognising each other’s national
existence, which signalled a change in both the meaning of the
conflict and the intention to resolve the conflict through a joint
process of negotiation.

Since one objective of this study is to advance theory, the lIsraeli-
Palestinian conflict is viewed as a critical case because extensive
empirical information is publicly available about the processes of
which a conflict may move from intractability to tractability. The
Israeli-Palestinian conflict has several unique characteristics but shares
with other conflicts such features as, for example, the persistence of
enemy images, divided societies, and difficult implementation of and
adherence to negotiated agreements. The conflict provides rich
empirically based insights into the intricate, complex and at times
contradictory processes of conflict and cooperation. This conflict may
also be viewed as a ‘microcosm’ of international relations because of
the high degree to which it is internationalised. This case therefore
provides ample opportunity to advance theory since it contains several
significant features of conflict. Even though it might be problematic
to define the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as an internal conflict, it
nevertheless shares several characteristics with internal, civil conflicts,
such as immense asymmetry between a state and a non-state actor as
well as resistance to a negotiated settlement because of the zero-sum
character of the conflict.l Moreover, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is,
as mentioned above, identified as an international conflict. The
conflict constitutes the core of the wider Arab-Israeli conflict, and
various actors outside the region are involved in the conflict, such as
the European Union, the United Nations, Soviet Union/Russia and
the United States. Finally, for several decades the Israeli-Palestinian

1 Brown (1996: 4) categories the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as an internal conflict,
whereas Licklider does not (1995: 682). It seems to me that this problem of
categorisation triggers a question regarding the usefulness of such a distinction
between inter- and intra-state conflict, particularly today, when most conflicts are
civil (Sollenberg, Wallensteen and Jato 1999).
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conflict has been the object of extensive research interest and is one of
the most well documented conflicts. Thus it is particularly well suited
for the objective of this study, namely, to advance some contributions
to conflict theory.

The case study covers a period of eleven years of Israeli-Palestinian
relations, 1988-98, for which various processes of change and conti-
nuity are analysed. The time period is based on two considerations.
First, the Palestinian uprising, the intifada, is used as a political event
to situate the political actors. The period from 1988 to 1991 may be
viewed as a pre-negotiation? phase and is analysed in order to discern
reframing, that is, perceptual, normative and behavioural processes of
change in the conflict and to understand how the parties came to
attend the Madrid Conference in October 1991—the first official
negotiations between the Israelis and the Palestinians. Second, since
the parties commenced negotiations in 1991, the analysis gives special
attention to how they endeavoured to resolve conflict. The empirical
analysis ends with 1998 and includes most of the negotiations that
took place during the entire interim period. Officially, the interim
period terminated on 4 May 1999, but the negotiation process has
been deadlocked since January 1999.

In short, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict provides a current empirical
illustration of the challenges involved in reframing and resolving
conflict, which ultimately may generate an improved theoretical
understanding of conflict.

The Research Problem

This doctoral thesis attempts to address, both theoretically and
empirically, the basic question of how the meaning of conflict may
change and how conflict may be resolved. The broad aims are: first,
to empirically analyse and improve knowledge of the transitional
process from conflicting interaction to cooperation in the Israeli-
Palestinian case; and second, to develop conflict research by advancing
theoretical ideas concerning these processes. Three analytical concepts
constitute the core of the research problem: (i) meaning, (ii) re-
framing and, (iii) resolving conflict.

2 The notion of pre-negotiation refers to the time before the commencement of the
official negotiations and focuses on how to start and prepare for such a process (see
further Saunders 1985, 1996; Stein 1989).
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(i)  Meaning of conflict

At the centre of the problematique of reframing and resolving conf-
lict is the meaning of conflict. The key question here is how to
advance an operationalisation of meaning at the level of both agent
and structure. How is conflict interpreted and defined in theory? In
what ways is conflict constructed in the interplay between agent and
structure, on the one hand, and in the interaction between adver-
saries, on the other hand? In the case of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict,
the central issues concern the predominant frames of the conflict
among lsraeli and Palestinian political elites as well as the domestic
and international structural parameters of the conflict.

(i)  Reframing conflict

Since the transition from conflict to cooperation constitutes the core
focus of this thesis, an important question is how continuity and
change in conflict are understood in both theory and the empirical
case. How do adversaries in a conflict come to change the meaning
of conflict? How are meaning and negotiation linked? How did the
Israeli and the Palestinian political elites come to favour negotiations
in 1991? What processes in the domestic and international arenas
preceded, facilitated, and resulted in the commencement of a ne-
gotiation process?

(iii) Resolving conflict

The processes of resolving conflict include strategies and interaction.
The main theoretical problem here concerns the interplay between
actor, strategy, structure and transformation of conflict. How are
strategies constructed and formed? What is the interplay between
agent and structure during a negotiation process? How are the out-
comes of negotiation linked to the transformation of conflict? In the
empirical case, the analysis centres on both the Israeli and the
Palestinian frames of negotiation as well as on how the political
actors are placed in a structural strategic context that may facilitate or
restrain negotiations. How did the negotiation process and its out-
comes alter the frames, strategies and structural parameters of the
conflict?
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From Epistemological Queries to Methodological
Strategies

This study aims to reconstruct and analyse the meaning attached to
conflict and the transformation of the conflicting interaction between
adversaries. It highlights how political actors are placed within a
strategic structural context and how they act on their understandings
of conflict. It is therefore assumed that context does matter, that facts
are theory-laden, and that international relations are social con-
structions (compare Adler 1997; Hollis 1996; Lichbach 1997). Since |
use an agent-structure approach, the interest is focused on what
motivate political actors to act at a specific time, as well as how rules
and norms in the domestic and international arenas guide inter-action.
The study therefore provides an ‘explanatory understanding’ since it
attempts to situate interaction within the ‘right complex of meaning’
(Hollis and Smith 1990: 78-79, 200).

In international relations theory, the concepts of explaining and
understanding are frequently used simultaneously and interchangeably.
According to Hollis and Smith (1990), however, these concepts
provide two distinct accounts of international relations. Explaining is
firmly based on ontological assumptions similar to those of natural
science where the purpose of research is to provide causal explanations
and predictions of international behaviour. International relations are
defined as an objective and external reality ‘out there’ to be studied
with scientific theories and methods. To use Popper’s terminology,
causal factors and hypotheses that elaborate on a theoretical problem
are tested to be ‘corroborated’ (Hollis 1994: 40-65; Nicholson 1996:
30-53; Woods 1996: 11).

Understanding, on the other hand, is based on an interpretive and
hermeneutic tradition, in which the analysis of international relations
aims at understanding the meanings and rules of action. To under-
stand international action, one needs to analyse the rules, conventions
and contexts that govern the meaning of action. This approach
emphasises that the social world should be studied with different
theories and methods from those used in the natural sciences
(Guneriussen 1996: 15; Hollis 1994: 143-162; Hollis and Smith 1990:
68-91; Lundquist 1993: 42).

Hence there is a dual approach to the study of international
relations (Nicholson 1996; Woods 1996). However, | do not think
that it is helpful to frame the two approaches as incommensurable
since this may create more confusion than clarity. Wendt, who
disagrees with Hollis" and Smith’s dualism of explanation and under-
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standing, argues that we should instead broaden the conceptualisation
of explanation to include both causal and non-causal (constitutive)
explanations (1998: 117). This study may be seen as using the under-
standing approach, but is guided by an ‘epistemological openness’
(Layder 1998: 41). The approach favoured here is therefore eclectic in
that parts of various theories will be examined and used to advance
conflict research in general and the construction of a theoretical
framework in particular. Still, it is important to note that an eclectic
approach requires an awareness of and reflection on various
epistemologies and ontologies, as | will elaborate on in great detail in
chapter two (see also Lundquist 1993: 79).

Single case study as a research strategy

Many studies of international relations and international conflicts are
concerned with theory-testing, which may, according to McKeown
(1999), be traced to a ‘statistical worldview’. This type of research
strategy emphasises hypotheses and deductive theory-testing using
relevant empirical data, aimed at confirming or falsifying general
theoretical assumptions. On the basis of causality and plausible
explanatory variables, the objective is to be able to make theoretical
generalisations and produce probabilistic explanations. This study, in
contrast, does not seek to test, refute or confirm hypotheses, but
rather to generate theory and advance arguments for and against some
theoretical ideas (Alvesson and Skoldberg 1994: 356).

Thus, the methodological approach favoured here is single-case
study, which puts particular emphasis on adaptive theory and sensi-
tising concepts. In theory, a distinction between inductive and
deductive approaches may be identified, although in practice such a
distinction is difficult to uphold. Research more often includes a
mixture of both, and this is why | have found adaptive theory, as
outlined by Layder (1993; 1998), particularly useful, as it recognises the
interplay between theory and empirical data.3 ‘[T]he theory both
adapts to, or is shaped by, incoming evidence at the same time as the
data themselves are filtered through (and adapted to) the extant
theoretical materials that are relevant and at hand’ (Layder 1998: 38).
In this study, the approach is deductive insofar as existing theory and
sensitising concepts guide the empirical analysis. Sensitising concepts,

3 In a similar vein, albeit with different labels, Ragin (1994: 47) argues for
‘retroduction’ and Alvesson and Skoldberg (1994: 72) for ‘abduction’.
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which in this study concern meaning, reframing and resolving, are not
definite but rather analytical and organisational concepts derived from
prior theory. By the use of sensitising concepts, flexibility is allowed
during the processes of theorising. This provides opportunities to
formulate and elaborate on new theoretical ideas which may evolve
in the course of the empirical analysis (Alvesson and Skéldberg, 1994:
41-42, 63-70; Andersen 1997: 77; Layder 1998: 35-36; Ragin, 1994
85-89). ‘As opposed to many quantitative studies, qualitative case
studies seldom begin by specifying the major variables. In a qualitative
case study, relevant dimensions will gradually appear’ (Stenelo, 1984:
25). This study is also inductive in the sense that new concepts and
arguments are generated from the empirical case. As Ragin (1994: 46)
states, ‘[r]esearch that advances theory ... is usually described as having
an inductive quality. On the basis of new evidence, the researcher de-
velops a new theoretical concept or new relationship or advances
understanding of existing ones.”’

Yin (1984: 23) points out that the case method is frequently
favoured in empirical studies that involve context-dependent
contemporary phenomena which require multiple sources. In the
methodological literature, several different types of case studies can be
identified: a-theoretical, particular, interpretive, thick descriptive,
explorative, explanatory, theory-testing, theory-generating and
heuristic (Andersen 1997: 127; Merriam 1994: 26-27; Stenelo 1984: 27,
Yin 1984: 15-16). These classifications are related to specific research
problems raised in various studies. The case method is, however,
frequently criticised for not allowing generalisations to be made. Such
a criticism mirrors our different epistemological and ontological
assumptions and objectives in science. My own understanding of the
single-case method is based on a recognition that context does matter
and thus stipulates that it is only possible to make contingent gener-
alisations. The single-case method is therefore seen as containing the
‘power of the good example,” to use Flyvbjerg’s notion (1991: 149).
A single case is selected and favoured not so much on the basis of
how representative it is but rather on the basis of how critical the
case is for the research problem. The case of the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict may therefore be viewed as not only an interpretive case,
considering its use of ‘thick’ empirical description, but also analytical
and explorative since the objective is to advance theory. Moreover,
the theoretical model which is constructed for the empirical analysis
of reframing and resolving conflict is useful for other single cases as
well as for comparative research on conflict.
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A single-case study may also provide empirical insights that are of
interest not only to academics but also to practitioners.4 This study
may, for instance, be seen as an attempt to ‘bridge the gap’ (George
1993) between theory and practice in that it involves an analysis of a
current event, that is, the ongoing Middle East peace process. How-
ever, it is recognised that analysis of a current event has its limitations
regarding archival material, which would not be encountered in
studying a historical case. Nonetheless, the ambition of this doctoral
thesis is to provide improved knowledge and understanding of a
contemporary conflict in transition through a theoretically guided
analysis.

Empirical Material

Extensive academic research has been conducted on the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, although it has been overshadowed by the broa-
der Arab-Israeli conflict. Yet, with the outbreak of the intifada and
the end of the Cold War, the focus has shifted somewhat, to a
greater emphasis on the identity and inter-communal dimensions of
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict (Finkelstein 1995; Lesch and Tessler
1989a; Peretz 1990; Sela and Ma’oz 1997a; Schiff and Ya'ari 1989).
Since the start of the official peace process in 1991, both scholars and
journalists have published several books which analyse the negotiations
from a variety of perspectives (Aruri 1995; Bowker 1996; Corbin
1994; Flamhaft 1996; Freedman 1998; Heikal 1996; Karsh 1997; King
1994; Lochery 1999; Massalha 1994; Peleg 1998a; Perry 1994; Rubin,
Ginat, Ma’oz 1994; Shehadah 1997; Twite and Hermann 1993;
Zittrain Eisenberg and Caplan 1998). However, this thesis is one of
the first studies to cover the entire interim period and to analyse the
major negotiated agreements concluded during this period. In ad-
dition to books and edited volumes, academic articles analysing the
conflict and the negotiation process have been utilised as secondary
sources (e.g., Journal of Palestine Studies, Palestine-Israel Journal of
Politics, Economics and Culture, and Occasional Papers of the Leonard
Davis Institute).

4tis frequently assumed that academics and practitioners are placed in two distinct
cultures where problems and interests diverge. Christopher Hill (1994) mentions
three issue areas in which practitioners and academics tend to hold contrary views:
history, ideology and professionalism. For an interesting debate on the question of
policy-relevance in academia, see Wallace (1996), Smith (1997), and Booth (1997).
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There is certainly no lack of documentation of public statements on
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Such official documents as speeches,
statements, negotiated agreements, protocols, position papers and
memoranda are widely published (e.g., Medzini 1981, 1982, 1984,
1989, 1992, 1993; Institute for Palestine Studies 1994). Both the Israeli
Foreign Ministry and the Palestinian Authority maintain several
Internet web-sites on the conflict in general and the peace process in
particular.® Furthermore, several relevant local periodicals (The
Jerusalem Report, New Outlook, The Palestine Report) and newspapers
(The Jerusalem Post, Ha-aretz and The Jerusalem Times) are published in
English.

In addition to official documents, periodicals and newspapers, other
primary sources that have been consulted are interviews and memaoirs,
particularly on the negotiation process. The first phase of the peace
process was characterised by extensive publicity, providing do-
cumentation on the negotiations. This phase can be contrasted to the
secret and secluded negotiations that took place in Norway in 1993.
It was not until the parties concluded an agreement in late August
1993 that the negotiations became public. In late 1993, when |
commenced work on this thesis, there was hardly any published
material on these secret negotiations.6 | therefore began to interview
Israeli, Norwegian and Palestinian negotiators who had participated
in the Oslo channel and concluded my first research report in 1995
(Aggestam 1996). Since then, the memoirs of several of the
negotiators have been published, and | have used them to comple-
ment my interviews (Abbas 1995; Arens 1995; Ashrawi 1994; Baker

S See, for example, http://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/go.asp?MFAHO000c0; and http://
Www.pha.net/ peace/.

6 One of the several reasons why | interviewed the negotiators in the Oslo channel
was the distorted picture given at the time in the media of what had actually taken
place. As the Oslo channel became a successful case of negotiations, a competition
evolved over who to credit for its success. For instance, in a first press conference
held by Norwegian Foreign Minister Johan Jargen Holst, the impression was that it
was his wife, his son and himself who had been the ‘ice-breakers’ between Israelis
and Palestinians. However, it should be noted that neither his wife nor his son ever
attended any of the negotiation sessions. In a similar vein, Peres failed to mention in
his first book, published in 1993, the private Israeli diplomats who established the
Oslo channel, namely, Yair Hirschfeld and Ron Pundik. However, directly after the
conclusion of the DOP, British reporter Jane Corbin produced a video film, ‘The
Norway Channel’ (Panorama, the BBC, 1993) in which she provides a fascinating
account of the negotiations through exclusive interviews with Abu Ala, Mona Juul,
Terje Larsen and Uri Savir. On the basis of that video film, Corbin shortly thereafter
wrote Gaza First (1994), the first book published on the secret negotiations in Oslo.
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1995; Beilin 1999; Netanyahu 1995; Peres 1993; 1995; Peres and Littell
1998; Savir 1997). The advantage in this particular case of using
memaoirs is that they were written almost immediately after a political
event; they therefore avoid the criticism often posed when, for
instance, a politician tries to reconstruct an event many years later.
Although memoirs provide personal accounts of political events, they
are a useful source since this study is primarily focused on the
interpretation of political actors.

A note on interviews

Approximately thirty interviews were conducted, most of them with
members of political elites and negotiators who participated in the
peace process. The in-depth interviews, which frequently lasted from
forty-five minutes to an hour, were particularly important because
one phase of the negotiation process was conducted in complete
secrecy. Upon formally requesting interviews, | realised that persistence
and patience were required virtues when attempting to arrange elite
interviews. 7

The interviews may be described as open-ended discussions of an
explorative nature. They provided new information not only about
the 1993 secret negotiations in Oslo but also on where to locate
accessible research material (compare Stenelo 1984: 31). The inter-
views were semi-structured in that | had prepared a set of general
questions which the respondents were asked to elaborate upon.
However, in most cases the respondents began to express their
reflections, often enthusiastically, after | had briefly presented my
research. | agree with Patton, who states: ‘[t]he fundamental principle
of qualitative interviewing is to provide a framework within which
respondents can express their own understandings in their own terms’
(quoted in Stenelo 1984: 29; see also Trost 1997: 47).

All the interviews with Palestinians and Israelis were conducted in
English, whereas the interviews with Norwegians were made in
Swedish and Norwegian. However, since the negotiations between
the Israelis and the Palestinians were conducted entirely in English, the
Norwegians frequently came to illustrate and recall situations using
English expressions. Every interview was recorded, and none of the
respondents expressed any objections or misgivings about this proce-

7 Letters and facsimiles had to be followed up by telephone contacts and personal
meetings with secretaries before | could receive a positive response for an interview.
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dure. On the contrary, some respondents expressed their satisfaction
since recordings minimise the risk of being misquoted. Furthermore,
over time | came to appreciate the advantages of recorded interviews
since 1 could listen to them several times.8

In short, as this empirical study analyses a recent and ongoing
process, interviews have been particularly useful since the time between
the peace process and the interviews was short.

Outline of the Thesis

The structure of this thesis is based first, on an interplay between
theory and empirical analysis; and second, on a process-oriented
chronology, which covers the Israeli-Palestinian conflict between 1988
and 1998. The thesis includes eleven chapters, which are divided into
five parts: (I) introduction, (Il) conflict, (111) reframing, (IV) re-
solving, and (V) conclusion.

(I) The introduction consists of two chapters. The first chapter
outlines the research problem and the epistemological and methodo-
logical underpinnings of the thesis. The second chapter elaborates
upon how an innovative framework for the analysis of conflict may
be constructed. A meta-theoretical model is outlined which includes
an agent-structure approach and constructivist assumptions of conflict.

(1) The second part, on conflict, contains two chapters. The third
chapter outlines theoretically the frames of the political actors. The
conceptualisation of structures highlights the domestic and inter-
national ‘games,” which contain norms, rules and patterns of
behaviour. The fourth chapter serves as an introduction to the
various meanings attached to the lIsraeli-Palestinian conflict. The
dominant Israeli and Palestinian frames and structural parameters of
conflict are examined.

8 | am well aware that there are both advantages and disadvantages in recording
interviews. The disadvantages may be that the respondent avoids providing vital
information because he or she is not an anonymous person and therefore risks being
quoted. Yet, since | have conducted interviews primarily with political elites, it
would probably be relatively easy to identify the source, particularly on the Oslo
negotiations, where there were only a limited number of negotiators. Moreover, |
have considered it important to provide documentation on this secret process (see
also Trost 1997: 50-52).
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(1) The third part, on reframing, includes two chapters. In chapter
five the concept of reframing is advanced. Motivation, opportunity
and focal point are discussed as a link between reframing and ne-
gotiation. The theoretical discussion guides the empirical analysis of
the intifada, the Palestinian uprising, in chapter six. The analysis
centres on the implications of the intifada for the level of agent and
structure, and the behavioural turning point, which the 1991 Madrid
Conference constituted.

(IV) The fourth, and most extensive part of the thesis, is on
resolving. It contains four chapters, a theoretical chapter and three
empirical chapters which analyse the Middle East negotiation process
from 1991 to 1998. Chapter seven elaborates theoretically on
agents’ frames, structural characteristics, situated strategies, and the
process of negotiation. With a transformative and constructivist
approach to negotiation theory, the overall negotiation process is
analysed. Chapter eight examines the first phase of the process,
which was characterised by ‘public diplomacy,” competitive frames
and domestic restraints. This process resulted in intractable positions,
several deadlocks and no substantial change in the conflict. Chapter
nine analyses the second phase of the negotiation process, which led
to several agreements and most importantly a mutual recognition
between Israel and the pro. Still, the process was characterised by a
mixture of competitive and problem-solving frames, hostile domestic
opposition, and ‘two-track diplomacy,” which is a combination of
secret, official and unofficial tracks of negotiation. Chapter ten
covers the conclusion of the interim period, from 1996 to 1998,
which reveals the cyclical nature to resolve conflict. This period was
characterised by a high degree of mistrust, strong enemy images and
competitive negotiations punctuated by deadlocks. Only with the full
participation of the United States, which turned the process into
‘trilateral diplomacy,’ did the parties conclude two agreements on
implementation.

(V) The final concluding part of the thesis consists of chapter
eleven. The adaptive interplay between theoretical concepts and
empirical analysis throughout this study has resulted in a theoretical
model for the empirical analysis of reframing and resolving conflict.
From that model, the three core concepts—meaning, reframing, and
resolving—are discussed. The chapter concludes with a discussion of
the implications for conflict research and the transformation of the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict.



Chapter 2

CONFLICT RESEARCH AND CONSTRUCTIVISM:
AN AGENT-STRUCTURE APPROACH

n this chapter, the overall objective is to outline an innovative

framework for the analysis of processes to reframe and resolve
conflict. Departing from a critical discussion of conflict research, in
which several lacunae are identified, the basic argument is that it is
vital to analyse the interplay of agent and structure in order to
understand change in the interaction between adversaries. The notion
of situated actors is highlighted as the nexus of agent-structure. On
the basis of a constructivist approach to the study of conflict, a meta-
theoretical model is outlined at the end of the chapter.

(Un)Ending Conflict

In the first section, an overview of conflict research will be presented,
with a particular emphasis on how conflict are defined and under-
stood. The next section will critically discuss and compare how
various approaches theorise and conceptualise change and the
dynamics of conflict.

The study of conflict

Despite the extensive work done on conflict resolution and conflict
theory, there has been surprisingly little analysis of the concept of
conflict itself. (Vasquez 1995: 138)

In the study of conflict, a whole range of theoretical perspectives can
be identified, although many of the perspectives share similar
ontological and epistemological assumptions about conflict that
originate from dominant paradigms in international relations theory.
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Each paradigm presents a particular world-view and understanding of
conflict, actor, strategy, change and how to resolve conflict (for an
overview of strategic studies, conflict research and peace research, se
in particular Groom 1988; see also Bloomsfield 1997; Hoffmann 1986;
Sandole 1993; Vasquez 1995; on mediation theory, see Kleiboer and
t'Hart 1995).

This section aims to present an overview of conflict research in
order to critically discuss how various perspectives theorise about
political actors, structures, change and continuity of conflict. | have
made a theoretical categorisation in order to discuss the present state
of conflict research and to direct attention to areas where theory
might be advanced. | have identified three broad approaches in the
study of conflict: (1) conflict management (cm), (2) conflict re-
solution (cr), and (3) conflict transformation (ct). These three app-
roaches provide us with divergent and contrasting analytical frame-
works and highlight distinct understandings of the origin and proces-
ses of conflict. As Sandole (1993: 3) states, ‘different mappings of the
“same thing,” mean different “realities.”” It should, however, be
emphasised that this is purely a theoretical, simplified categorisation,
without claiming to cover the whole field of conflict research.
Moreover, there is a conceptual and semantic confusion within
conflict research itself regarding the interchangeable use of some of
these concepts, such as resolution and settlement. Finally, some
theoretical perspectives may overlap all three approaches.

The perspectives of conflict management are mostly based on the
paradigm of realism owing to their ‘Hobbesian’ world-view of
international politics. The interaction of states, as the primary actors
of international politics, is characterised by power struggles which
originate from objective laws with roots in the continual aggressive
nature of human beings. ‘The drives to live, to propagate and to
dominate are common to all men ... The tendency to dominate, in
particular, is an element of all human associations’ (Morgenthau,
quoted in Groom 1988: 98). For neo-realism, the lack of any
international overarching authority above that of the state produces
anarchy, insecurity and constant threats to the survival of the state
(Waltz 1959). As a result, the national interests of states concern
primarily the maximisation of power; thus, ‘if you want peace,
prepare for war’. An assumption of that kind leads to a decrease in
security for other states, which produces a security dilemma. Every
state strives to increase its autonomy and promote its national
interests, which inevitably will lead to zero-sum disputes, particularly
between status quo and revisionist states (Buzan 1991: 298-303).
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In the 1950s, realism was the predominant paradigm in international
relations theory, partly as a reaction to inter-war political idealism
and to the horrors of the Second World War. From a realist
perspective, international politics should be analysed ‘as they were,
rather than as they might be’ (Hollis and Smith 1990: 21); thus
theorising was to be based on objective laws of international politics
(Morgenthau 1993: 4). In a post-war context and with an emerging
Cold War between the United States and the Soviet Union, the field
of strategic and conflict studies was firmly established. With the
looming risk of nuclear war, many of these studies focused, often with
game-theory approaches, on how to cope with international crisis,
coercion, the arms race, threat perceptions, escalation ladders, etc.
(see, for instance, Schelling 1960; Snyder and Diesing 1977).

Just as realism was a reaction to political idealism, the approach of
conflict resolution emerged during the 1970s in response and as an
alternative to the dominant power-political framework (Burton 1969;
Kelman 1979). Perspectives of conflict resolution emphasise the generic
character of conflict which exists on all levels, from interpersonal,
societal, to international, and include states as well as non-state actors.
Moreover, a decisive distinction is made between disputes and conflict
since ““[d]isputes” involve negotiable interests, while “conflicts” are
concerned with issues that are not negotiable, issues that relate to
ontological human needs that cannot be compromised’ (Burton 1993:
55). Conflict, according to this school of thought, does not origi-
nate in the intention and instinct of human beings to dominate.
Instead, conflict is viewed as dysfunctional behaviour between parties,
which emanates from unfulfilled human needs, such as identity, secu-
rity, autonomy, dignity and bonding. These human needs are universal
and, if not satisfied, may create frustration, dissonance and ultimately
violence and conflict (Sandole 1993: 14-15; Tidwell 1998: 77-81).
Human-need theory derives from Maslow’s theory of motivation and
need hierarchy and was further developed and integrated within
conflict theory by Burton (1969; 1990). Thus, conflict is defined from
the actors’ subjective perceptions of their environment, and conflict
resolution is primarily concerned with how to help the parties reassess
more accurately conflict and perceptions (Burton 1995: 122).

The last approach, conflict transformation, shares some epistemological
assumptions with the second approach but diverges ontologically
because of its emphasis on structures as causes of conflict. Structural
violence, equality and justice are key concepts since the approach
stresses the importance of positive peace (Galtung 1995). Similar to
the second approach, conflict transformation highlights frustration but
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views violence as an outcome of a structural discrepancy between
actual and potential states of being, called ‘rank disequilibrium’ or
‘relative deprivation’ (Gurr 1996: 63; Sandole 1993: 11-12).

This type of research views the formation of conflict as caused by
deep-rooted objective structures, for example, economic, patriarchal
and religious. These structures express societal contradictions which
yield a ‘real clash of real interests rather than a perceived clash of
interest’ (Groom 1988: 112). Such a holistic perspective defines the
dynamics and duration of conflict as cyclical and dialectical. Conflict
needs to be manifest and polarised in order to achieve structural
change, that is, conflict transformation (Groom 1988: 112).

Continuity and change

We cannot really date the end of a war if we cannot date its
beginning. To do both, we must first have to know what the war
was about. The account we give depends very much on the story we
want to tell. (Coker 1997: 617)

What do we mean by change, variation, conflict life-cycles, resolving,
ending, or settling conflict? The dynamics of conflict may be defined
in many ways, with different conceptual frameworks providing distinct
analyses and answers to this question. Moreover, an understanding of
change relates to a temporal dimension of conflict. Galtung (1995:
51-52; 1996: 80-87), for instance, points to the differences among
cultures and civilisations with regard to the conceptualisation of time.
The Judeo/Christian/Islamic culture sees time as bounded, linear and
finite with a clear beginning and an end. In contrast, the Daoist/
Buddhist view of time is infinite and dialectical, without any obvious
beginning or end, which renders transformation unknown. This
second section will narrow the horizon somewhat and critically
discuss how the three approaches to the study of conflict con-
ceptualise change and continuity.

As the notion of conflict management indicates, the first approach
has more limited ambitions than, for instance, conflict resolution
towards changing conflict interaction. This approach is based on the
ontological assumption that power politics are inherent in ‘man’ and
that conflict cannot therefore be ended. Thus, conflict management
attempts to stop direct violence by agreements that provide the basis
for some kind of order and stability (Doran 1995).



20 Introduction

The process of conflict management is characterised by competitive
negotiations in which the conflicting parties attempt to influence
each other by using issue-based leverage and manipulative strategies,
such as coercion, threats, ‘sticks and carrots,” offers of concessions and
compromises. ‘Ripe moments,” depicted as ‘mutually hurting stale-
mates’ (Zartman 1986: 219-220), are considered particularly
appropriate for pursuing conflict settlement. In a stalemate, the parties
have reached a complete deadlock and a stage in the conflict in
which there are great risks of further escalation with high costs for
both parties. Thus, a mutually hurting stalemate may convince the
disputants that only a political solution may settle the conflict.
According to Zartman, a ‘cost-benefit notion of conflict is not only
one that leads to a clearer understanding of the conditions of mana-
gement and resolution, and of the relation between the two, but also
one that reflects the ways of thinking of decision makers’ (Zartman
1990: 309).

Conflict settlement is understood as containing conflict, but with-
out addressing the underlying causes of conflict. As a consequence,
conflict settlement, such as an agreement to end violence, can be
imposed on adversaries by an outside actor, frequently a great power
or superpower. Conflict settlement is therefore not based on
subjective attitudes per se but on objective issues and the behaviour of
the adversaries (Zartman 1993: 156). ‘Through negotiation and
bargaining, settlement can be achieved, and if it involves coercion,
manipulation, power-bargaining and compromise, then that is an
acceptable fact of reality on the path to success’ (Bloomfield 1997:
75).

One major weakness of conflict management is that most of the
perspectives focus on interstate conflicts. Most conflicts today are
intra-state conflicts, and one of the characteristics of these conflicts is
the immense asymmetry of power between the parties. Moreover, as
internal conflicts frequently concern strongly held enemy images and
fundamental disputes about identity and ethnicity, they are particularly
resistant to negotiated and mediated settlements. This highlights the
importance of the implementation of agreements, a phase mostly
ignored by conflict management. A cost-benefit calculation, assuming
interests as given and states as unitary actors, is based on a rational
discourse that considers states as the major players in world politics.
Other significant aspects, such as culture, identity and non-state actors,
tend to be ignored in this approach.

In contrast to conflict management, the second approach, conflict
resolution, does attempt to address the underlying causes of conflict.
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As stated above, conflict resolution is a response to the power-
political framework and diverges in the ontological understanding of
human beings and conflict. Ending conflict is indeed possible,
according to this school of thought, if one is only directing attention
to the basic needs of the conflicting parties, such as security, identity,
etc. These fundamental needs cannot be compromised on or bar-
gained over in a competitive process. Rather, they should be addressed
within an analytical, supportive framework using problem-solving
approaches, possibly with the help of a neutral third party acting as a
facilitator (Burton 1995; Hoffman 1995; Kelman 1992; Véyrynen
1995). For example, with track two diplomacy, an informal, un-
official form of interaction, and analytical problem-solving work-
shops, the conflicting parties may through a joint analysis and a non-
confrontational process come to redefine their perceptions and
relationship by a mutual recognition of each side’s basic needs.
Mutual recognition and change of perceptions promote mutual trust
and enhance the chances of locating integrative solutions to conflict
(Fisher 1997; McDonald and Bendahmane 1987). In short, this school
of thought sees conflict resolution as an end to conflict since the
underlying and deep-rooted causes of conflict are addressed. By
promoting conditions for cooperative relationships, the approach acts
as conflict ‘provention’ since ‘satisfaction of human needs that are
universal must be the ultimate goal of survivable societies’ (Burton
1993: 60).

The perspectives of conflict resolution have also been criticised.
Criticism has been levelled specifically at the theory of human needs
and the ‘ending picture’ of conflict (Lederach 1995a). The question is
how, if at all, to generalise to such an extent as to define these needs
as universal. By stressing universalism, these perspectives tend to ignore
the cultural diversity among individuals and groups and therefore lean
towards socio-biology (Scimecca 1993: 213).

Azar has attempted to refine Burton’s theory of human needs.
‘Developmental needs,” as he prefers to call them, are viewed as
identical in that all human beings share these psychological needs.
Although cultural diversities play a role in the definitions of, for
instance, identity, security, and which methods to use in order to
satisfy these needs (Azar 1990; Bloomfield 1997 71-73), the problem
of universalism still remains since conflict resolution is based on the
improvement of ‘accurate’ perceptions of conflict, which contradicts
cultural diversity and rationale (Tidwell 1998: 73). Human-needs
theory also ignores and lacks any real understanding of power
asymmetry and structural inequalities between conflicting parties.
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Thus, conflict resolution may be conducted at the expense of justice
(Jabri 1996: 155; Lederach 1995a: 16). Power asymmetry, as discussed
above, is an important dimension of the understanding of the
dynamics of internal conflicts. Another point raised about internal
conflicts is the significance of implementation. Many perspectives of
conflict resolution neglect thorough analysis of institutions and peace-
building, since they adopt rational assumptions about how conflictual
attitudes and environment will change after successful analytical
problem-solving (Rupesinghe 1995: 75). By excluding power relations
and institutions from the analysis, conflict resolution is described by
some scholars as ahistorical, linear and non-structural, which belies
social reality (Véyrynen 1991: 23).

Moving to a more structural analysis, conflict transformation is the
last approach of conflict research to be discussed in this section. The
dynamics of and changes in conflict are primarily understood from a
holistic perspective that emphasises deep-rooted structures, such as
patriarchy, racism and capitalism, as causes of human behaviour
(Sandole 1993: 3-6). Processes of conflict transformation concern
normative elements of the nature of social order and are analysed in a
long-term relational perspective. At times, these processes are highly
competitive and conflictual, since they involve clashes of incompatible
interests between dominant and underprivileged groups. During these
processes conflicts may become manifest and underprivileged groups
will gain empowerment, creating change in power relationships and
ultimately a breakdown of the system. Conflict may therefore have a
function by which collective violence may be used as a way to pro-
tect or enlarge the interests of a political group (Groom 1988: 112;
Lederach 1995b: 201-205; Vayrynen 1991: 1-4).

Since this school of thought is concerned with normative research,
an important distinction is made between positive and negative peace
(Galtung 1996: 3). According to Galtung (1996: 9) ‘peace is the
absence/reduction of violence of all kinds. Peace is nonviolent and
creative conflict transformation,” which requires not only an end to
violence and conflict behaviour, that is, negative peace, but also the
complete elimination of structural violence and transformation of the
international system, that is, positive peace. The emphasis of conflict
transformation lies in the process, which is viewed as comprehensive
and open-ended. Véyrynen (1991: 23) writes:
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Violence and conflicts may be managed by instrumental action, but
they can be eliminated only by identifying their root causes. Those
causes and their functions are, however, ever changing with the
economic and social transformation of societies. That is why any
argument that a conflict has been solved for good, that history has
ended, is based on an ahistorical illusion. The only historically
viable approach is to aim to eliminate the violence in present
conflicts and to trace the new socioeconomic transformations which
create new sources of violence.

In recent years, there has been an increasing number of studies that use
the notion of conflict transformation (Lederach 1995a; Rupesinghe
1995; Vayrynen 1991), but with a less abstract and more pragmatic
understanding. ‘[T]he idea of transformation does not suggest we
simply eliminate or control conflict, but rather points descriptively
toward its inherent dialectical nature. Social conflict is a phenomenon
of human creation, lodged naturally in relationships’ (Lederach 1995a:
17). Holism is stressed and attention is directed towards how conflicts
may transform into, rather than end in, something non-destructive.
Such an approach therefore focuses on the post-agreement phases, for
example, peace- and institution-building, and long-term processes of
reconciliation and forgiveness (Lederach 1995a; Rupesinghe 1995;
Montville 1993). ‘Because successful implementation depends entirely
upon (re-)establishment and maintenance of enduring functional
relationships and institutional capabilities, it is during this phase that
postconflict reconciliation and reconstruction must occur’ (Rasmussen
1997: 40).

One weakness of conflict transformation is the inclination to over-
emphasise structures. Structures are considered to determine human
behaviour. Thus, the consciousness and reasoning of individuals and
the strategic interaction receive less attention in some of these
analyses. For instance, structural violence is a much appreciated
concept for understanding indirect violence but it is an abstract
notion. It tends to reduce individuals to the role of victims without
revealing or attempting to analyse the more complex and con-
tradictory understanding of the interplay between individuals and
structures. Moreover, how can we interpret the notion of justice
while avoiding an objective and essentialist definition (Groom 1988:
111)? Several of the perspectives have been criticised as illusory and
pretentious, focusing more on social engineering than on social
science (Nicholson 1992: 22).

Each of the three approaches of conflict research presents a
particular understanding of time and change, as shown in the figure
below. However, despite divergent theoretical frameworks, there are
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still some points of convergence in their epistemological assumptions.
First, both cm and cr assume that perceptions and images can be
changed, either by manipulation or by analytical problem-solving;
thus, ‘conflict behaviour has alterable component’ (Groom 1988:
110). Second, cm and cr lack a greater understanding of the
implementation and post-agreement/resolution phase, assuming either
that sustainable peace is not feasible or that resolution simply ‘ends’
conflict. Third, both cm and ct assume that conflict may be defined

objectively, albeit with divergent understandings of conflict.

CONFLICT CONFLICT CONFLICT
MANAGEMENT RESOLUTION TRANS-
(CM) (CR) FORMATION
(cTm)
FRAMEWORK realism idealism radicalism

UNDERSTANDING

power politics

unsatisfied human

structural inequalities

OF CONFLICT inherent in man needs

ACTOR AND emphasis on actor emphasis on actor emphasis on structure

STRUCTURE from an objective from an inter- from a holistic
perspective subjective- perspective

perspective

CHANGE static linear dialectical

PROCESS AND competitive problem-solving empowering

STRATEGY

(UN)ENDING conflict settlement: | conflict resolution: conflict

CONFLICT unending conflict, ending conflict, transformation:
balance of power, satisfying human open-ended,
stability needs ingtitutional/

systemic change
LACUNAE lacks theoretical lacks theoretical lacks theoretical

understanding of
intra-state conflict,
institutions, peace-
building, culture

understanding of
power asymmetry,
institutions, peace-
building, culture

understanding of
actor, intentionality,
strategic interaction

Table One: Three approaches to conflict research

Within conflict research there is an increasing awareness of the
complexity of conflict and the need for integrative and trans-
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formational approaches (Hampson 1996; Stedman 1996). The
empirical analysis which will be pursued in this study centres on the
kind of conflict which Burton (1987) calls ‘deep-rooted’ or in
Kriesberg’s (1989) vocabulary ‘intractable,” that is, a conflict that
tends to resist any change towards a negotiated and cooperative
agreement over time.®

In the rest of this chapter, I will outline an analytical framework for
this particular study, which highlights process-oriented and agent-
structure approaches. Emphasis is placed on the dynamic contexts of
transition from conflict to cooperation, which gives less attention to
the ‘ending picture’ of conflict. It is understood as a ‘multi-
dimensional process—one that has neither neat and distinct beginning
or end points’ (Rasmussen 1997: 42). A greater understanding of the
interplay between agent and structure than the one shown in conflict
research is therefore essential. As we have come to witness, for
instance, in Cambodia and Bosnia, processes of resolving conflict
entail dynamic, long-term processes which may oscillate between
cooperation and conflict. Actors, political agendas, rules and norms
do change over time. This particular understanding of conflict shares
several assumptions with the approach of conflict transformation.
However, in comparison to conflict transformation | place the
strategic interaction at the centre of the analysis. | also prefer the
more impartial notion of ‘resolving,” since it enables me to draw
insights from all three theoretical approaches of conflict. Finally,
constructivism provides the underlying assumptions of the analytical
framework that will be outlined below, since conflict formation is
viewed as a social construction, and a historically contingent outcome
of the interplay between agent and structure.

The Problem of Agent and Structure

In this section, the long-standing problem of agent and structure
within social science will be raised. | will elaborate further on the
ontological and epistemological assumptions of understanding conflict
and how agent and structure may be linked.

9 According to Kriesberg, a conflict is intractable when the parties do not recognise
each other and the perceptions of conflict and de-escalation are too diverse
(Kriesberg 1989: 110).
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On ontology: the dilemma defined

The dilemma of agent-structure has been widely contested within the
philosophy of social science. However, political science and inter-
national relations theory in particular have only recently approached
and debated the problem more directly (see, for example, Friedman
and Starr 1997; Hollis and Smith 1990; Jabri 1996; Wendt 1987).
With the end of the Cold War a transformation took place which
several political scientists had failed to foresee. A debate was triggered
on the issue of ‘explaining’ and ‘understanding’ international rela-
tions.

The problem of agent-structure focuses specifically on how inter-
national relations theory can explain or contribute to an
understanding of the relationship between agent and structure. One
way to understand international interaction is to focus primarily on
individual intention and motivation, which gives agent ontological
primacy over structure. Actor-oriented theoretical perspectives, such as
rational choice, social and political psychology, emphasise cognitive
frames, preferences, intentions, beliefs and the reasoning of actors.

Another way of understanding interaction between political actors
is to view international behaviour as conditioned by structural
parameters and social systems, thereby giving structure ontological
primacy. According to some theories, such as neo-realism and world
system theory, the explanation lies in the way structures determine
action. These theories strive to explain observable international
interaction in terms of unobservable structures that constrain the
behaviour of political actors.10

According to Hollis and Smith (1990) these different understandings
of agent and structure provide two distinct approaches to
international politics: an inside, interpretive account that focuses on
the intentions of actors and their understanding of and reasoning
about the situation; and an outside, scientific account modelled on
the natural sciences, which emphasises the structural and causal
conditioning of world politics. For Hollis and Smith, these two
approaches cannot be bridged or fused because of their differences in
methodology, epistemology and ontology. There is therefore no
neutral or external position from which to evaluate when agent or
structure may play the decisive role. Hence, the two accounts are

10 see Wendt (1987: 337-349), for a critical assessment of the inability of these
theories to explain their units of analysis, thereby making either state or system
structure ‘ontologically primitive units.’
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‘incommensurable’ and there will always be ‘two stories to tell’
about international politics (Hollis and Smith 1990: 1-7; Smith 1994:
17-19).

Before entering this intricate debate, it is important to stress that
the level-of-analysis problem is related to, but still distinct from, the
dilemma of agent-structure. The level-of-analysis problem concerns a
methodological debate about what is the most appropriate level at
which to explain international behaviour, that is, whether to proceed
top-down or bottom-up. However, the debate does not explicitly
focus on ontology, that is, ‘how the world really is’ and the inter-
relationship between agent and structure (Buzan 1995 212-214;
Carlsnaes 1994: 277; Hollis and Smith 1990: 8-9, 203).

The conclusion of the state of international relations theory as ‘two
stories’ has spurred an intensive debate (see Carlsnaes 1992, 1994;
Friedman and Starr 1997; Jabri and Khan 1996; Wendt 1991).
According to Wendt, the argument of two stories is stretched too far
by seeing them as incommensurable. He considers that such a view
originates in a positivist distinction and conception of science. Wendt
argues that such a differentiation does not necessarily have to be made
and that both accounts are indeed important in social science.
‘Sometimes one type of account makes more sense; sometimes
another.” (1991 391).

Similarly, Carlsnaes (1994: 278-283) describes the conclusion of
Hollis and Smith as ontologically zero-sum. Instead of continuing to
stress the distinction between the two accounts we should, according
to him, redirect our efforts to define a single integrative conceptual
framework. Such a framework should combine both interpretive
understanding and causal explanation and incorporate the dynamic
empirical interplay between agent and structure since ‘[o]ur stories—
of whatever kind—are always about something’ (Carlsnaes 1994: 280).
Finally, Friedman and Starr (1997) have responded with a similar
argument—that it is indeed possible to combine interpretive and
positivist approaches in empirical enquires.11

The polarised ‘two stories’ metaphor may have created more con-
fusion than clarity in the debate. The problem of agent-structure
consists first of the ontological question whether we should proceed
from a structural (holism) or an actor-oriented (individual) pers-
pective. Second, the epistemological question is whether we are to

11 However, one major weakness in their argument is that they blend rational
choice theory with an interpretive and hermeneutic approach. Rational choice is an
individual but an explanatory account, and consequently it becomes self-evident that
such an approach may be fused with a positivist scientific approach.



28 Introduction

view structure or agent from an inside (subjective, interpretive) or an
outside (objective, causal) perspective. What is missing in this meta-
theoretical debate is a more concise and precise discussion of the
dividing line between objectivist/subjectivist accounts, on the one
hand, and individualism/holism, on the other. In my view, there are
at least ‘four distinct stories’ about international relations, which
Hollis and Smith (1990: 5, 215) also indicate in their figures, although
without making the conclusion explicit.12

Insde Outside
Individualism (1) reasoned (2) rational
choice choice
Holism (3) collective (4) external
norms structures

Table Two: ‘Four stories’ of international relations

Individualism, as illustrated in the above figure, can be viewed from an
inside or an outside perspective. (1) An inside account would focus
on the subjective and interpretive characteristics of agent, by attem-
pting to understand the actor’s way of reasoning and seeking
meaning. It is a Weberian understanding of reconstructing the actor’s
subjective reasoning about a situation. (2) An outside account of
individualism has a more ‘mechanical’ and ‘instrumental’ view of
agent, which highlights actors’ objective pursuits of interests.
Calculated risks, uncertainties, and expectations about choice concern
the pursuit of maximising utility, which resembles Popper’s under-
standing of ‘situational logic’ where action is understood as a
response to an objective situation. Holism has a similar distinction of
an inside and an outside account. (3) An inside account of holism
emphasises that actors are norm-conforming by their collective under-
standings and shared intersubjective values. Social actions are imbued
with normative expectations, symbols and signs, which constitute
‘social reality.” (4) Finally, an outside account of holism views
structure and system as external with functional and conditional effects
on actors. Social action is understood as determined and as an
outcome of underlying structures, forces and mechanisms (Guneriussen
1996: 150-151, 285-322; Hollis 1994: 94-182).

2 Hollis is much more precise on this point in his later book from 1994,
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Returning to conflict research, several perspectives of conflict
management are firmly based on an outside account, although there
are both individualist (rational choice) and holistic approaches (neo-
realism13). The second school of thought, conflict resolution, leans
towards individualism and intersubjectivity because of its emphasis on
shared understandings of conflict resolution in general and ‘universal
human needs’ in particular. Conflict transformation tends to stress
holism and several of the perspectives within this approach view
structures as externally causing action.

Thus, in conflict research there is a scarcity of approaches which
focus explicitly on the interplay between agent and structure. As this
study is concerned with change and continuity of conflictual
interaction, it is vital to consider the actors’ reasoning and intentions,
as well as the understanding of the structural parameters of action. |
will therefore return to and elaborate on these problems in depth in
the remaining section. However, I will first briefly discuss the utility of
structuration theory, since it claims to have succeeded in transcending
the dilemma of agent-structure.

Structuration theory: bridging the gap?

Despite the discouraging conclusion of Hollis and Smith (1990)
several endeavours have been made to bridge the ontological gap
between agent and structure. This section will concentrate on
Giddens’s work on structuration theory, which has inspired several
scholars in international relations theory (Dessler 1989; Jabri 1996;
Wendt 1987), but also raised several critical issues about its utility.

Giddens rejects dualism and delineates, in theory, a ‘duality of
structure’ in which agent and structure are not conceived as onto-
logically primitive but mutually constitutive and dependent. Action is
situated in time and space, and in his stratification model Giddens
defines actors as knowledgeable and reflective human beings with a
consciousness about the rules of social life. The reflexive monitoring
of action is expressed by agents’ rationalisation and motivation of
action which emanates from the continuities of social life (Giddens
1979: 56-59).

13 1t could also be argued that neo-realism is an actor-oriented theory, due to the
strong emphasis on states and the micro-economic assumptions of Waltz (Wendt
1987: 340-344).
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Structures are defined as social relationships and practices that
constitute the rules and resources!4 used in the interaction between
actors. These rules are produced and reproduced, intentionally or
unintentionally, by actors, and the pattern of these social practices
over time makes up the system. The structuration consists of the
enabling or constraining conditions, which govern over time the
production and reproduction of the system (Giddens 1979: 60-63).
Hence, ‘[s]tructuration theory attempts to preserve the generative and
relational aspects of structuralism while taking explicit conceptual and
methodological steps to prevent the analytical separation of gene-
rative structures from the self-understandings and practices of human
agents to prevent structural reification” (Wendt 1987: 355).

Despite the effort by Giddens and others to overcome the problem
of agent-structure, some scholars have expressed uncertainty about the
endeavour. They have criticised Giddens for redefining structure to
mean something quite different from what is generally understood by
the term (Hay 1995: 198; Layder 1998: 148; Sztompka 1993: 196).
Hay (1995: 198), for instance, describes the structuration theory of
Giddens as ‘sophisticated intentionalism’ and Layder (1994: 141) states
that ‘[i]f structure no longer means what it usually means, then the
notion of a “duality of structure” is confusing and misleading.’
Criticism has also been levelled at the conceptualisation of interests
and identities of agents, which is seen as generated from internal
relationships between entities. Friedman and Starr (1997: 42) stress, for
instance, that such a conceptualisation risks equating social roles with
social relations; thus, agents become ‘passive bearers of social facts’.
These authors also criticise structuration theory for excluding sub-
jectivity.

In a similar vein, others have raised objections concerning the
advantages of analytically transcending the dilemma. They argue that
such an analysis loses the temporal dimension, that is, it fails to
understand change and alteration over time (see, for example,
Carlsnaes 1992: 258; Friedman and Starr 1997: 63; Stubbergaard 1996:
40). As Taylor (1989: 149) clearly states about structuration theory:
‘as an approach to explaining social change it is useless. To conflate
structure and action is to rule out from the start the possibility of
explaining change in terms of their interaction over time.” A final and
important critical point is that structuration theory is considered
vague as a theory in empirical research because it has failed to link

14 Resources may be either allocative (access to material facilities) or authoritative
(access to control of the activities of actors).
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meta-theory to research practices (Carlsnaes 1992: 258-259; Dessler
1989: 442; Wendt 1987: 369).

Notwithstanding these critical remarks, structuration theory still
offers several important insights for an understanding of the interplay
between agent and structure, particularly the facilitating and
restraining nature of structure. Jabri (1996: 54-86), for instance, has in
an interesting way used structuration theory to analyse the onto-
logical nature of war as a social phenomenon. From a structuration
perspective, conflict is viewed as situated and reproduced in discursive,
intersubjective and institutional continuities. Thus, shared under-
standings and social institutions provide power and legitimacy, which
enable and reproduce conflict and violence.

Structuration theory may therefore be useful when we analyse the
persistence and practices of conflict and offers meta-theoretical as-
sumptions about how structure may provide agent with power and
legitimacy to act. The eradication of the distinction between sub-
jectivity and objectivity by an exclusive emphasis on intersubjectivity is
an attempt by structuration theory to transcend the dilemma of
agent-structure. However, in this study it is considered relevant to
distinguish between subjectivity and intersubjectivity, since the aim is
to analyse change rather than continuity and reproduction of conflict.
Hence, in contrast to structuration theory, an analytical dualism will
be made between agent and structure in order to more precisely
analyse empirical change over time. | will therefore outline a meta-
theoretical model based on an agent-structure approach in the
remaining part of this chapter.

Framework for the Analysis of Reframing and
Resolving Conflict

In this section, an analytical framework that explicitly and
theoretically strives to combine agent and structure will be presented.
A meta-theoretical model will be outlined as a guiding framework
for the analysis of reframing and resolving conflict. This analytical
framework is based on constructivism and an interpretive con-
ceptualisation of the interplay between agent and structure, which
also shares several assumptions with structuration theory. In the first
section, the contents and the utility of a constructivist approach to
the study of conflict will be discussed. On the basis of constructivism,
the next section will elaborate on how to define and conceptualise
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agent and structure. In the end of this part, I conclude with a presen-
tation of a meta-theoretical model.

Constructivism: a bridge-builder in a divided discipline?

The content of constructivism and its utility as a theory have been
widely discussed (Berger and Luckmann 1966; Checkel 1998;
Finnemore 1996; Katzenstein 1996; Searle 1995; @sterud 1997). Many
scholars view constructivism as a ‘bridge builder’ in a divided
discipline by virtue of its being a pragmatic, diverse and inclusive
approach—a ‘bridge between those who treat international relations
as a set of facts and those who argue that social and political life in
the international arena is entirely constructed’ (Woods 1996: 27).
However, this may also be its major weakness, since it creates
confusion as to the exact contents of constructivism. For the purpose
of this study, the advantages and disadvantages of constructivism will
therefore be clarified.

First, constructivism seeks to understand the social construction of
reality, thereby focusing on ontological and epistemological ques-
tions. International politics are seen as consisting primarily of social
facts, which are based on human agreements and intersubjective
knowledge. In contrast to post-modernists, however, constructivists
do not criticise mainstream international relation theory per se and
embrace ontological realism by acknowledging the existence of a
material world, which facilitates and restrains social action. Thus,
constructivism attempts to bridge idealism and materialism, as well as
rationalist and reflectivist epistemologies (Adler 1997: 330-337).

Constructivism seizes the middle ground because it is interested in
understanding how the material, subjective and intersubjective worlds
interact in the social construction of reality, and because, rather than
focusing exclusively on how structures constitute agents’ identities
and interests, it also seeks to explain how individual agents socially
construct these structures in the first place. (Adler 1997: 330)

Second, constructivism draws on social theory and provides a
conceptual framework of social life and change. International politics
consists of rules and norms, ‘international games,” which means that
‘norms do not cause a state to act in a particular way, but rather
provide reasons for a state to do so.” (Woods 1996: 27). Thus, ‘[c]on-
structivism is the view that the manner in which the material world shapes
and is shaped by human action and interaction depends on the dynamic
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normative and epistemic interpretations of the material world” (Adler 1997:
322).

Third, constructivism analyses the collective understandings and how
political actors attach meanings to and frame the material and social
world. The frames originate in collective understandings, which form
the identities, interests and behaviour of political actors. This type of
‘cognitive evolution’ assumes that actors have a potential and capacity
for self-reflection and learning. Thus, the task for constructivists is to
analyse why a certain set of norms and ideas comes to constitute ‘the
international game,’ that is, the social reality. Constructivism depicts,
in a way similar to that of structuration theory, that these practices
and institutions for understanding realities are continuously produced
and reproduced through the interplay between agents and cognitive
intersubjective structures. Constructivists thereby seek to address not
only which interpretation becomes the predominant but also why
political actors choose to embrace new interpretations of reality
(Adler 1997: 324-339).

Fourth, there is a whole range of constructivist approaches that give
priority to divergent aspects of actors, discourses and the material
world. From this disparity of perspectives, Adler (1997: 335-336)
identifies four constructivist strands, which focus either on: (a) states as
the primary actors, (b) international law and rule-guiding action, (c)
narratives of knowing, or (d) deconstruction.

There are both advantages and drawbacks associated with a
constructivist approach to the study of conflict. For the objectives of
this study, there are at least two identified lacunae. First, cons-
tructivism is not a theory of politics by itself, but a social theory
which provides a basis for other theories on various international
political phenomena. Thus, constructivism, like structuration theory,
lacks the precision and clarity of a theory of politics for use in
empirical analysis (Adler 1997: 323). This is partly the reason why
confusion and disputes have arisen as to what exactly constructivism is
all about. It offers scope for a variety of interpretations of con-
structivism, as noted in Adler’s categorisation. As a result, ‘the
relationships among principles, norms, institutions, identities, roles,
and rules are not well defined so that one analyst’s norm might be
another’s institution and a third scholar’s identity.” (Finnemore 1996:
16).

Second, since most constructivists, like the adherents of structuration
theory, emphasise and analyse intersubjectivity there is relatively little
research on the problematique of agent (for a structural orientation,
see, for example, Katzenstein, et al., 1996; Finnemore 1996). As
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Checkel (1998: 325) writes, ‘constructivism lacks a theory of agency.
As a result, it overemphasizes the role of social structures and norms at
the expense of the agents who help to create and change them in the
first place.” So even if Adler sees constructivism as ‘seizing the middle
ground’ between materialism and idealism, and individualism and
holism, 1 would still argue that the theory is located in holism. This is
a weakness for the purpose of this study, since | am interested in both
how political elites frame and understand conflict and how such
processes take place in a strategic environment characterised by a
competition of contending norms. To resolve conflict often questions
collective understandings that previously have facilitated and legi-
timated violence. An agreement between political leaders to de-
escalate conflict may, for instance, result in a domestic breakdown in
previously held collective understandings of conflict. Consequently,
‘[w]ithout more sustained attention to agency, these scholars
[constructivists] will find themselves unable to explain where their
powerful social structures (norms) come from in the first place and,
equally important, why and how they change over time’ (Checkel,
1998: 339).

Notwithstanding these limitations, there are several advantages in
embracing some of the meta-theoretical assumptions of constructivism.
Constructivism provides insights into the dynamics and formation of
collective understandings about conflict. For instance, it facilitates an
understanding of the reasoning and the construction of new know -
ledge structures, which may elucidate why political elites change and
adopt new policies and strategies of conflict or cooperation. Hence,
constructivism is used, on the one hand, to clarify the ontological
underpinnings of this study, while, on the other hand, providing a
framework for the study of the epistemology of agent and structure.

Moreover, utilising a constructivist perspective in the analysis of
conflict gives particular attention to communication processes and
highlights the problematic nature of meaning and how understandings
of tacit and explicit messages between conflicting parties are
constructed. During the communication process, political actors strive
to understand and rationalise their own actions as well as the content
of interaction with others. Hence, the reasoning and construction of
meaning are highly contested processes, since political actors hold
different beliefs and have different frames. At the same time, the
intentions and motivations of political actors are influenced and
mediated by intersubjectivity. Norms and rules, constituting so-called
games in the domestic and international arenas, guide and direct
agents towards appropriate action. Thus, constructivism points to the
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importance of understanding situated actors and strategic games,
which includes material objectives and intersubjective understandings
(Adler 1997: 329-346; Jonsson 1990: 13-14).

In short, constructivism provides an overall dynamic framework for
understanding change and is particularly well suited for an analysis of
processes, which comprise fluctuating change in behaviour from
conflict to cooperation. The basic assumption is that the nature and
meaning of international politics are highly contested and con-
structed, which is a relevant consideration when analysing processes of
reframing and resolving conflict. Like structuration theory,
constructivism also seeks to capture the interplay between agent and
structure by defining them as mutually constitutive. However, as stated
above, one major weakness of constructivism is that it lacks a more
explicit conceptualisation of agent, which therefore will be elabo-
rated on in the section below.

The interplay between agent and structure

War is a practice that has been learned within history and is changed
by how it is practised. In this way, it becomes a human institution
with rules, customs, and norms that tell people for what purpose
they can fight wars and, to a certain extent, how they should fight
them. (Vasquez 1997: 668-669)

In this section, | will outline how this study will use an agent-
structure approach in order to capture the dynamics of reframing and
resolving conflict. What is the linkage between agent and structure,
and how may we conceptualise this interplay? Constructivism will be
the guiding meta-theoretical framework since conflict is viewed as a
social construction. Most constructivist approaches tend to focus on
how structures construct meaning; however, in this study | will give
equal attention to agent and, more importantly, to the strategic
interaction which frequently remains ‘unattended’ by constructivists
(Jepperson, et al, 1996: 70).

Conflict is a multifaceted phenomenon and resolving conflict
includes many contradictory processes. For instance, previously shared
understandings of conflict may be shattered and challenged when
political leaders opt for an alternative interpretation of conflict which
may lead to domestic instability. This particular understanding of the
interplay between agent and structure resembles the notion of
‘double-edged diplomacy’ in which the role of political leaders is seen
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as a touching point between agent and structure.1> The objective here
is therefore to strike a balance between norm-conforming and
intersubjective structures of action, and agent’s intentional reasoning
and subjective meaning of conflict, thereby avoiding the pitfalls of
methodological individualism and social determinism. Structures
contain both material and social elements. However, following a
constructivist framework, social structures will take precedence over
material structures ‘on the grounds that actors act on the basis of the
meanings that objects have for them, and meanings are socially
constructed’ (Wendt 1996: 50). This section will clarify and define
what is meant by structure and agent and elucidate the interplay
between them.

Structure may be defined in a variety of ways. In this study, structure
basically refers to patterns of social relationships, practices and shared
perceptions of reality, which generate norms, rules, and behaviour
(Lundquist 1987: 40). Norms may also be analysed from a wide range
of theoretical perspectives, both rationalist and reflectivist approaches.
Consequently, the understandings of these concepts are quite disparate
and include contested definitions (see, for example, Adler 1997;
Goldstein and Keohane 1993; Hollis 1994). In this study, norms will
be understood as social knowledge structures that define collective
expectations of appropriate action. ‘Unlike ideas which may be held
privately, norms are shared and social; they are not just subjective but
intersubjective’ (Finnemore 1996: 22). Thus, social structures are based
on shared understandings and meaning systems, which create patterns
of behaviour. Norm and behaviour are therefore linked in that norm
generates expectation of behaviour and guides political actors in their
strategic interaction. March and Olsen (1998: 8-11) offer a useful
distinction regarding the logic of action by pointing to the difference
in the ‘logic of anticipated consequences’ and the ‘logic of appro-
priateness.” The former assumes environmental constraints, rational
calculation, and a choice among various alternatives, whereas the
latter underlines norms and identities as the basis for action. In this
study I will focus more on the latter, since | will elaborate on ‘self,’
‘other,” and how action is affected by norms. Action evokes identity
and gives meaning to the situation. Consequently, ‘[c]hange and
stability are linked to definitions and redefinitions of the self and the
situation’ (March and Olsen 1998: 21). The analysis, however, will
give less attention to specific rule-based behaviour with clear

15 However, in contrast to that theory, which treats interests and preferences as
given, this study will problematise and analyse the construction and changing nature
of preferences in social interaction (Woods 1996: 12).
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prescription of action since | am primarily concerned with change in
conflict and how adversaries attempt to reframe, resolve and
ultimately construct new political ‘realities’ and ‘rules of the game.’

Studying conflict in such a way assumes that there is a tension
between competing norms, not only between adversaries but do -
mestically as well. It is therefore important to highlight why certain
norms, rather than others, guide action; but it is also important to
identify emerging norms that may challenge the established ones.
Hence, new norms that compete with established ones in a political
contested process between international and domestic arenas may, for
instance, facilitate change in policies and strategies from escalation to
de-escalation (Finnemore 1996: 135; Jepperson, et al., 1996: 56).
However, it is significant to bear in mind the distinction between
‘domestic games’ in societal-political arenas and ‘international games’
in regional-international arenas. Societal norms are often more
broadly held than norms in the international arena, which are rarely
universal. As Cohen (1980a: 130-131) points out, the contingent
nature of norms and their influence of interaction ‘exist at a dyadic
(bilateral) or, less frequently, a regional level ... norms are more
frequently partnership-specific than actor-universal.’

Since this study does not use discourse or cultural analysis per se,
other than in a broader understanding since both approaches tend to
give structure primacy over agent, the focus is on how norms and
patterns of behaviour influence strategic interaction. Norms may, for
instance, guide political leaders in their reasoning about what is
socially considered valuable, desired and ultimately legitimate strategies
of conflict. Agents, on the other hand, are here assumed to be
knowledgeable and self-reflective political actors, which are guided
not only by the ‘rules of the game,” but also by desires, beliefs, and
intentions. The question is then how to achieve a balance between
agents’ autonomy and capacity to select a preferable choice and
structural restraints on action. Reconstructing the motivation of
agent may focus on ‘in order to’ reasoning, which expresses purposive
behaviour, for example, how a political actor selects a particular
strategy in order to achieve a specific goal. Another way of
reconstructing the reasoning of agent is to highlight ‘because of’
reasons, which then leads to an account that argues that owing to
some specific circumstances a particular strategy was favoured. Action,
may, for instance, be justified and rationalised by reference to
intersubjective norms (Friedman and Starr 1997: 71; Hollis and Smith:
1990: 144-145).
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Lundquist (1987: 43) usefully suggests how these accounts may be
combined. He emphasises three attributes of agent that affect choice
of action: will (preferences), can (capacity and influence), and under-
stand (perception).16 The effects of structure on these properties may
be depicted by the flows of socialisation and information emanating
from social structures. Willingness and understanding are largely
influenced by socialisation, which provides agents with a frame for
interpreting self, action, and social reality. Information about struc -
ture, on the other hand, facilitates agents’ improvement of their un-
derstanding of which actions may be possible or not. More immediate
effects are how structure may facilitate or restrain action. Agents may
draw and utilise structural properties in purposive behaviour in order
to reach specific outcomes, while at the same time being placed and
restrained by structures (Lundquist 1987: 48-49).

According to structuration theory, structures contain signification,
domination and legitimation, and in action they may either facilitate or
restrain the action of agents. Signification, which includes symbols and
shared structures of meaning, may provide agents with interpretive
schemes for communicating with other actors. Domination, on the
other hand, highlights how the interplay between agent and structure
ultimately concerns power, that is, an asymmetric capacity among
political actors to mobilise for action. Finally, legitimation comprises
norms and rules, and action may be either approved or inhibited by
normative expectations of appropriate behaviour. For example,
political leaders may draw on some specific norms in order to legi-
timise a policy in consonance with collective expectations (Giddens
1979: 82-83; Jabri 1996: 67, 82-83).

On the basis of these assumptions, | will conclude this section by
outlining a meta-theoretical model for the analysis of the processes to
reframe and resolve conflict.1’

A meta-theoretical model of reframing and resolving conflict

The model presented below constitutes the guiding and overarching
analytical framework for this study, and this section will merely offer
an overview of the model, since the following chapters will ope -

16 1 will be using the terms willingness, capacity and understanding.
17 The model is inspired by Giddens (1979), Hay (1995), and Lundquist (1987).
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rationalise concepts and discuss at greater length various parts of the
model.
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Figure One: A meta-theoretical model of reframing and resolving conflict

Conflict research lacks dynamic theoretical perspectives that attempt
to combine agent and structure; thus, the aim is to design a process-
oriented framework for the analysis of conflict. My approach to
conflict is informed by various schools of thought ranging from
international relations theory to sociology and social and political
psychology. Second, in the empirical analysis the framework strives to
combine the interplay between agent and structure in order to
understand how change occurs. Third, the model is constructed with
the objective of ‘explanatory understanding.” The understanding of
the cyclical and transformative nature of strategic interaction is viewed
as contingent on historical and sociological processes. Hence, high-
lighting transformative processes of resolving conflict gives less
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attention to any precise or exact ‘ending picture’ of conflict. Still, |
basically agree with Rupesinghe (1995: 77) that ‘[u]ltimately, trans-
formation can be meaningful only if it is not merely a transfer of
power, but if sustainable structural and attitudinal changes are also
achieved within the society and new institutions emerge to address
outstanding issues.’

In the previous part of the chapter, | discussed the interplay between
agent and structure. The notion of situated actor is introduced to
highlight how political actors are situated in a structured strategic
context (Hay 1995: 190). Hence, the notion is receptive to a
particular time and situation in which political actors may be located
and positioned. By using the notion of situated actors, we may
enhance knowledge of how normative expectations may facilitate and
restrain action. At the same time, a situated actor is mediated by the
perceptions and preferences of agents which may, for instance, opt for
alternative strategies to conflict. Hence, appropriate strategies may
change over time.

The strategic interaction is depicted as a bargaining and
communication process where political actors interpret the intentions
and behaviour of others. Bargaining includes conflict behaviour and
various types of communication processes, ranging from tacit
signalling and informal bargaining, to explicit negotiation (Jonsson
1990: 2-3). The effects of the strategic interaction highlight cyclical
and non-linear patterns of reframing and resolving conflict. It is
assumed that agents are knowledgeable and self-reflective political
actors who reason, rationalise and attempt to make sense of both
their own action and the strategic interaction with other parties
(Giddens 1979: 57-59). Thus, it is presumed that the strategic
interaction, which may have both intended and unintended outcomes,
facilitates some type of ‘political learning’ and effects on perceptions
held by political actors (Hay 1995: 201; Jonsson 1990: 11; Wallensteen
1991: 129). For instance, political leaders may revise their perception
of an adversary or become more informed of restraining structures,
which may limit the range of strategic options. Similarly, structures
are affected by the outcomes of the strategic interaction. Strategic
interaction may generate new norms and patterns of behaviour,
leading to (re)constructed realities, which facilitate or restrain the
future course of action.

Since agent and structure are viewed in this study as mutually
constitutive, that is, ‘the construction of social structures by agents as
well as the way in which those structures, in turn, influence and
reconstruct agency’ (Finnemore 1996: 24), some methodological
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considerations need to be given to the temporal dimension of
empirical change over time. Agent and structure are both affected by
the strategic interaction, although not simultaneously. Structures, for
instance, ‘logically both predate and postdate any action affecting
them’ (Carlsnaes 1992: 260; see also Lundquist 1987: 50). As
mentioned above, an analytical dualism is therefore made by ‘brack-
eting’ structure and examining the agent’s intentional behaviour and
reasoning. The brackets will then be reversed to agent in order to
analyse the facilitating and restraining effects of structures (Carlsnaes
1992: 259-260; Finnemore 1996: 25; Friedman and Starr 1997: 24).

Conclusion

In this chapter, | have attempted to elucidate the fundamental
theoretical underpinnings of this thesis. On the basis of a critical
assessment of conflict research, the overall objective is to advance
conflict research by furthering knowledge of change and continuity in
conflict from a process-oriented perspective. By the use of key sen-
sitising concepts, such as ‘meaning,” ‘reframing’ and ‘resolving’
conflict, actor, structure and strategy are situated in time and space.
These notions entail complex processes of change and continuity, and
the endeavour has been to outline a meta-theoretical model for the
analysis of these processes. The model strives to serve as a dynamic
analytical framework for the study of conflict, which includes an
agent-structure approach. Hence, the model depicts the overarching
structure of this thesis, which also guides the operationalisation of key
concepts pursued in subsequent chapters.

The ontological problem of agent and structure is long-standing in
the social sciences. The immediate concern here has been how to
conceptualise and analyse the interplay between agent and structure;
and how to balance between autonomy of agent, on the one hand,
and the structural restraints imposed on action, on the other hand. In
this regard, | have found both constructivism and structuration theory
useful in that both theories provide meta-theoretical assumptions
concerning the problem of agent and structure. Constructivism
clarifies the ontological assumptions of this study while at the same
time focusing on the epistemology of agent and structure.
Structuration theory highlights how knowledgeable and self-reflective
actors are restrained and facilitated in their action by structural rules
and resources. However, in contrast to structuration theory, | argue
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that it is important to make an analytical dualism between agent and
structure if we want to analyse and understand how change occurs.
Similarly, constructivism tends to oversocialise agent and lacks an
explicit conceptualisation of agent (see also Barnett 1999: 7). The
meta-theoretical model therefore outlines an agent-structure approach
to be used for the analyses of reframing and resolving conflict.
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Conflict







Chapter 3

FRAMES AND STRUCTURES OF CONFLICT

he objective of this second part of the thesis is to present a

theoretical and empirical overview of the various understandings
attached to the origin and evolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
This chapter elaborates first theoretically on the frames of agent, that
is, ‘underlying structures of belief, perception, and appreciation’
(Schén and Rein 1994: 22). The second section presents a
conceptualisation of the structural parameters of conflict which
emanate from domestic and international arenas. It is argued that in
order to understand collective reasoning, norms and behaviours in the
domestic arenas, an analysis of political culture is required. In
international arenas, patterns of behaviour and norms are more
frequently partnership-specific. The analysis will therefore focus on
relations with informal and formal allies, and third parties, which
generate normative expectations of action. The overall aim is to
provide an understanding of the political setting in which the
strategic interaction of conflict takes place.

Adversarial Perceptions and Self-Images

If one’s primary concern ... is to understand the dynamics of conflict and
the strategies most likely to be effective in transforming destructive
into constructive processes, then it is also crucial to focus upon the
differences in perceptions of parties to conflict. Then one needs to
analyze the differences with which parties perceive the same issues,
events, policies, and peoples. (Kaplowitz 1990: 56)

Adversarial perceptions of conflict bring forward questions about
identity politics in general and the image of ‘self’ and ‘other’ in
particular. Most often, political leaders in conflict hold rival views
and images of what constitutes ‘reality,” and ‘decision-makers act in
accordance with their perception of reality’ (Brecher 1972: 12). Thus,
in order to gain an in-depth understanding of the strategic interaction
in conflict, one must pay particular attention to the dominant images
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and beliefs held by political elites. In this study, a political elite will be
understood as a ‘single group,’ a few individuals who are part of a
single body (Friedman and Starr, 1997: 88), in this case, a political
leadership, which constitutes the inner core of a decision-making
body.18 These dominant frames of political elites are assumed to be
influenced both by individual attributes, such as cognitions, values and
attitudes, and by political culture and ideology.

This section utilises various perspectives from social and political
psychology which focus on the different ways individuals reason and
construct meanings of their political environment. Understanding
dominant frames involves an ‘empathetic reconstruction’” of how
political elites construct reasons for their strategic interaction. As
scholars are interpreting an already interpreted political environment,
empathetic reconstruction thus involves a double hermeneutic (Hollis
1994: 146; Jonsson 1990: 30).

The approach advocated in this study partly deviates from the
prevalent assumption held in cognition theory according to which
researchers study and compare two ‘realities,” that is, one subjective
and one objective. If such an assumption is made, subjective per-
ceptions may be evaluated and compared with an ‘objective reality’
and then ‘misperceptions’ in international politics may be identified
(see, for example, Jervis 1976; Vertzberger 1990: 37). The purpose
here, however, is not to assess why individuals perceive, accurately or
not, a political event but to operationalise the agent’s attributes—
willingness, capacity, and understanding—discussed in chapter two.
Such an understanding facilitates knowledge about how political
elites make sense of their social realities and highlights various
conflicting perceptions and intentions (see also, Smith 1988: 12;
Schon and Rein 1994; 30-34).

Enemy images and perceptions of conflict are generally known for
their perseverance, since political actors tend to interpret and
understand their political environment from ‘theory-driven’ per-
ceptions, which are derived from pre-existing knowledge structures
(Jonsson 1990: 52). ‘Perception simply refers to the way in which an
individual interprets the world. As social actors we constantly
“decode” messages from the world around us. The codes we break,
however, are not written in stone; we decode messages according to
our internal standards.” (Tidwell 1998: 91).

18 several studies analyse the belief system of political leaders from various
perspectives, such as operational codes, images, belief systems, cognitive maps and
attitudinal prisms. For an overview of the approaches to the study of belief system,
see Smith (1988: 17-27).
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This section will devote special attention to cognitive and ideo-
logical beliefs.19 Cognition theory highlights how individuals, during
information processing, frequently act as ‘cognitive misers.” Individuals
acting as cognitive misers tend to reject new information if it
contradicts pre-existing beliefs in order to avoid dissonance (Larson
1985: 29-34). Cognitive beliefs are understood as beliefs based on history
and personal experiences, that is, empirical events that political elites
use to frame and reason about conflict. These types of belief are often
constructed by ‘lesson-drawing’ from the past, and political actors are
therefore inclined to act as ‘practical-intuitive historian’ (Vertzberger
1990: 298). The frequent use of historical analogies is one way for
political actors to compare and categorise contemporary political
events (Jonsson 1990: 52-57). An illustrative example of analogical
reasoning is the way American President George Bush framed the
Persian Gulf Crisis in 1990-91 and the behaviour of Iragi President
Saddam Hussein. A historical analogy was made by comparing and
categorising the Iragi occupation of Kuwait with the German
occupation of Czechoslovakia in 1938. This way of reasoning
provided a suitable frame to castigate Saddam Hussein as a leader with
characteristics similar to those of Adolf Hitler—a dictator who could
only be deterred by power, not through appeasement.

According to schema theory, memories and experiences are stored
and categorised and serve as guidelines for political actors in their
interpretations of world politics. Actors may seek reassurances in
familiar experiences by analogical reasoning, which may help them to
diagnose and make sense of a complex political situation (JGnsson
1990: 51-62; Larson 1985: 50-56). ‘History is more than a mere
description of the past; it provides insight into the deeper layers of
meaning’ (Tidwell 1998: 119). These kinds of belief not only guide
political actors in their strategic interaction but also (re)construct
images of self, enemy and conflict in general.

A historical perspective influences the judgement of parties to
conflict, limiting, curtailing and creating options for behaviour. It is
also a window into motivation, and the rationale behind choices
made ... History is defined as a perceived version of the past; it is an
explanation of how things were, and why things today are as they
are. (Tidwell 1998: 108-109)

19 The distinction between cognitive and ideological beliefs is analytical and they
should not be seen as mutually exclusive. Both beliefs are used to further
knowledge of how adversaries reason about conflict, in this case by the use of
history or ideology.
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Hence, cognitive beliefs descriptively point to the perceived ‘realities’
of political actors. In comparison, ideological beliefs are more abstract,
while at the same time more articulated and explicit, than cognitive
beliefs. ldeological beliefs constitute a comprehensive framework for
purposive and intentional behaviour with prescription and legi-
timation for political action.20 Founded on value systems, ideological
beliefs provide an intellectual framework for interpreting and evalu -
ating conflict. According to Larson (1985: 21) ideology is ‘defined as
a belief system, held by a group, that “explains and justifies a preferred
political order for society, either existing or proposed, and offers
strategy (processes, institutions, programs) for its attainment.”” Hence,
ideology prescribes long-range goals, and these beliefs are frequently
used to diagnose problems, evaluate alternative strategies, and justify
and rationalise various actions taken in conflict (Holsti 1983: 324-325;
Maclean 1988). In a similar way, Aronoff and Aronoff (1996: 4) argue
that ideological beliefs are specific, rationalised interpretations of
political culture. However, it is important to make an analytical dis-
tinction between ideological and sociological beliefs. ‘Ideological
beliefs represent an interpretation from within a particular thought
which remains trapped within that thought, while sociological beliefs
represent an interpretation from without, which seeks to refer
knowledge claims and beliefs, to the social context which can offer
the meaning necessary to understanding and assessing.” (MacLean 1988:
65).

An analysis of cognitive and ideological beliefs accordingly facilitates
an understanding of the images of self and enemy. Holsti (1962), in his
seminal work on national and enemy images, differentiates between
open and closed belief systems in which new information either
produces change (open system) or is adjusted to a pre-existing belief
system (closed system) with obvious implications for change and
continuity of beliefs. Self-images are particularly resistant to change as
they ‘draw upon myths and embellished memories of past achie-
vements as palpable examples of the national purpose’ (Lebow 1981:
197). Moreover, political elites are inclined to be locked in their own
national self-image, which may induce them to believe that others see

2D carlsnaes (1981: 183-188) argues that perceptions and ideology should be
distinguished from each other in the analysis, since cognition theory, in his view, is
based on causality, whereas ideology is seen as a doctrinal element, which must be
explicated as purposive and intentional action. The analytical dualism upheld in this
study between cognitive and ideological beliefs should be viewed as an attempt to
analyse both the ‘because of’ and the ‘in order to’ reasoning of political actors.
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them in a similarly idealised way as they understand themselves, that is,
‘images of others’ images of oneself’ (Lebow 1981:; 202-203).

Kaplowitz (1990) stresses the importance of studying self-images, a
research area which he claims is neglected in the study of conflict. He
sees a clear link between how political elites frame their own national
purpose and aspiration to that of the enemy’s legitimacy and au-
thenticity (Kaplowitz 1990: 57). In a similar vein, Vertzberger (1990:
126) refers to the ‘judgmental heuristic’ and the conjunction of ‘self’
and ‘other.” Hence, part of the process of constructing national self-
esteem and self-image is to distinguish ‘self” from the ‘other.” This i
frequently done by distinguishing ‘us’ and ‘them,’” ‘friends’ and
‘enemies,” which tends to lead to national stereotyping and simplistic
beliefs about the ‘other’ (Vertzberger 1990: 125; Jabri 1996: 133-141).
‘An enemy is, in some way, an opponent, but also much more. An
enemy is a value-laden, emotionally charged entity, one that is the
recipient of specific negative value connotations and meanings.’
(Tidwell 1998: 127).

Attribution theory is helpful in that the theory problematises how
political actors actively attempt to interpret and understand their own
behaviour as well as that of other actors, and how intertwined this
knowledge is with images of self and other. Heradstveit (1979), in his
excellent study on the psychological obstacles to peace, claims that
beliefs of self and ‘other’ are based on a ‘mutual contingency
interaction’. The interaction and behaviour of the enemy have direct
consequences for the frames of self, the enemy and conflict in general
(Heradstveit 1979: 23-24). In the quest for meaning and interpretation
of conflictual interaction, political actors are disposed to act as
‘intuitive scientists,” utilising a kind of ‘naive epistemology’
(Heradstveit 1979: 22). The driving force is not consistency, as
stipulated in the theory of cognitive dissonance, but rather a search
for validity in order to understand and provide reasons for the
strategic action of others as well as that of oneself (Larson 1985: 34-
41).

Attribution theory emphasises the distinction between dispositional
and situational factors. Dispositional factors are understood as
enduring and internal characteristics of an actor, whereas situational
features are external, contextual and transient. Political actors have a
tendency to overemphasise dispositional factor when explaining the
behaviour of enemies, whereas situational factors are accentuated
when interpreting their own behaviour. As a consequence, there is a
tendency in conflict to have negative anticipations about the
behaviour of the enemy and positive expectations about the action of
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oneself. In theory, this is called the ‘fundamental attribution error’
(Heradstveit 1979: 23-26).

In the next chapter, the empirical analysis will centre on various
understandings of self and enemy in the lIsraeli-Palestinian conflict.
These frames are based on historical interpretations, ideological beliefs,
and situational and dispositional rationalisations made by political
elites in the conflict. Before proceeding to the empirical analysis, the
theoretical framework will be expanded and linked to societal-
political as well as to international structures of conflict.

Domestic and International Structures

The domestic and international environments of states have effects;
they are the arenas in which actors contest norms and through
political and social processes construct and reconstruct identities.
(Katzenstein 1996: 25)

There are several studies of conflict that focus on political leaders and
adopt perspectives in which adversaries are viewed as rational and
purposive political actors. However, according to Farnham (1990:
84), there is a need, particularly within decision-making theories, to
focus to a greater extent on the political environment where action
takes place. This section aims to problematise the political contexts of
conflict and discuss how normative and behavioural structures may
facilitate and restrain strategic interaction.2! In conflict research and
foreign policy analysis there are studies that have attempted to
combine structural and individualist accounts, the external/operational
and the internal/psychological environments, to use a different
terminology (Brecher 1972; Hopmann 1991). However, in com -
parison to these studies, the understanding here of structure will not
relate to the material world per se, but rather to how various
political groups interpret and give reason and meaning to these
‘realities.” This study assumes that political actors are affected by
structures of shared knowledge and intersubjective understandings.
‘Socially constructed rules, principles, norms of behavior, and shared
beliefs may provide states, individuals, and other actors with
understandings of what is important or valuable and what are effective

2L This is an attempt to combine subjective and intersubjective understandings and
thus diverges from several constructivists; see, for instance, Katzenstein (1996),
where most of the authors are ‘thoroughgoing structuralists’ (Jeppersson, et al.,
1996: 66).
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and/or legitimate means of obtaining those valued goods’
(Finnemore 1996: 15). One of the aims is therefore to identify the
collective as well as rival meanings of conflict in the societal-political
and international arenas, which in this study constitute the structural
parameters of conflict.

Any new or emergent norm must compete with existing, perhaps
countervailing, ones. This is a political process that implicates the
relative power of international or domestic coalitions. But norms
make new types of action possible, while neither guaranteeing action
nor determining its results. (Jeppersson, et al., 1996: 56).

The focus lies on practices, patterns of relations, and normative
expectations about action which generate rules, norms, and be-
haviour. These structures contain information about what is
prescribed as appropriate and legitimate strategies in specific political
situations (Cohen 1980b: 8; Katzenstein 1996: 5). Hence, the mani-
fold and frequently rivalling expectations and understandings of
conflict in the domestic and international arenas are for the adversaries
part of the structures in the strategic interaction. The focus of the
analysis will therefore be, as discussed in chapter two, on the ‘logic of
appropriateness’ rather than the ‘logic of consequences,” when
analysing the strategic interaction.

Societal-political structures

In the domestic arena, public opinion expresses normative expec-
tations and sets boundaries for what is or is not acceptable action in
conflict (see, for instance, Putnam 1993a). According to some
researchers, public opinion is simply reactive to international political
events, whereas other scholars interpret public opinion as prescriptive;
thus it becomes a facilitating or a restraining structural feature of the
strategic interaction (see, for example, Craig and George 1990: 60).
In conflict, there usually exists a kind of overarching meaning, a
‘meta-frame’ for what generally constitutes conflict and the legitimate
grounds for dispute which have evolved over time through practice
and behaviour. However, if we assume that there are also contested
understandings and ‘struggles’ for meaning of conflict, it is important
to elaborate on the political setting—which domestic interest groups
may articulate these opinions (Wolfsfeld 1997). To facilitate such an
analysis we need to clarify the so-called ‘game of politics’ in which
political opposition is able to act and express itself (see Hagan 1995).
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What type of rules and norms does the domestic political system and
organisation contain? Are norms and organisational structures for
politics authoritarian or democratic? Moreover, in what ways are
public opinion and political opposition integrated within the wider
setting of political culture? One of the aims of the empirical analysis is
therefore to crystallise and identify political culture and analyse how
various interpretations of conflict are expressed by domestic groups.

Political culture is a problematic and elusive notion. According to
Verba, political culture ‘consists of the system of empirical beliefs,
expressive symbols, and values which defines the situation in which
political action takes place.” (1965: 513; compare with Diamond
1994: 7). Aronoff and Aronoff define political culture as ‘collective
meanings and understandings that social groups create, share, and
symbolically express’ (1996: 3). Political culture may thus be under-
stood as a dominant discourse of symbols and myths constructed from
political practices, which depicts a shared identity and perception of
its destiny (Aronoff and Aronoff 1996: 4; Jabri 1996). Collective
political attitudes are formed by learning experiences of history and
practices emanating from the political system. Consequently, political
culture provides various domestic interest groups with a meta-frame
to interpret social and political actions. Political culture thus
highlights preferences and distinct ‘orientation to action’ (Diamond
1994: 8; Peleg 1998b).

[Clonflict is cultural behavior, since culture shapes what people fight
about, how they fight, with whom they fight, and how the conflict
ends ... Both group goals and group actions are linked to cultural
notions of appropriate behavior in the development and pursuit of
goals. As a result, culturally shared rules can guide behavior even in
the absence of strong institutions to enforce them. Conflict involves
both the pursuit of culturally defined competing interests and the
parties’ divergent interpretations and threats to identity. (Ross 1997:
74)

According to Peleg, political culture may be depicted either as
‘consensual,” characterised by an overall societal unanimity, or
‘differentiating,” reflecting only one particular societal segment which
affects the orientation to action (Peleg 1997: 14). As stated above, it
is assumed that domestic constituencies may diverge in their
interpretations of conflict, and consequently an important question to
raise is the extent to which these meta-frames are shared or
contended. Which interpretation is considered more appropriate;
which acts in accordance with dominant social norms; and which
rivals the dominant meta-frame of conflict?
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International structures

In comparison to the domestic arena, the international arena has
received greater attention in 1r because of the dominance of the
realist paradigm. Several studies of international relations have centred
on the consequences of anarchy, material capabilities, and the
influence of order and stability in the interaction of major powers.
The use of a constructivist approach, however, shifts attention from
consequences to meaning and appropriateness, which focus on norms,
rules and patterns of behaviour. Constructivist approaches frequently
devote greater attention to global and universal norms.22 This study
will confine the analysis to norms, rules, and behaviour generated
specifically from relations in informal and formal alliances and between
disputants and third parties in conflict. It is assumed that expectations
regarding the appropriateness of behaviour in conflict originate from
these relationships. Hence, the aim is to delineate various inter-
pretations of conflict and thereby identify the various expectations for
strategic interaction.

As mentioned, alliance relations have traditionally been analysed and
understood as a response to threats and anarchy, which are deter-
mined by power politics. However, following a constructivist line,
the focus will rather be on the extent of shared perceptions of
‘realities’ and patterns of behaviour over time in international
relations. Barnett (1996: 401) argues that the relational and ideational
aspects are the decisive factors in alliance formation, that is, ‘politics
of identity rather than the logic of anarchy.” Hence, the choice of
alliance partners is frequently based on a shared definition of threats
and a similar identification of friends and foes in international politics.
Moreover, ‘identity concerns not only the state’s external “self” but
also its internal one’; thus, changes, for example, in state identity, may
impair alliance formation (Barnett 1996: 408, for the quotation,
p. 412).

Third parties are also part of international structures in their direct
or indirect interventions in conflict. Intervention will here be used in
a more restricted manner by the exclusion of military intervention.
The emphasis lies on benign intervention by external actors who strive
primarily to promote specific norms and influence the behaviour of
the conflicting parties towards some kind of de-escalation of conflict.

22 spveral of these approaches assume implicitly that some specific norms, usually
‘good ones,” such as democracy and human rights, will be adopted by most
international actors (Checkel 1998: 338).
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Third parties may involve a whole range of political actors, such as
small states, great powers, and intergovernmental (1co) and
nongovernmental (NGo) organisations. Benign intervention may take
the form of mediation and facilitation of de-escalation processes in
which third parties express their understandings of conflict and present
various ‘formulae,” which include norms and assumptions about
appropriate strategic actions.23 Finnemore (1996: 11, 147) describes
this type of third parties as ‘active teachers’ by virtue of their
promotion of certain norms and political agendas. These assertions by
third parties may either converge with or contest the disputants’ un-
derstandings of how conflict should be managed and resolved.
Consequently, relations with third parties constitute yet another
dimension of the structural parameters that define opportunities and
restraints in the strategic interaction.

Conclusion

In this chapter, | have advanced a number of theoretical arguments
for how agent and structure are operationalised, as presented in the
meta-theoretical model in chapter two. First, in order to delineate
the attributes of agent—willingness, capacity, and understanding—we
need to elaborate upon adversarial perceptions and self-images.
Second, to identify images of self and enemy, an analytical dualism
between cognitive and ideological beliefs is presented. Cognitive
beliefs depict how the frames of agent are formed by historical lesson-
drawing and experience, whereas ideological beliefs constitute more
abstract reasoning, which may serve as an evaluative framework to
prescribe action. Third, structures are here understood as domestic and
international ‘games’ which contain norms, rules and patterns of
behaviour. To highlight structural features, which political actors may
draw upon in action in the societal-political arena, such as
signification, power, and legitimation, the notion of political culture
is particularly useful. Political culture illuminates meta-frames and
interpretive schemes, which enable people to construct meaning of
conflict. Furthermore, the notion highlights particular norms, struc-
ture, and organisation of politics, which may legitimate or censor
action in conflict. Finally, in the international arena the focus is on

23 An expanded typology of third-party intervention may include conciliation,
mediation, consultation, arbitration and peacekeeping.
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alliance and third-party relations, which generate norms and patterns
of behaviour. Again, these norms and behaviour may provide
meaning, capabilities and sanction action in conflict.



Chapter 4

UNDERSTANDINGS OF THE ISRAELI-
PALESTINIAN CONFLICT

The terrible fact is that in relation to this country, two peoples are
in existence—each of them with the deepest sincere belief that this
country is their home. This fact cannot be eliminated by any theory
or by any ideology. (Interview, Leibowitz 1993)

here are numerous studies of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict which

provide different insights into the complex nature of the conflict.
The analysis of this study is confined to agent and structure, that is,
the frames of the Israeli and Palestinian elites and the domestic and
international structures of the conflict.

Israeli and Palestinian Elite Perceptions of the
Conflict

The study of the dominant elite perceptions of conflict directs
attention to images of self and enemy. In what ways has history
influenced cognitive beliefs of conflict? What are the predominant
ideological frames for the interpretation of conflict? How are
cognitive and ideological frames used to rationalise conflicting
interaction?

Dominant Israeli frames

Before and immediately after the establishment of Israel, the Labour
Party was the predominant party in Israeli politics; not until 1977 was
Labour defeated by the Likud Party. Yet, despite different world-views
and interpretations of Zionism, these Israeli political elites have shared
several beliefs about the conflict, such as viewing the Palestine
Liberation Organisation (pLO) as a terrorist organisation and rejecting
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the creation of a Palestinian state.24 This section attempts to reflect
both the shared and contrasting frames of these two dominant Israeli
elites.

Jewish history, anti-Semitism, Arab hostilities and wars constitute a
large part of the Israeli cognitive beliefs. Lesson-drawing from
historical experience and analogical reasoning have thus frequently
been used when Israeli elites rationalise and interpret the conflict.
Zionism constitutes a major part of the ideological beliefs from
which the conflict is evaluated, and legitimation and prescription of
action are generated.

Self-images

The cognitive frames of self have to a great extent been shaped by the
legacy of Shoa—the Holocaust—and by the establishment of the state
of Israel. Until the twentieth century the vast majority of Jewish
people lived in diaspora, dispersed throughout the world, although
predominantly in Europe. Jewish history constitutes a rich heritage of
culture, religion and civilisation. Yet, a recurrent element in Jewish
history has been anti-Semitism, which culminated in the Holocaust, in
which one-third of the Jewish people was murdered. The Holocaust
left a tremendous and yet an ambivalent consciousness in the minds of
the Israeli political elite. For the ‘founding fathers’, the Jewish life in
diaspora was viewed as vulnerable and passive and negated the life in
Palestine where the ‘new Jew’, the ‘Sabra’, was characterised by
strength and self-reliance. The Holocaust therefore became ‘the most
salient and deplorable symbol of the Jewish plight in the diaspora’
(Weitz 1995: 143; see also Bar-On 1993: 26-28; Flamhaft 1996: 138;
Kimmerling 1997: 228).25 The basic understanding and lesson-drawing
of the Holocaust among many Israelis has been that such an evil act,
directed against the Jewish people, should never be allowed to
happen again. The best insurance that it would never happen again, it
was argued, was the existence of a militarily strong Jewish state. A
Jewish state and the ‘right of return’26 would guarantee a home for

24 These shared understandings were part of the common platform for two national
unity governments in 1984 and 1988 (Basic Policy Guidelines [1984]1992: 2).

% For instance, Israel did not have a memorial day for the Holocaust until the end
of the 1950s.

% Every person with a Jewish grandmother/father is allowed to settle in Israel,
although this contradicts the halachic (ultra-orthodox) interpretation of who is a Jew.
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persecuted Jews from the diaspora. To ensure the physical survival of
the Jewish state, it had to be strong militarily (Bar-Tal 1990).

There are several examples of attribution errors in which Israeli
actions most often have been interpreted according to situational
factors and strengthened by analogical reasoning. Israel was declared a
state in May 1948 and has since experienced several wars. According
to Israeli elite perceptions, the Jewish state was, from its first day of
existence, physically threatened by Arab states. Particularly the war of
independence of 1948-49, the Six Day war of 1967, and the Yom
Kippur war of 1973, to use Israeli parlance, have been interpreted as
evidence of Arab aggression and their wish to annihilate the state of
Israel. Israel has therefore been forced to build a strong military
institution in order to deter enemies and ensure the physical survival
of the Jewish state (Peres 1998: 112). Israel, in contrast to the Arab
states, declared on several occasions its longing for and willingness to
negotiate peace with its Arab neighbours (Meir [1962]1984: 165).
However, the response from the Arab world was interpreted as
complete rejection of any recognition of Israel. A frequently cited
example of aggressive Arab intentions is the Arab summit held in
Khartoum in 1967, when the Arab states announced that there was to
be ‘no peace with Israel, no recognition of Israel, no negotiations
with it, and insistence on the rights of the Palestinian people in their
own country’ (The Khartoum Resolutions [1967]1997). As a
consequence, it was argued that Israel did not, for a long period of
time, have any partner with which to negotiate peace (Eban
[1967]1984: 207-229). Not until the late 1970s, with the Camp David
agreement, were the first concrete steps towards peace taken. For
some part of the political elite, this peace treaty was still viewed as an
isolated event owing to the assassination of President Anwar al-Sadat,
the subsequent isolation of Egypt in the region, and the unfolding of
a ‘cold’ peace between Egypt and lIsrael (Interview, Shamir 1993).
The predominant Israeli frame of self has therefore been that of
‘David vs. Goliath’, the small state of Israel surrounded by twenty-
two Arab states with a desire to annihilate the Jewish state (Interview,
Shamir 1993). For instance, Ben-Gurion ([1961]1998) described the
war of independence in 1948 thus as: ‘a small nation of 700,000
persons ... stood up against six nations numbering 30 million.’

For many political leaders ‘the memory of the Holocaust makes it
possible to believe the reiterated Arab threat of annihilation,” and
anti-Zionism becomes almost equivalent to anti-Semitism (Bar-Tal

Halacha stipulates only a person born of a Jewish mother or a convert to Judaism is a
Jew.
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1990: 15). In short, the cognitive Israeli frame among the political
elite is characterised by a strong emphasis on security, survival,
deterrence and military strength around which there has been solid
consensus (see also Lidén 1979).

The ideological beliefs of self are related to cognitive beliefs, as
Zionism is very much a product of history. However, the emphasis is
more on intentions, where ideology may be used to evaluate the
conflict and prescribe action. Zionism, as a Jewish national ideology,
was partly a response to the increasing European nationalism and anti-
Semitism. The overall objectives, shared by all Zionists, were the
longing for and objective to establish a Jewish state and the creation
of a modern Jewish society (Bar-On 1993; Laquer 1972). Still, Zionists
differ in their views of the character and purpose of a Jewish state.
Two streams of Zionism, labour Zionism and revisionist Zionism,
deviate in their self-images, which are also reflected in current Israeli
politics. Labour Zionism emphasised from the outset the importance
of the internal dimensions of statehood, that is, the qualitative
characteristics of a Jewish state. Inspired by socialist ideology and
liberal democracy, labour Zionists at the time put a strong emphasis
on working the land, building Jewish settlements and a dedication to
agriculture. A ‘new Jew,” the Sabra, which negated the diaspora Jew
as the ‘other,” was characterised by strength and self-reliance (Weitz
1995: 143). Revisionist Zionism, in contrast, emphasised the external
dimensions of the state, that is, defence of the land where Jews could
live in dignity and self-respect. Inspired by conservative ideals of
military might, a pessimistic world-view, and scepticism of liberal
democracy, revisionist Zionists measured the importance of a Jewish
state according to territorial size and military strength. Hence, they
explicitly made claims not only on Palestinian territory, but also on
that of Transjordan, later to become Jordan (Harkabi 1988: 70-83;
Sprinzak 1993: 118-121).7

Enemy images

Ideological beliefs not only prescribe but also provide legitimation of
action. lsraeli ideological beliefs have had a direct impact on the
construction of the rejection and denial of the ‘other,” the enemy.
Zionism had, as one unifying and motivating theme, ‘a land without

27 This is one of the reasons why the Likud claims to have already made a
territorial compromise.



60 Conflict

a people to a people without a land’ (for a critical analysis, see
Finkelstein 1995: 7-20). As the theme reveals, the Arab inhabitants in
Palestine, who in the beginning of this century constituted almost
ninety percent of the population, were largely ignored (Farsoun and
Zacharia 1997: 78). As former lIsraeli Prime Minister Levi Eshkol
stated: ‘What are Palestinians? When | came here [to Palestine] there
were 250,000 non-Jews, mainly Arabs and Bedouins. It was desert,
more than underdeveloped. Nothing.” (quoted in Farsoun and
Zacharias 1997: 10; see also Meir’s statement in 1969 about the non-
existence of a Palestinian people, quoted in Cobban 1984: 246). The
denial of the existence of another nation in Palestine was also made
possible by treating Palestinians as Arabs, that is, no explicit distinction
was made between Arabs and Palestinians (Ben-Gurion [1961]1998).
Instead it was argued that the Palestinian people had vast territories of
belonging in comparison to the Jewish people, who only had one
country (Interview, Shamir 1993). Thus, the problem of Palestinian
refugees in 1949, after the war, was entirely framed as an issue to be
dealt with by the Arab states. The idea of repatriation to Israel was
seen as both absurd and an ‘unnatural event’ (Eban [1958]1984: 155).
‘The Arab refugees are to be uprooted from the soil of nations to
which they are akin and loyal—and placed in a State to which they
are alien and hostile.” (Eban [1958]1984: 162).

The enemy image is also based on cognitive beliefs which affect how a
conflicting situation may be diagnosed. According to Israeli cognitive
beliefs, the Arab refugee problem was interpreted without any
association to the national rights of the Palestinians to the land.28 The
Palestinian refugee problem was a consequence of Arab aggression and
their joint declaration of war in 1948 against the newly declared
Jewish state (Meir [1961]1999; Tekoah [1972]1999). Consequently, the
Israeli political elite put the entire blame on the Arab states because
‘[i]f there had been no war against Israel, with its consequent harvest
of bloodshed, misery, panic and flight, there would be no problem of
Arab refugees today. Once you determine the responsibility for that
war, you have determined the responsibility for the refugee problem’
(Eban [1958]1984: 151). Ben-Gurion ([1961]1998) stated:

2B The Israeli government also stressed that the state had settled around 450,000
Jewish refugees from the Arab world (Eban [1958]1984: 158).
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We have clear documentary evidence of the fact that they [the
Palestinians] left the country at the orders of the Arab leaders,
headed by the Mufti, on the assumption that the invasion of the
Arab armies after the departure of the Mandatory Government’s
forces would destroy the Jewish State, and throw all the Jews, alive
or dead, into the sea.

In the 1970s the Palestine question came to the fore internationally,
partly because of the intensification of Palestinian terrorism.
Concurrently the pLo augmented its role as the representative of the
Palestinian people and received increasing recognition, for instance, in
the un, where the organisation gained the status of a permanent
observer. The focus of the enemy shifted somewhat from Arab
aggression in general towards the pro specifically. After a terrorist
attack in July 1975, Prime Minister Rabin ([1975]1982: 248) described
the prLo in the following way:

The terrorist organizations, headed by Yasser Arafat, were quick to
claim responsibility for this bloodshed. This is the face of the man
who led the U.N. General Assembly astray — so easily — with the
olive branch in his hand and the pistol strapped to his waist. This is
the act of those whose principles are designed to liquidate lIsrael and
deny sovereign Jewish national existence.

Notwithstanding the split among the Israeli political elite over the
future of the occupied territories, there was until recently an almost
complete consensus that the pLo was to be seen as a terrorist organi -
sation.

The real problem is not whether to deal with the PLO or not, but
whether it would serve any useful purpose whatsoever ... the PLO’s
very raison d’étre is the denial of Israel’s right to exist, thinly veiled
behind the cover of an ostensibly legitimate call for Palestinian
statehood. (Shamir [1982]1984: 642)

To sum up, the belief systems of the Israeli political elites may be
characterised as relatively closed and driven by strongly held enemy
images. The rro was for a long period of time described as evil and
with dispositional characteristics, an enemy image which was seen to
be validated by the contents of the Palestinian National Charter, and
evidenced in the wave of terrorist acts against Israeli and Jewish
civilians. Israeli actions, in contrast, were understood as situational
reactions to a hostile environment (Allon [1974]1982: 135; Rabin
[1974]1982: 115-121).
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Dominant Palestinian frames

There have been, for several reasons, fewer studies and research on
Palestinian than on Israeli elite frames. First, the analysis of political
elites is frequently made in comparative studies, and one general
criterion for this kind of research has been that the political elite is
part of a state. Moreover, this particular conflict has, for a long
period of time, been defined as primarily an interstate conflict, that is,
the Arab-lsraeli rather than the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Cons-
equently, the Palestinian political elite has been the subject of less
thorough analysis.2® Second, the distinction between political elites
and people has been less clear because of the fact that the majority of
the Palestinians since 1948 live in exile. For an extended period of
time the Palestinians lacked any type of cohesive and unified political
leadership. Instead, they experienced a competition among Arab
leaders in their attempt to represent and lead the Palestinian cause
(Brynen 1995; Farsoun and Zacharia 1997; Khalidi 1997).

Palestinian elite perceptions are to a large extent constructed on
cognitive beliefs based on historical lesson-drawing, particularly from
the events in 1948 and 1949. These perceptions have been
strengthened by ideological beliefs, which evaluate and legitimise
conflicting interaction.

Self-images

The cognitive beliefs are primarily shaped by the experience of the al-
Nagha—the catastrophe—in 1948 when 726,000 Palestinians were
either being expelled from or fled the country in which they
previously constituted a majority (Persson 1994: 64).30

2 on comparative studies of the Arab-Israeli conflict see, for example, Heradstveit
1979; Lenczowski 1975; on the scientific study of political elites in the Middle East,
see Zartman 1980.

30 The general Israeli account of the events in 1948-49 is that the Palestinians were
encouraged by their leaders to leave. This account, however, has recently been
challenged by post-Zionist historians (see, for instance, Benny Morris 1988) who
argue that orders were informally given, which encouraged the expulsion of
segments of the Palestinian population.
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[Wihat the Palestinians now shared was far greater than what
separated them; all had been dispossessed, none were masters of their
own fate, all were at the mercy of cold, distant, and hostile new
authorities. If the Arab population of Palestine had not been sure of
their identity before 1948, the experience of defeat, dispossession,
and exile guaranteed that they knew what their identity was very
soon afterwards: they were Palestinians. (Khalidi 1997: 194)

After the armistice agreements were reached in 1949, mandatory
Palestine 31 was split into a Jewish state; the West Bank, including East
Jerusalem, was occupied and later annexed by Jordan;3? and the Gaza
Strip was put under Egyptian military rule. The expulsion of the
Palestinians and the uN decision to partition Palestine have been
framed by the Palestinian political elite as a tremendous ‘historical
injustice’ since it deprived the people of the land and the right to
national self-determination.33 ‘They consider themselves the indigenous
people of Palestine who have inalienable national rights. Pre-1948
Palestinians constitute al-Sha’ab al-Filastini (the Palestinian people),
part of the greater Arab umma whose watan (homeland) is Filastin’
(Farsoun and Zacharia 1997: 12).

The historical lesson-drawing of the al-Nagba has been strengthened
by ideological beliefs of Palestinian nationalism, pan-Arabism and ‘an
amalgam of Third World-style ideas of social, economic, and
political-military revolution’ (Farsoun and Zacharia 1997: 183). The
content of Palestinian nationalism has shifted in emphasis from an
identification with a greater Arab nation to a distinct territorial
Palestinian identity. During the first part of the twentieth century
Palestinian nationalism was prevalent mainly among notable elites and
families in a mainly agrarian Palestinian society.34 A joint national
leadership, the Arab Higher Committee, was formed during the Arab
revolt of 1936-39, but was soon shattered owing to differences in
tactics. After the al-Nagba in 1948-1949, and with the emerging
regional leadership of Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser, pan-
Arabism was gaining ground among Palestinians.

31 After the fall of the Ottoman Empire, Palestine was under a UN mandate, under
British authority, from 1918 to 1948.

32 Jordan is the only country in the Middle East that has offered citizenship to the
Palestinians.

33 In 1947, the UN suggested a division of Palestine into an Arab state and a Jewish
state, with Jerusalem as an international city.

34 In the first half of this century, the Palestinian political leadership was split into
several national orientations, such as pro-Syrian, pro-Jordan, and pan-Arab (see
further, Khalidi 1997).
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The Palestinians were deeply attracted by the pan-Arabism of ‘Abd-
al-Nasir. Beyond the obvious fact that Arabism had been an
important element of the Palestinian self-view for many decades, in
its potent new pan-Arab form it promised, as had the other regional
or transnational ideologies the Palestinians had identified with in the
past—whether Ottomanism, Arabism or pan-Syrianism—to multiply
their limited forces and give them support from outside Palestine
against the lsraeli foe they knew from bitter experience to be far
stronger than they were. (Khalidi 1997: 182)

As a result, it was difficult to clearly distinguish a Palestinian leadership
and instead, both Nasser and King Hussein of Jordan claimed to
represent the Palestinian people and their cause. For instance, it was
Nasser who took the initiative to create the pLo in 1964, with the
ambition to control various Palestinian guerrilla groups. Thus, ‘for
many years it could plausibly be argued that there did not appear to
be a Palestinian identity, just as there was no Palestinian entity that
could be pointed to on the map’ (Khalidi 1997: 181). However, only
three years later Israel conquered the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, the
Sinai Peninsula, and the Golan Heights in six days of war against
Jordan, Syria and Egypt. Against the background of this devastating
and humiliating war, and with Palestinian disappointment in the
performance of Arab regimes and their commitment to the Palestine
cause, many Palestinian organisations and guerrilla groups drew the
lesson that only Palestinians could liberate the homeland. This lesson-
drawing was to be reflected in the revision of the Palestinian National
Charter in 1968 (The Palestinian National Charter [1968]1984: 366-
372). Hence, shortly after al-Fatah took control over the prLoO a
distinct leadership, based on Palestinian particularism, was evolving.
Ideological beliefs also provide a framework which prescribes and
legitimates action. The Palestinian ideological beliefs were, as stated,
influenced by a combination of Third World liberation theology,
pan-Arabism, socialism and anti-imperialism, which suggested
appropriate strategies towards a Palestinian revolution and liberation
of the land. According to Palestinian leader Yasir Arafat ([1969]1984:
378), the Palestinian ‘struggle is part and parcel of every struggle
against imperialism, injustice and oppression in the world. It is part of
the world revolution which aims at establishing social justice and
liberating mankind.” The origin and evolution were also understood
and interpreted from these ideological beliefs. The unN partition of
Palestine and the subsequent support of the state of Israel by the
Western world were framed as a colonial and imperialist project
(Arafat 1973: 167). Thus, Palestinians were seen as victims of Western
imperialism and aggression, and according to Arafat ([1969]1984:
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374), ‘the immediate objective of Al Fatah is the total liberation of
Palestine from Zionism and the destruction of any racial or sectarian
notion which might exist among the Arabs.’

Enemy images

As attribution theory states, self- and enemy images are intimately
linked in a ‘mutual contingency interaction. The Palestinian ideological
beliefs are, as mentioned, partly based on Third World liberation
ideology. The enemy image was therefore constructed on a negation
of Israel as a legal entity, since the state was an ‘expression of
colonisation based on a theocratic, racist and expansionist system and
of Zionism and colonialism’ (Al-Fatah [1969]1984: 372). It was not
only the foundation of imperialism and neo-colonialism that were
refuted as illegal, but also the claim that Jews constitute a nation.

Claims of historical or religious ties of Jews with Palestine are
incompatible with the facts of history and the true conception of
what constitutes statehood. Judaism, being a religion, is not an
independent nationality. Nor do Jews constitute a single nation with
an identity of its own; they are citizens of the states to which they
belong. (The Palestinian National Charter [1968]1984: 369)

Zionism was for a long time interpreted as a political movement,
associated with international imperialism and racism, working against
the liberation of other people. As a consequence, Israel was never
mentioned by name but referred to only as the ‘Zionist entity’ (see,
for instance, Arafat’s speech in the un in 1974b). Consequently, the
rejection of the existence of Israel and the preoccupation with the
armed struggle took precedence over a political settlement. There was
a ‘symbiotic, relationship between armed struggle and nation-building
in Fatah thinking’ where ‘[ml]ilitary action confirmed that the
Palestinians, to themselves above all, were active participants in
shaping their own destiny, rather than passive victims’ (Sayigh 1997a:
26-27).

The enemy image was also strengthened by cognitive beliefs according
to which Israeli actions were described with dispositional charac-
teristics, which seemed to validate the Palestinian perception of Israel
as the aggressor. Palestinian perceptions stipulate that, through its
practices and attitudes as a state, Israel exhibits racism and
expansionism (Interview, Zayeed 1998). ‘The memories of the
massacres of Palestinian civilians at Dir Yasin, Sabra, Shatilla, and Tal
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al-Za’tar are also at the core of the Palestinians’ collective agony’
(Sahliyeh 1997: 9). The refusal of Israeli political leaders to recognise
the Palestinian people is taken to reflect a racist attitude towards the
Palestinian people (Arafat [1969]1984: 377). Furthermore, Israel was
viewed as expansionist by virtue of the enlargement of its borders in
every war and the occupation and settlement of Arab land. Since the
occupation in 1967, Israel has expropriated fifty-two per cent of the
West Bank and forty per cent of the Gaza Strip (Sahliyeh 1997: 10),
and these actions were taken as valid arguments for the dispositional
characteristics of the Jewish state (Bar-Tal 1990: 17-19). By com-
parison, Palestinian actions were rationalised as situational reactions to
and in self-defence against Israeli aggression.

However, after the war of 1973 there were indications that the
Palestinian belief system was becoming more open. There were certain
signals emanating from the pLo leadership that the armed struggle may
be combined with a political approach. ‘We say that there are two
options: either war—and if that is the case we shall fight it until we
reach the sea—or else a settlement—in which case it shall not be at
the expense of the Palestinian people.” (Arafat 1974a: 198). Moreover,
the new and ambiguous concept of the establishment of a ‘Palestinian
authority’ in any liberated land was introduced, which may be
interpreted as a first step towards an acceptance of a two-state
solution (Abu Amr 1996: 7; Muslih 1997: 38-40). Moreover, the war
in Lebanon and the subsequent expulsion of the prLo to Tunis in 1982
strengthened the political and diplomatic approach of the rrLo
leadership. Not only did the armed struggle fail to liberate Palestine,
but it also became practically much more difficult to pursue an armed
conflict, since the pLo, for the first time, would have its headquarters
in a country that did not border on Israel. Consequently, the
political struggle was transferred back to the occupied territories in
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip (Hassassian 1997: 80-81). It is also
important to note that during this period, Egypt had as the first Arab
state to do so, signed a peace treaty with Israel in 1979, which
included Palestinian autonomy in the occupied territories. So, even if
the Camp David accord was officially rejected, a viable political
strategy based on a two-state solution was under consideration
(Muslih 1997: 44).
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Embedded Conflict: The Israeli-Palestinian Conflict
in the Domestic and International Arenas

Moving from agent to structure, the analysis centres on normative
and behavioural structures over time in the domestic and international
arenas. The focus will be placed on the identification of shared
understandings of the conflict and on various patterns of relations and
behaviour from which normative expectations of action emanate.

Political culture and orientation to action

In the ensuing analysis, | will focus on political culture, in particular
on meta-frames and interpretive schemes that are collectively shared in
the domestic arena. What are the rules and norms of domestic
politics? In what kind of political setting are collectively shared
understandings of the conflict expressed? Can we identify any over-
arching and consensual understanding of the conflict in the Israeli and
Palestinian domestic arenas, and are there any rivalling interpretive
schemes which challenge these meta-frames of the conflict?

Palestinian domestic politics

In the discussion on dominant Palestinian elite frames, the problems
involved in an analysis of elite perceptions were mentioned. Similarly,
it is difficult to discern precisely wha