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Introduction
The past decade has witnessed an explosion of peacebuilding terminologies across the field of nonviolent conflict intervention. This terminology serves as a major source of identity for peacebuilders and in many respects has become “the elephant in the room,” because not only has the number of terminologies increased but also much of the terminology that peacebuilders utilize to define themselves and their practice have been assigned disparate meanings. These differing definitions create underlying tensions and confusion in the field between practitioners and theorists alike. The first purpose of this paper is to better understand the confusing and separate terminologies of non-violent conflict intervention, specifically conflict resolution and conflict transformation. The second and arguably more important purpose of this paper is to figuratively stand up and yell, “Doesn’t anyone see the elephant?!?”

 
We will attempt to address this patchwork of definitions in two separate ways: first, by taking glimpses of how several authors in the field define and use the terms conflict resolution and conflict transformation in their written work and second by comparing a qualitative study completed by Dr. Gloria Rhodes, and a quantitative study prepared by undergraduate students at Eastern Mennonite University, both of which analyzed and compared conflict intervention practitioners’ definitions and use of conflict resolution and conflict transformation terminology and their goals and strategies for conflict intervention.   

Conflict Resolution: Miall, Ramsbotham, and Woodhouse
The authors of the book Contemporary Conflict Resolution are very explicit with their intentional use of the term conflict resolution.  They define it in the text as a comprehensive term implying that the sources of conflict as well as the behaviors involved will be changed.  The authors also recognize the ambiguity this term carries, naming it as both double meaning of process and completion of that process, as well as a specialist field and actions done by people who do not even know such a field exists (Miall, Ramsbotham, Woodhouse, 2008).  The following paragraphs help to work through that ambiguity, showing a picture of conflict resolution as these authors see it.

Descriptions of Interveners:

One way that the authors work to further define the term conflict resolution is by describing those working in the field.  The authors split conflict resolution interveners into five categories: activist, advocate, mediator, researcher, and enforcer.  The activist and advocate both work on behalf of one party in the conflict.  While the activist is nearly one of a party, the advocate works on behalf of a party, similar to a consultant.  A mediator, instead of advocating for one party or another, is an advocate of process.  The researcher starts out from an objective perspective but often alters the placement of power once involved.  For example, researchers (like journalists), can be used by the parties to push their own agenda. The last category is that of enforcer which would include the positions of judges, police, and often funding agencies (Miall et al, 2008).

Conflict Resolution Ground Rules:

Another way that these authors attempt to convey the idea of conflict resolution is by laying out a groundwork of intervention principles for the field. These principles are: impartiality, mutuality, sustainability, complementarity, reflexivity, consistency, accountability, and universality.  Impartiality states that the process of conflict resolution is not complete until everyone involved in the conflict has their interests addressed and taken care of.  Mutuality suggests that, in order to intervene, it must be seen by all the parties as a positive step.  The third principle, sustainability, states that if interveners are not willing to give the resources needed for long term work, then the intervention should not be started.  Complementarity implies that if several interventions are taking place in the same time frame, these interventions should complement each other when possible.  Reflexivity addresses the intervener’s motivation, purpose, and intentions.  Consistency speaks of similar circumstances warranting similar responses.  Accountability refers to the relationship between the interveners and those they are acting for, perhaps initially the sponsors of the project, but eventually the parties affected by the conflict.  Finally, universality states that the interventions must be endorsed across cultures (Miall et al, 2008).  These eight principles define for us the guidelines laid out for interventions done in field of conflict resolution, as defined by these three authors.

Summary

While the categorizing of interveners and the suggestion of principles teach us many things about these authors’ views of the field, several assumptions stand out.  From the descriptions of those working in the field we can see that the authors include advocacy, mediation, and arbitration as forms of conflict resolution.   The principles imply that the field of conflict resolution is a third party intervention and one where the third party involved attempts to be impartial.  Second, that conflict resolution is a process that works for a win-win solution.  Lastly, these principles assume that long-term intervention is possible and probable. 

Conflict Resolution: Lederach
Just as with Miall, Ramsbotham, and Woodhouse, John Paul Lederach is very intentional in his use of terms.  In his book Building Peace Lederach paints a word caricature of the field of conflict resolution.  He describes the field as “trained in social psychology and influenced by the helping professions… integrating the emotional and substantive concerns in the resolution of conflicts.”  Lederach also writes that conflict resolution sees that more than “hard politics” are needed to support societal transformation and change (Lederach 1997).

Reconciliation Assumptions:
Lederach identifies three assumptions of reconciliation.  The first assumption is that relationships are the basis of both the conflict and, eventually, the solution.  Secondly, engaging in reconciliation means conflicting groups, as well as other underlying sources of conflict, encounter each other.  Acknowledgement is another important piece of reconciliation according to Lederach which he describes as being “decisive in the reconciliation dynamic.”  He explains further saying, “It is one thing to know; it is yet a very different social phenomenon to acknowledge.”  Lastly, Lederach asserts that the field of reconciliation must go farther than the existing international political traditions in order to find the creativity necessary in peacebuilding (Lederach, 1997).

Reconciliation and Paradoxes:
Lederach also shows the delicate balance of resolution in describing the various paradoxes it must hold together.  Acknowledging the past, as stated above is an important piece of conflict resolution, as is envisioning the future.  Reconciliation is then the place where the two meet; it is only at this meeting place that conflicting parties can reframe the present.  Reconciliation is also a space of tension between two other paradoxes.  It must be a place where truth of a difficult past meets mercy and a place where justice and peace coexist.  Lastly, the author points out that the statist diplomacy and realpolitik which are currently in place have not shown competency in either controlling or transforming current conflict indicating a need for a new innovation (Lederach 25). Thus conflict resolution, as far as it joins with reconciliation, must serve as a meeting place of several different ideas.  It must enfold both past and future; it must be made up of both truth and mercy while incorporating justice as well as peace; and it must include elements of both realism and innovation.

Conflict Resolution: Rhodes
In her dissertation entitled Conflict Resolution and Conflict Transformation Practice: Is There a Difference?  Rhodes includes a literature review.  This paper will briefly describe a few of the discrepancies within different authors’ descriptions of this field, which Rhodes explores in greater detail within her review.  These include: the under current of values in the field, the processes included in the field, and what time frame conflict resolution works in.  Finally we will look at how Rhodes defines the term conflict resolution as it used later in her research.

Value-Free or Positive Values?
Rhodes writes that the Committee on International Conflict Resolution speaks of this process as one that is “value-free.”  This committee brings two types of action under the term conflict resolution; “efforts to prevent or mitigate violence from inter-group or interstate conflict, as well as efforts to reduce the underlying disagreements” (Rhodes, 2008).  Rhodes quotes them further in their definition of conflict resolution by stating that this process is done to define limits for violent acts that are excused and to control violence by promoting discussion.  This statement of goals or expectations of the process points to deeply held values (Rhodes, 2008).

Others suggest that this field is not value free, but rather made up of numerous positive values.  James Laue suggested that conflict resolution places a great deal of importance on things such as cooperation, inexpensive and timely resolutions, as well as win-win solutions established by the conflicting parties working together.  Standards such as nonviolence and non-coercion as well as social justice and equality also come up in Laue’s writing.

On the outset these two sources look opposite from each other.  Rhodes points out, however, that in the act of defining a process or in designing desired outcomes for that process the underlying values are shown (Rhodes, 2008).

Processes included in Conflict Resolution:
Another discussion within this field of conflict resolution is around what other processes fit under this umbrella term.  It seems that different authors have differing views of this as well.  For example, Rhodes references author Cohen in listing the processes of negotiation, adjudication, mediation, and arbitration as processes that share enough similarities to all converge under the heading of conflict resolution.  Another author, Schellenberg, suggests that the umbrella term of conflict resolution should be divided into five different categories: coercion, negotiation and bargaining, adjudication, mediation, arbitration, and what Rhodes calls a “catch all category of other means” (Rhodes, 2008).  Finally, authors Porter and Taplin who represent the sociological view list avoidance, conquest, education, spontaneous resolution, transactional resolution which would include both mediation and negotiation, arbitration, judicial decision, and non-reconciliation as means of the broader term conflict resolution.  There are differing opinions on these placements of processes. Many of these processes, such as arbitration, are thought of as coercive; and others, such as conquest, are often brought about violently.  The debate then, is over what level of coercion and violence can be tucked under the conflict resolution umbrella (Rhodes, 2008).

Initially the field of conflict resolution was synonymous with building up an information base through analysis; however, over time it has grown to encompass much more.  Problem solving seems to be an integral part of what conflict resolution has become.  Several authors have identified conflict resolution as a process to bring about a win-win solution.  Problem solving reframes the act of resolving conflict as “a puzzle to be solved” instead of a “tug-of-war” (Rubin, 1997).

Time Frame of Conflict Resolution:

Another interesting disagreement in the discussion of defining conflict resolution includes the time frame which these interventions take place.  Some contend that the term conflict resolution implies permanently ending the conflict over one specific incident in a relatively short period of time (University of Colorado 1999-2008).  Others disagree, saying that broader conflict is made up of smaller, individual conflicts which each must be addressed and permanently resolved (Tidwell, 2001).  While some describe conflict resolution as a field made up of varying degrees of long-term to short-term intervention,  still others conclude that conflict resolution is a reactionary approach, dealing with the immediate crises in order to keep a resemblance of order and peace with violence at a minimum (Welsh 2002).  This would then explain the common belief that social justice is often a piece left out of the puzzle leaving uneven power structures and latent injustice after the conflict resolution process is complete (Rhodes, 2008).


Definition for the Study:

After stating many authors’ definitions and pointing out the different understandings of the term conflict resolution Rhodes gives the definition used later in her qualitative study.  She defines conflict resolution as, “nonviolent, cooperative intervention process used by a mutually acceptable third party to intentionally understand the sources and dynamics of a problem and find a mutually acceptable, peaceful solution.”  She goes on to clarify that the understanding for a mutually acceptable solution meets the underlying needs and interests of each party (Rhodes, 2008).

Conflict Resolution Summary:
In looking at several authors written works numerous topics of disagreement and discussion came to the surface.  Miall, Ramsbothan, and Woodhouse imply through their definitions of interveners and ground rules that the time frame can be lengthy, processes such as mediation, negotiation, and arbitration are included, and conflict resolution works for a win-win solution (Miall et al, 2008).  In Lederach’s writing conflict resolution includes innovation, a step beyond realpolitik, in the journey toward change.  Three fundamental assumptions of reconciliation as well as several paradoxes were also revealed through Lederach’s writing that are interwoven with the understanding of the field of conflict resolution.  The idea of reconciliation is one where peace and justice, truth and mercy converge and are built upon engagement, relationship, and acknowledgement. Finally, three topics stemming from common disagreements were introduced from Rhodes’ deeper review; time frame of intervention, the underlying values, and the processes involved in conflict resolution.

Conflict Transformation: Miall, Ramsbotham, and Woodhouse 

Miall, Ramsbotham, and Woodhouse define conflict transformation simply as the deepest level of conflict resolution.  While they acknowledge that others define this term as being out of conflict resolution’s realm and one step beyond, they have chosen to include it in conflict resolution. Conflict transformation represents change.  This change happens in the deepest level of patterns that produce violence in such things as institutions, relationships, structure, and culture.

Five types of Conflict Transformation:

 According to these authors, transformation happens in five different levels: context transformation, structural transformation, actor transformation, issue transformation, and personal and group transformation.


This list includes different factors that affect the conflict.  The context of a conflict is composed of aspects from a broad range of social, regional, and international backgrounds.  The authors write,  “local conflicts which are fuelled by global forces may not be resolvable at the local level without changing the structures or policies which have produced them” (Miall et al, 2008).  Changing the structure involves changing the root causes of the conflict; an example of this would be changing the power relationship between a dominant and weaker party.  Actor transformation, as its name suggests, refers to redefinition of direction or goals, as well as a change in perspective of the parties involved.  Issue transformation is intricately tied with the art of reframing the positions of the conflicting parties as well as the change in direction or goals discussed in actor transformation.  Personal and group transformation, for author Curle quoted by Miall et al, is the center of all transformation; they write, “Excruciating suffering leads in time through mourning and healing to new life” (Miall et al, 2008).


Mediation and Advocacy:

As those different types of transformation indicate, the term transformation is meant, in this book, to refer to changes within the differing groups’ interests, goals, and self-definition, among others.  Transformation seeks to go beyond the surface of behavior, and transform the deeper elements of the conflict -- the root causes.  Thus transformation is deeply connected with the power systems of the groups involved.  Mediation then, is not the only necessary intervention, but advocacy is also needed for the party who has less power.  Mediation is not a synonym of advocacy; instead the two processes should, in the transfomationist view, work side by side.  Intervention should not be restricted to the local level but should work throughout the context in order to balance the power systems.  Miall, Ramsbotham, and Woodhouse write, “Peace and justice are indivisible and have to be pursued together.”


The idea that peace and justice are complementary is at the heart of conflict transformation’s main critique of many organizations in the field. This critique addresses the tendency of nonviolent conflict interventions to create a temporary break in high levels of violence without seeking to address the deep-rooted causes of conflict.  The authors write that these peacemaking interventions are “condemned to reproduce existing power imbalances and discourses that underpin existing exclusions…” (Miall et al, 2008).

Conflict Transformation: Lederach
In his definition of conflict transformation, John Paul Lederach uses the word “integration,” using it to expand and explain that peacebuilding must integrate all areas of life.  Peacebuildging must be based in the relationships and subsystems that surround the conflict; use the time scale of decades; and work through the middle range leaders who can network at both the grassroots level and with the top leadership (Lederach, 1997).

Four Elements of Conflict Transformation:
With that description as an introduction Lederach goes into great detail, breaking down the concept of conflict transformation into smaller and smaller ideas in order to show how this approach views peacebuilding.  First, he breaks down conflict transformation into four different elements: personal, relational, structural, and cultural (Lederach, 1997).  Each of these represents different levels that influence conflict, and therefore conflict transformation.  Personal change, similar to the definition according to Miall et al, reflects change on the individual level in emotional, perceptual and spiritual ways.  Relational change affects areas of life that are interdependent with others, mainly communicative and interactive changes in relationships.  Structural change influences a broad range of areas from basic human needs to decision-making structures.  Finally, cultural change deals with, among other things, the patterns of how conflicts arise and how they are handled within group culture.  Within each of these four categories Lederach provides two approaches to change that are embedded in conflict transformation; prescriptive approaches and descriptive approaches.  Descriptively, conflict transformation makes us cognizant of how social change effects and creates patterns in society, while prescriptively it perceives change as intentional interventions implemented to establish positive change (Lederach, 1997).

Lenses of Change:
In looking at these different categories within conflict transformation’s approach to conflict we are looking through what Lederach calls “lenses.”  These lenses help us see how conflict emerges from within personal, relational, structural, and cultural aspects of society.  Through these lenses we also see how changes are brought about by conflicts in these four areas and how responses can be creatively structured for nonviolent and peace enhancing changes.

Lederach goes on to suggest that peacebuilding such as conflict transformation is a process-structure, similar to a glacier moving down the mountain.  This process has shape and structure and retains its form and yet it has a sense of fluidity and flexibility, all the time moving in one direction.   This social change must come about from the present context of history and culture; however it must not be contained by either.  Lederach writes, “The goal is not stasis, but rather the generation of continuous, dynamic, self-regenerating processes that maintain form over time and are able to adapt to environmental changes” (Lederach, 1997). He goes on to say of conflict transformation, “…we are not merely interested in ‘ending’ something that is not desired.  We are oriented toward the building of relationships that…form new patterns, processes, and structures.  Peacebuilding through the constructive transformation of conflicts is simultaneously a visionary and a context-responsive approach” (Lederach, 1997).

Conflict Transformation: Bush and Folger
Bush and Folger also use this term, conflict transformation, referencing the process of transformative mediation in their book The Promise of Mediation.  This understanding of mediation is a response to the settlement-based, conflict control style of mediation and a movement toward what the authors call “social connection and conflict transformation” (Bush Folger, 2005).  Unlike settlement-based mediation, the goal of transformative mediation is empowerment and mutual respect for the parties.  Often a settlement that is acceptable to both parties rises out of the empowerment and recognition, though that is not the primary goal. The hope is that helping the parties to respect and empower each other during the present conflict will create a learning opportunity giving both parties the skills to approach future conflicts as well (Burgess, 1997).  This paper will cover three assumptions of conflict interaction that show transformative mediators’ understanding: conflict interaction can be positive, outside control of the decision and process is not the most helpful intervention, and transformative mediation works to change the interaction between the two conflicting parties.

Transformative mediators believe that conflict is not inherently bad and therefore has underlying positives for creating healthier social interaction.  Though the process of working through conflict may be unpredictable, and at times explosive, it is not always so.  This conflict situation, if handled constructively, provides a time for parties to choose to listen to and respond to each other, which in turn can give long-term personal fulfillment and a more definite closure to the topic of tension. Secondly, empowerment and respect can re-humanize the parties to each other.  Thus conflict can bring about a more positive social interaction between the two parties (Bush Folger, 2005).

The second assumption of transformative mediation is that social interaction is not merely a way to gain something we could not do on our own, nor is it a negative necessity present only because an alternative has not been found.  Rather, social interaction is an integral part of being human and a positive necessity on the road to building identity.  According to this understanding of social interaction combined with the belief that conflict is an opportunity to deepen this interaction, control of a conflict by a third party is unhelpful.  This conflict control limits the parties and deprives them of the opportunity to use their “inherent capabilities” of strength and connection (Bush Folger, 2005).

The third understanding of transformative mediators is that the interaction of parties in conflict is the component in need of change.  If this interaction is transformed it will strengthen the parties themselves, strengthen their connection to each other, and in turn strengthen the communities that the parties are from.  Thus, individual change and structural change is possible, but it stems from the transformation of individuals choosing to “humanize” their interaction with each other.  The authors write that there is a, “concrete possibility of conflict transformation through moral conversation.”  

These three assumptions begin to convey the understanding of transformative mediators.  Throughout these understandings runs the implication that controlling conflict is the opposite of conflict transformation in the same way that social separation is opposite to social connection.  Throughout the assumptions there also runs a thread of suggestion that social connection and relationship is integral to people and their identity, and that rebuilding these relationships takes time.  However, they are very explicit in proposing that transformative mediation is the way in which to exemplify these assumptions by writing that they see “transformative mediation as embodying the relational ideology of social connection and conflict transformation” (Bush Folger 2005). 

Conflict Transformation: Rhodes
Rhodes works to define this term of conflict transformation for use in her qualitative study as “the concepts of creating long-term social change by reducing destructive conflict and increasing constructive conflict in relationships and the systems in which they are found” (Rhodes, 2008).  This view of conflict transformation is deducted from a literature reviewthat explored the writings of several authors such as Lederach, Miall, et al, Mitchell, and Kraybill and numerous others.  This paper covers just a few important points that Rhodes investigates further.

Nature of Conflict:
Looking at conflict through the lenses of conflict transformation gives a unique perspective in several ways.  Conflict transformation says that conflict is a natural part of being in relationship with people.  Conflict rises from change in a relationship and creates further change in the relationship simultaneously.  Therefore, conflict will never be absent if a relationship is going to continue.  While the word resolution implies that a permanent solution will be found, transformation shows the inevitability of conflict and works to bring about changes in the structure of how it is addressed.  Thus transformation does not work for an end in conflict, but rather a switch from destructive patterns to constructive patterns of dealing with this inevitability (Lederach, 2003).

Social Justice:

In light of the statement made above of changing systems that surround the conflicts rather than attempting to put an end to all conflict it becomes obvious that social justice is integral to the practice of conflict transformation.  Rhodes discusses the critique that conflict resolution allows the existing social structures to remain in place; the status quo remains untouched (Lederach, 2003).  Mitchell suggests that working within the structures in place is less helpful than working beneath them with the intent of changing them into a constructive system.  “There is nothing sacred about the status quo” Mitchell writes (Mitchell, 2002). As these statements imply, the ideology of conflict transformation is especially important in asymmetrical conflict situations where power is imbalanced (Miall et al, 2005).

Key Principles:
In such situations there seem to be several attributes that successful transformations share.  The following is a list compiled by Mitchell of such shared principles.  Since conflict transformation is especially conscious of power imbalance it is imperative that groups from all social levels of society that are affected participate in the intervention and decision making sessions.  Likewise, the intervention must be supported and agreed upon by all parties involved, and co-creation of the new structures being put in place is central.  Another principle is that interventions must focus beyond the immediate crisis, looking into the structures and systems that bring about such conflict.  The procedures done in the intervention must also be capable of introducing and sustaining changes in the way conflict is resolved and prevented.  A large part of this procedure is intervention that teaches all parties involved how the inevitable future conflict can be worked through.  This extensive and difficult intervention must also be done by interveners who know both the culture and the present systems in place that surround the groups involved, their relationship with each other, and therefore the conflict.

Conclusion:
Kraybill states that “Conflict transformation suggests that the goal is not only to end or prevent something bad but also to begin something new and good” (Kraybill, 2001).  Thus conflict transformation brings an immense amount of hope to the field.  Not only is change possible, but it is imperative to remind people, communities, and all humanity that we can indeed change for the better.

Comparison between Conflict Resolution and Conflict Transformation:
Even as these terms are defined and discussed, it becomes obvious that authors agree on and share some ideas and definitions while other topics divide authors.  Often this tension is most visible in the way in which authors compare the two ideologies of conflict resolution and conflict transformation.   Whether conflict resolution is the umbrella term including conflict transformation; whether conflict transformation is the term used for the broad spectrum of processes of which conflict resolution is one; whether the words are synonyms, related, or describing different things altogether seem to be a topic of dissention.

Miall et al, describe conflict resolution as an approach meant to deal with immediate crisis situations at the face-to-face level doing little to deal with the broader context of culture or systems to address the conflict situation (Miall et al, 2008).  Rhodes describes conflict transformation as being interested in social change, a phenomenon that happens because of conflict.  This conflict can be dealt with in constructive or destructive ways.  Conflict transformation involves changing the broad social structures and helping to create structures that enhance constructive change (Rhodes, 2008).

Lederach suggests that conflict transformation is related to conflict resolution.  Both are interested in facing the difficult task of peacebuilding.  Conflict transformation deals with the changing relationships at every level of human interaction: personal, relational, structural, and cultural (Lederach, 1997).  Bush and Folger place transformative mediation as a response to what they see as the weaknesses of settlement based intervention often placed under the term conflict resolution. Thus conflict transformation deals with the change in the interaction between the conflicting parties (Bush Folger, 2005).  Miall et al state that they intentionally chose to use the term conflict resolution as the umbrella term with conflict transformation referring to the deepest level of intervention.  This intentional choice is explained with the following three reasons.  First, this term conflict resolution was the first term used to describe this field.  Second, conflict resolution is still the most widely used term among those who study and work in the field.  Third, this term is becoming known among the media and the public and at this time is the most familiar to those groups of people (Miall et al, 2008).

Within this confusing layout of differing opinions, perspectives, and ideas of what conflict transformation and conflict resolution mean, and how they relate to, include, or contrast each other Miall, Ramsbotham, and Woodhouse bring up a valid point.  They suggest that, “In our view it does not matter in the end what label is used as the umbrella term…so long as the field is coherent enough to contain the substance of what is being advocated in each case.  We believe that the field retains its coherence, that it is best left intact, and that conflict resolvers and conflict transformers are essentially engaged in the same enterprise” (Miall et al, 2008).  Perhaps in focusing so avidly on the differences between each school of thought the similarities between them are passed over and ignored.  As many peacebuilders teach, differences are inevitable but if constructively handled they can bring about a deeper understanding of self and others.  Perhaps what can be learned from this review of literature around differing definitions and terms is that a balance is needed.  This balance between the differences that bring out each group’s specialty and the similarities that draw the different schools of thought together is necessary for a varied yet comprehensive field. 

Introduction to Research Methodology and Analysis


As is evident in the review of peacebuilding literature, there are many terms employed to describe practice categories, processes, and strategies of conflict intervention; all of which lack universally accepted definitions. At the nexus of this issue lies the definitional debate between theorists and practitioners of conflict resolution and conflict transformation. Practitioners generally tend to identify with and divide themselves into many different schools of thought, but even practitioners within the same peacebuilding ideology have different definitions of their respective paradigms. This inconsistency in conflict intervention definitions has detrimental effects for the field as competing denotations are laced with latent conflict.   


Without a common language inter-peacebuilder communication becomes difficult and inconsistent. Peacebuilders also use various terms in different ways to develop their own identity surrounding their conflict intervention work.

Research Summary:  Rhodes Dissertation


 As an initial first step to addressing this inconsistency in terminology definitions and latent identity conflict among peacebuilders, Dr. Gloria Rhodes of Eastern Mennonite University initiated a study to analyze how various peacebuilders define and enact their conflict intervention work. The core debate Rhodes researched centered on the various definitions and perceptions of conflict transformation and conflict resolution and how they relate to each other. Rhodes completed a comparative qualitative study to analyze and research the definitions of conflict transformation and conflict resolution along with how they differentiate themselves in practice and theory. 


In total Rhodes interviewed 20 current practitioners of conflict intervention. Rhodes outlined the purpose of her study to clarify “distinctions practitioners make between their own definitions, goals, strategies, and criteria for success and those of other colleagues in the field and to contribute to both the theoretical knowledge about terminology used in the field and “an understanding of practitioners’ implicit theories of practice and the distinctions practitioners make in relation to schools of thought in the field.”  For the purposes of this paper, we will focus on Rhodes’ first and second research questions: 1) What are the practitioners’ definitions of their conflict intervention work; and 2) What are the practitioners’ theories of practice. In other words, how do practitioners define their conflict intervention work, conflict transformation and conflict resolution; and what are their theories of practice?


Rhodes originally designed her study to be balanced with equal numbers of practitioners exclusively identifying with the conflict resolution or conflict transformation schools of thought but through her research identified three other groups of practitioners who defined their work contextually. Out of twenty peacebuilders interviewed, four (all women) identified themselves and their practice exclusively through conflict resolution terminology, five (four men and one woman) identified their conflict intervention practice strictly through conflict transformation terminology. The remaining eleven participants defined their work contextually instead of exclusively relying on the terms resolution or transformation. From the practitioners who constituted the contextual terminology paradigm, Rhodes identified three separate users of terminology: the pragmatic, the strategic and the philosophic. 


The four pragmatic users of terminology consisted of the practitioners who “explained that they used terms to describe their work that were easiest, least confusing for the client or intended audience, or that connected best to colleagues,” (Rhodes 2008). Pragmatic practitioners used various peacebuilding terms depending on the situation that they were involved.


 The five strategic users of terminology perceived “the different terms (such as conflict resolution, conflict transformation, conflict management, etc.) as distinctive approaches to conflict intervention, appropriate for specific types of intervention or desired outcomes in conflict,” (Rhodes 2008). These practitioners would strategically choose their terminology in relation to their goals and theories for the intervention.  


The final two practitioners using terms contextually defined their interventions philosophically. “Practitioners in this category also changed their terms depending upon client or audience, but they did so because of an underlying philosophy about terms and conflict intervention” (Rhodes 2008). 


As the second subset of Rhodes’ initial research question on the practitioners’ definition, participants were asked their respective definitions of both conflict resolution and conflict transformation. Rhodes found that practitioners who identified themselves and their practice with the conflict resolution paradigm defined conflict resolution as either problem-solving or resolving issues, while three out of four included the idea of process as part of their definition.


Practitioners who identified themselves and their work exclusively as conflict transformation also largely defined conflict resolution as problem or issue resolving (four out of five). All conflict transformation practitioners “defined conflict transformation as a social change process” (Rhodes 2008). Each of the practitioners in this paradigm discussed personal change, change in relationship, or structural/systems change, with three out of five identifying a long term involvement. Generally conflict resolution was identified to entail problem-solving and agreement seeking strategies while conflict transformation was defined as relationship building and social change strategies.    


  Rhodes second research question centered on the participants theories of practice (defined as goals, intervention strategies and criteria for success) as they related to their self-identification and use of terminology. Analyzing the participants goals and strategies, provided Rhodes an instrument to examine the participants theories of practice. Rhodes classified participants’ goals according to the framework of criteria for assessing success of interactive conflict resolution (ICR framework) involving four criteria categories of changes in thinking, changes in relationship, foundation for transfer, foundation for outcome or implementation. Rhodes discovered that while many of the participants identified themselves and the terminology disparately, they generally shared the same types of goals. Practitioners shared many of the same goals across schools of thought. The one major difference occurred along the lines of problem-solving with more conflict resolution practitioners, three out of four, citing it as a goal compared to one out of five conflict transformation practitioners. 


In her analysis of the participant’s conflict intervention strategies, Rhodes discovered that, similar to goals, practitioners showed shared strategies across the various schools of thought. Even though scholarly literature and the majority of participants in the study identify problem solving as a conflict resolution focus, “every one of the conflict transformation practitioners included problem solving strategies.” Conflict transformation practitioners are using problem-solving strategies even though it is not included in their self-identification. Similarly, though relational change was consistently identified as an aspect of conflict transformation, conflict resolution practitioners adopted and employed strategies to foster changes in relationship. 


Rhodes’ study unearthed many interesting insights into the definitions of terminology of the field, the self-identification of interveners according to this terminology and of the subsequent goals and strategies these practitioners employ, but the exploratory nature of her study, and the low number of participants and specific cases limited the implications of her study. 

Research Summary: Burkholder, Eby, and Oelschlager


In order to better triangulate Rhodes’ research and to provide some explanatory power and greater generalize-ability, undergraduate students at Eastern Mennonite University, Burkholder, Eby, and Oelschlager, designed, created and implemented a quantitative study of practitioners trained in conflict transformation. 


The quantitative study sought to identify significant relationships between practitioners’ definition of terminology, self-identification and their theories of practice. Rhodes’ exploratory research seemed to suggest that even though practitioners defined themselves and their work in disparate ways they still utilized similar goals, and strategies in their conflict interventions. This quantitative study was designed to test firstly: the practitioners’ definition of their personal conflict intervention practice in comparison to their definitions of conflict transformation and conflict resolution and secondly: the types of goals and strategies said practitioners employed. The hypothesis behind the research stated that if practitioners identify themselves and their work as coming from a conflict transformation school of thought then they will describe their practice as relationship building and will primarily engage goals and strategies that belong to conflict transformation ideology; a long term focus on relationship building, and fostering social or relational change. The survey was also designed to test Rhodes’ findings that many conflict resolution practitioners also employ goals and strategies associated with conflict transformation.


 Additionally, the student led research attempted to identify possible relationships between a variety of descriptive independent variables and a practitioner’s identification with either conflict transformation or conflict resolution in order to further explore the apparent gender split between the two schools of thought in Rhodes’ research. These descriptive independent variables were measured nominally: gender (1=male, 2=female), religious affiliation (1=Protestant, 2=catholic, 3=Jewish, 4=Muslim, 5=other), age (1=20-29 years, 2=30-39, 3=40-49, 4=50-59, 5=60-69, 6=70+), years of practice (1=0-4 years, 2=5-9, 3=10-14, 4=15-19, 5=20-24, 6=25-29, 7=30+), location of practice (1=United States/Canada, 2=Central America, 3=South America, 4=Africa, 5=Asia, 6=Middle East, 7=Europe, 8=Other), and ethnicity (1=Caucasian, 2=African-America, 3=Hispanic, 4=African, 5=Asian, 6=Other).  



The main independent variable was the participant’s Identification with either conflict transformation or conflict resolution. Participants were asked to respond to the statements: I use the term conflict transformation to describe my work, and I use the term conflict resolution to describe my work, on a Likert scale from never to always (1= never, 2=sometimes, 3=often, and 4=always). Even though the study limited responses strictly to conflict transformation and conflict resolution terms, the contextual users of terminology, which Rhodes categorized, were still identifiable because Identification was strategically treated as an ordinal variable on a Likert scale. Contextual users of terminology invariably identified both conflict transformation and conflict resolution to describe their work, while pure conflict transformation and conflict resolution practitioners self identified solely with one paradigm. To calculate the number of contextual terminology users the participants’ score from the conflict resolution statement (4 points possible) was subtracted from the conflict transformation statement (4 points possible) creating the equation: conflict transformation – conflict resolution = contextual score. Contextual identification scores of -1 to 1 implied that participant used both terms to describe their work, scores of -3 or -2 implied that the participant primarily identified with conflict resolution, while scores of either 2 or 3 signified that a participant primarily used conflict transformation to describe their work.    

The first dependent variable was initially supposed to be a second independent variable under Identification helping to operationalize the concept of Identification. The question asked participants to identify on a Likert scale, (1= never, 2=sometimes, 3=often, and 4=always), how they describe their practice according to two statements: I describe my work as problem solving and I describe my work as relationship building. The initial design was based upon the literature review and a similar design found in Rhodes, but after tentative analysis the statement was determined to essentially be a primary dependent variable.    



The principle dependent variable was the participants’ theory of practice which was defined as and divided into the participants’ goals and strategies, as in Rhodes’ study. The participants’ goals and strategies were operationalized by a series of statements, which through a comprehensive literature review, were classified to either pertain to conflict resolution or conflict transformation. The statements were adapted from specifically selected goals and strategies used in Rhodes’ study for their richness of information or counterintuitive findings. 


Conflict transformation goals were defined as relationship-centric (on the survey, goal statements 1, 3, and 6) while conflict resolution goals were defined as problem-centric; focused on solving an immediate problem (goal statements 2, 4, 5, and 7). Conflict transformation strategies were defined as techniques focusing on a long-term approach to the conflict and relationship-centric (strategy statements 1, 4, 5, and 6) while again conflict resolution strategies were defined as techniques focusing on immediate issues related to the conflict (strategy statements 2, 3,and 7). As with Identification the concepts of goals and strategies were treated as ordinal variables on a Likert scale with four choices ranging from never to always (1= never, 2=sometimes, 3=often, and 4=always), which were defined as: always equals 100% of the time, often as more than 50%, sometimes as less than 50% and never as 0%.


The sampling frame of this study consisted of all the alumni and current students of Eastern Mennonite University’s (EMU) Center for Justice and Peace (CJP) Program. The CJP program at EMU is specifically intriguing because of its historical identification with conflict transformation specifically. As a result, all of the participants had a background understanding of conflict transformation along with a possible bias, through their education and training at Eastern Mennonite University. This emphasis on conflict transformation can be contrasted to all of the conflict resolution practitioners in Rhodes’ study who were unfamiliar with the transformation paradigm. The entire population was surveyed by sending an e-mail to all 375 alumni and current students of the CJP program. Recipients were asked to complete the survey in a Microsoft Word document and attach the completed survey in a reply e-mail. From the population, 72 completed surveys were received, providing a response rate of 19%. This low response rate affects the generalizability of our data, as the sample size may not represent the entire population.   

Descriptive Analysis and Findings

The demographics of the sample showed that 52.8% of respondents were male and 47.2% were female (Table 1).  63.9% of the sample was less than 50 years of age, while 36.1% was older than 50 (Table 2).  In terms of religious affiliation, 40.3% of the population identified themselves as Protestant, 8.3% as Catholic, 5.6% as Jewish, 16.9% as Muslim, 26.4% claimed other religious affiliation, and 2.8% did not respond to the question (Table 3).  The ethnicity of the sample was 62.5% Caucasian, 2.8% Hispanic, 12.5% African, 12.5% Asian, 8.3% other, and 1.4% unidentified ethnicity (due to no response) (Table 4).  Of the entire sample of mediators, 84.7% were currently practicing in the field of mediation, 13.9% were not currently practicing, and 1.4% did not respond (Table 5).  While a total of 15.3% of the population either did not answer or is not currently practicing, 36.1% are practicing in the United States and/or Canada, 4.2% are in Central America, 11.1% practice in Africa, 16.7% practice in Asia, 9.7% are in the Middle East, 2.8% practice in Europe, and 4.2% are employed in other locations (Table 6).  The years of involvement of the mediators ranged from 0-29 years, with 18.1% practicing for 0-4 years, 26.4% for 5-9 years, 27.8% for 10-14 years, 16.7% for 15-19 years, 8.3% for 20-24 years, 1.4% for 25-29 years, and 1.4% did not respond to the question (Table 7).  

Interestingly, after processing the participants Identification scores, 49 respondents (68%) were identified as contextual users of terminology, while 19 respondents (26%) identified purely as conflict transformation practitioners and only 1 participant identified his/her practice as conflict resolution (Table 8). The fact that only one person identified with conflict resolution is not a surprising statistic when we understand that the participants came from a population trained in conflict transformation, but what is surprising is the overwhelming number of participants who identified themselves in both conflict resolution and conflict transformation terms. This overwhelming majority of contextual participants created interesting implications for the study, and changed the nature of the study from comparing conflict resolution practitioners and conflict transformation practitioners to comparing contextual users of terminology to practitioners primarily identifying with conflict transformation. The one practitioner who identified with conflict resolution was recoded as system missing so as not to skew the data with the outlier. Even with the large amounts of contextual practitioners it was still possible to test participants’ definitions and understandings of conflict resolution and conflict transformation in comparison to our literature review and Rhodes’ findings. 

After comparing Identification against all of the demographic independent variables we found no statistically significant relationships between a participant’s identification with either conflict resolution or conflict transformation and any of the demographic variables. This contradicts the observation in Rhodes’ study that gender could possibly influence practitioner identification. Bi-variate analysis between demographic independent variables and contextual identification proved that contextual practitioners are much more likely to be Caucasian than any other ethnicity (Table9: p=.009, r=.526). Testing practitioner goals and strategies against the demographic independent variables proved inconclusive as no significant relationships were discovered. Even controlling for contextual participants in multi-variate analysis there were still no relationships discovered between identification and the demographics of the survey. Overall, no real significant relationships were discovered between the demographics of the participants and the dependent variables. 

Through bi-variate analysis of the practitioner demographics and using problem solving as a descriptor of personal practice we discovered significant relationships. The lowest p-values were associated with practitioners aged 40 years and older (Table10: p=.065), currently involved in conflict intervention (Table11: p=.092), working in Asia (Table12: p=.024) and who had been practicing for more than five years (Table13: p=.050) suggesting that they were more likely to use problem solving to describe their work. In this we included p-values above .05 as being tentatively significant in light of our small sample size. We advocate that given a larger sample size this data would have proven more significant, even though .05 is generally considered the cut off. Since EMU is a historical conflict transformation institution not prone to using the term problem solving this suggests that as a participant is engaged in and exposed to the field the terms they use to describe their work will increase, making them more pragmatic. No relationships were discovered between participants’ use of relationship building and demographics, which is not surprising because all of the participants were trained in a conflict transformation institution well known to emphasize the importance of relationship building.    

In spite of the fact that our variables were essentially ordinal, when comparing two of the same Likert scales against each other, we decided it appropriate to use a Phi and Crammer’s V test, comparing them as nominal variables for the purposes of statistical analysis, because we had relatively few categories of response. Even though there was rank order, the variables were designed on such a small scale that, in our thinking, made comparing them using ordinal measures less effective.  Bi-variate statistical analyses between pairs of variables were identified as showing a significant relationship if the p-value was less than .1 because of our small sample size. To test participant definitions of conflict transformation and conflict resolution, to see if they validated and were consistent with Rhodes’ findings, we compared the participants’ identification with conflict transformation and conflict resolution with all of the goals and strategies. 

For the concept of goals, two composite scores were created: one to measure goals for conflict transformation and one to measure goals for conflict resolution.  The composite score for conflict transformation goals included Likert responses of the statements addressing a focus on relationships, the aim for interdependence, and the desire to develop better communication between conflicting parties, with a maximum score of 12. The composite score for resolution goals included Likert responses to the goal statements addressing finding a solution, meeting immediate needs, coming to an agreement, and ending a conflict, with a maximum score of 16. These composite measures of participant goals were then tested against participant Identification. A significant relationship was discovered between conflict transformation identification and transformation goals (Table 14: p=.004) and conflict resolution identification and conflict resolution goals (Table 15: p=.08). 

 Composite scores of participant strategies were created in the same way as goals. The conflict transformation strategy composite included Likert responses to techniques involving the healing and dealing with feelings, research of underlying causes, use of dialogue, and training of parties beyond the immediate conflict resulting in a maximum score of 16. The conflict resolution strategy composite included Likert responses to techniques involving the use of a preset process, viewing work as short-term, and the drive to an agreement as the definition of completed work, which resulted in a maximum score of 12. Bi-variate analysis provided no significant relationships between either conflict resolution identification and conflict resolution strategies or conflict transformation identification and conflict transformation strategies.  

Two final composite scores were created, totaling participant scores from both conflict transformation goals and strategies and also conflict resolution goals and strategies, compiling the theory of practice for both paradigms. A significant relationship was apparent between conflict transformation identification and conflict transformation theory of practice (Table 16: p=.023) but one did not exist between conflict resolution identification and conflict resolution theory of practice, which can probably be explained by the lack of conflict resolution practitioners. We then compared Identification to all of the goals and strategies individually to gain a better understanding of participant responses, specifically why there was no significant relationship discovered between Identification and strategies used.   

A strong, significant relationship was discovered between conflict transformation and relationship building (Table 36: p=.001, r=.485). Between conflict resolution and problem solving a relationship was discovered, but was out of our range for significance but probably would have been significant if our sample size had been larger (Table 37: p=.105, r=.269). Strong, significant relationships were discovered between conflict transformation and a focus on strengthening relationships between parties (Table 17: p=.023, r=.521), providing an opportunity for healing and dealing with feelings (Table 18: p=.048, r=.497), and training with skills beyond the immediate conflict (Table 19: p=.084, r=.471), while though our study did not find it significant (Table 20: p=.105, r=.452), a relationship probably exists also with a focus to develop communication between parties given a larger sample size. All of these goals and strategies were coded as pertaining to conflict transformation and therefore the data in this case support our working definition of conflict transformation: relationship-centric and involved in the long term. Some surprises in our findings included the lack of relationship between conflict transformation and helping clients recognize interdependence (Table 21: p=.381), and using dialogue as a tool for understanding (Table 22: p=.295), which were both categorized as conflict transformation goals and strategies. 

Strong, significant relationships were also discovered between conflict resolution and main objective is to help parties come to an agreement (Table 23: p=.065, r=.483), success is when I have helped end a conflict (Table 24: p=.028, r=.524), and I have a preset process I follow (Table 25: p=.006, r=.577). All of these goals and strategies were again coded as pertaining to conflict resolution and supported our working definition of conflict resolution: problem and agreement-centric. A few of our findings contradicted our working definition of conflict resolution, including a relationship with a describing their work as relationship building (Table 26: p=.014, r=.372), focus on strengthening relationships between parties (Table 27: p=.077, r=.471) and training with skills beyond the immediate conflict (Table 28: p=.044, r=.501). While seemingly counterintuitive, these findings can be explained by the large number of contextual practitioners who identify themselves as both conflict transformationists and conflict resolutionists and also utilize both conflict transformation and conflict resolution goals and strategies, thereby skewing the data (Table 29 and Table 30). 


In order to create a more accurate composite measure of conflict resolution and conflict transformation goals and strategies new composites were created which included only the goals and strategies that were shown to have a significant relationship with either conflict paradigm, while goals and strategies to which both had significant relationships were excluded. The purpose was to create two composite scores that were purely conflict resolution and conflict transformation based. The composite for conflict transformation was created out from the goals and strategies: relationship building, opportunity for healing and dealing with feelings and training with skills beyond immediate conflict. The composite for conflict resolution included the combination of the goals and strategies: come to an agreement, end a conflict and using a preset process. 

After comparing the new composite of goals and strategies verses contextual and conflict transformation practitioners no relationships were discovered. Conflict transformation practitioners and contextual users of terminology were just as likely to use conflict transformation goals and strategies and conflict resolution goals and strategies. This goes against the initial hypothesis that said that contextual practitioners are more likely to use CR goals and strategies than pure CT practitioners. However, conflict transformation practitioners were more likely to describe their work as relationship building then were contextual practitioners (Table 31: p=.050, r=.408). These findings imply that even though conflict transformationists use different terminology to describe their field and their work they also use conflict resolution goals and strategies as well.

 Contextual practitioners were then compared to practitioners who identify primarily with conflict transformation across all of the goals and strategies laid out in the survey. Conflict transformation practitioners were more likely to provide an opportunity for healing and dealing with feelings (Table 32: p=.072, r=.323), and to train with skills beyond the immediate conflict (Table 33: p=.029, r=.367), while contextual practitioners were more likely to view their work as short term (Table 34: p=.018, r=3.97), and probably sometimes or often work with a preset process (Table 35: p=.104) if given a larger sample size. The most interesting discovery when comparing contextual practitioners to conflict transformationists was that those identifying themselves as conflict transformation practitioners were more likely to use problem solving to describe their work (Table38: p=.042, r=.347), a term not typically associated with transformation ideology. This implies that many conflict transformation practitioners also use conflict resolution theories of practice, which would be consistent with the idea that conflict transformation is an umbrella term for the field. 

Summary of Key Findings
Through bi-variate analysis of the practitioner demographics and using problem solving as a descriptor of personal practice we discovered significant relationships. Practitioners aged 40 years and older, currently involved in conflict intervention, working in Asia and who had been practicing for more than five years were more likely to use problem solving to describe their work. The remaining demographic independent variables did not present any relationship with any of the dependent variables.

In this study it was interesting to discover how many of the participants were contextual, either strategic or pragmatic, with their use of peacebuilding terminology. The large majority of the participants surveyed were contextual in their use of language, 49 respondents (68%), while on the other extreme there was only one practitioner who identified themselves as a conflict resolutionist and 19 respondents (26%) who identified with the conflict transformation school of thought. The large number of contextual practitioners can be explained by one or all of three theories, which are un-testable because of the design of the study. The first theory states that students become trained in conflict transformation at EMU, but slowly become either pragmatic or strategic with their use of language once they leave conflict transformation academia and come into contact with users of other terminologies; in order to communicate they adopt other terms. The second theory states that practitioners come from previous experience using primarily conflict resolution, or other, terminology and then begin to adopt conflict transformation terminology and strategies after attending EMU; a transition from a conflict resolution identification to contextual. The third theory understands that participants, preferring to use language besides transformation and resolution could have checked Never for on the survey, and still have been coded on the survey as a contextual user.  

The survey supported Rhodes’ findings and the literature reviews definitions of conflict transformation as relationship-centric and long-term oriented, and conflict resolution as problem/solution-centric and focused as a short-term process. The contextual practitioners did show support for a relationship between conflict resolution identification and relationship building but this would, in theory, remain inconsistent across the greater field. As in Rhodes’ study, contextual practitioners used a variety of terms to describe their work, which their kaleidoscopic theories of practice reflected. Consistently, conflict transformation practitioners had transformation goals and a relationship was shown between identification with conflict resolution and resolution goals, but no relationship existed between participant identification and strategy. This finding could demonstrate a strong difference between practitioners’ espoused theories of practice and their actual theories of practice. The goals a practitioner has could be strongly tied to their identity, which is supported by our findings, but when it comes to strategies, practitioner self-identification with either paradigm had no casual effect on the strategies they utilized. The specific findings in this study seem to support the theory that conflict transformation practitioners espouse many specific transformation-based goals, but employ a plethora of different strategies unassociated with the conflict transformation school of thought.    

When comparing contextual users of terminology and practitioners who identified with conflict transformation there were no significant differences between the uses of conflict resolution strategies. Coupled with the fact that there was no relationship found between practitioner identification and peacebuilding strategies suggests that while practitioners may define themselves very differently they often use the same strategies and share similar goals. Again, this implies that many conflict transformation practitioners also use conflict resolution theories of practice, which would be consistent with the idea that conflict transformation is an umbrella term for the field. Even though practitioners may identify themselves and their practice along strict and different lines, with different terminologies and espoused goals, graduate practitioners from EMU all use very similar strategies regardless of identification.  

 The data uncovered in this quantitative study support many of Rhodes’ findings. Even though practitioners may identify themselves and their practice in disparate ways in relation to conflict resolution and conflict transformation terminology, they still apply the same strategies. 

Limitations to the Study and Areas for Future Research


The main limitation of our study was the population of practitioners we decided to survey. The sample population used in this study was all of the alumni and current students of EMU’s Center for Justice and Peace (CJP) program; therefore, the results apply only to this population and not to the entire population of people practicing conflict intervention. The CJP program at EMU as an historically conflict transformation based institution provided all the students with an education and a background understanding of conflict transformation, which limited the power of the study to compare conflict resolution practitioner identities and conflict transformation practitioner identities, with theories of practice. EMU as an educational institution is also rooted within the Mennonite Church, which is historically known for its theory of change based upon healthy relationships and connections -- primarily conflict transformation theories of change. A few Mennonite practitioners have also been very influential in establishing and developing the conflict transformation paradigm. All of this influenced the population in our study to be more conflict transformation oriented, and thereby limiting the power of comparison between the two schools of thought. For future research it would be beneficial to survey a larger population of practitioners, including those who do not come from a conflict transformation background.   

The second major limitation to the survey was a design flaw in the creation of the Likert scale. Responses of never, sometimes, often and always were too ambiguous and as a result many of the participants checked sometimes and often, right down the middle of the survey. This lack of extremes made it hard to find relationships between participants’ identification and their theories of practice. A future survey should use a forced choice format between conflicting statements in order to give more definite, extreme answers with fewer options to mark in the middle.    

The method in which the survey was distributed to CJP students also presents the possibility of response bias. We sent an e-mail to the entire list of CJP alumni and students and attached the survey in a Microsoft Word document. The respondents were asked to underline and check their choices on the survey as indicated in the instructions.  In order to respond to the survey, the recipients needed to: have access to the Internet, have an e-mail account, have Microsoft Word, know how to operate Microsoft Word, and be able to attach a document to a reply e-mail. This method of distribution was complicated and did not account for practitioners working in areas outside of Internet range or practitioners for whom we did not have a current e-mail address. Therefore, our results are slightly biased towards CJP students who have frequent access to the Internet, own Microsoft Word, and are fairly competent using a computer.  

The wording on a few of the statements should be changed in order more clearly code the information as either conflict transformation or conflict resolution and to make sure that the statement is measuring what it is supposed to measure. For example, the statement, when gathering information about two parties, I research beyond the present conflict to understand underlying issues or causes, was supposed to be coded as a conflict transformation strategy as it was implying that the intervener would take into account the whole relationship of the parties, but was not worded to be discernible from conflict resolution strategy. If the wording of the statements was improved we would probably have seen an increase in the strength and number of relationships between conflict transformation identification and transformation strategies. 

The response rate for our survey was approximately 19%, which was similar to our expectations; however, not all of the respondents answered every question.  Also, in some circumstances, respondents selected more than one answer, which made such responses difficult to code.  These difficulties most likely resulted from the format of our survey.  Providing clearer directions may have been one way to reduce these problems.  Also, using an online survey with a link to a webpage would have allowed us to prevent respondents from choosing more than one answer and would have required respondents to answer every question.  


Future research questions to test the three theories of contextual practitioners from the Summary of Key Findings section would be: 1) How many years has it been since you graduated from the CJP Program at EMU? 2) A survey of students identification and theories of practice pre- and post-CJP, and 3) Are there any other terms you use to describe your work?  

Conclusion

The purposes of this quantitative study were to further test and triangulate the findings in Rhodes’ exploratory study on conflict intervener self-identification and theories of practice.  As previously summarized, our study supported Rhodes’ findings that practitioners each identify themselves in different ways, sometimes denoting the same terms differently, but ultimately they use similar strategies in their practice. One of the issues this study brings to light is the superfluity of definitions that exist for the same terms in the field. The second issue this study scratches is a latent identity conflict among peacebuilders related to the definitions of the terms used to describe themselves and others.

 It is not without a bitter sense of irony that peacebuilders and the larger field of non-violent conflict intervention have themselves been plagued and divided by latent identity conflict. Deceptively innocuous at first glance, this conflict stems from the terminology used to define practices and intervention strategies. We derive our identities as peacebuilders from the terminology we use and the definitions and meanings we ascribe to these terms. It is from values and theories of conflict intervention that we create and denote peacebuilding terminology and when opposing definitions contradict our own they challenge our identity as peacebuilders.  Rhodes describes it in this way:

Someone choosing a term to describe him/herself based on deeply held values about how intervention should be done can have this identity threatened by others who choose the same term to describe a very different or specific set of processes or goals for a strategic purpose (Rhodes 2008). 

With the professionalization of non-violent conflict intervention practitioners have begun dissecting the field in order to create a personalized niche for themselves. “Product differentiation” has become paramount as practitioners try to market their specific “brand” of conflict intervention. As practitioners look for language and terminology to describe their particular “brand” of conflict intervention ideology, they apply definitions to terms for their context that fits their specific identity. The abundance of different blends of peacebuilding ideologies and identities creates many conflicting definitions of the same terms. 

 
According to Adam Curle, as highlighted in his model, one of the primary purposes of conflict intervention is to expose latent conflict through education; it is only after we recognize and expose conflict can we begin the transformation/resolution process. Hopefully this paper serves as a tiny step in the direction of helping fellow peacebuilders recognize this identity conflict stemming from polarizing and often antagonistic definitions of peacebuilding terminology.

The peacebuilding field is relatively new on the scene and as it begins to professionalize different ideologies will create friction, but these may be merely the “bumps” on the way as Rhodes states. Most importantly what we have to remember is that even though we may have different ideologies and espoused theories of practice we share many of the same goals and strategies. In our study we discovered generally that regardless of the terminology we use to define ourselves and our practice, we employ very similar, if not the same, goals and strategies. 

Is the solution universalizing terminology definitions in order to iron out identity? We propose that this is not necessarily the answer, but rather to let us highlight what connects us rather than what divides us. Regardless of how we define ourselves, all of us generally use the same tools for peace. Let us not let terms of identification divide us. What we do is much more important than what we call what we do.     

Appendix 

Tables in this appendix are taken from a larger document that includes all of the statistical analyses performed on the data.  Only the tables referenced in the paper are included here.

Table 1- Sex Demographic
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Table 2- Age Demographic
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Table 3- Religious Affiliation Demographic
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Table 4- Ethnicity Demographic
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Table 5- Current Involvement
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Table 6- Location of Involvement
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Table 7- Years of Involvement
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Table 8- Contextual Classification


Contextcalc

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	1.00
	1
	1.4
	1.4
	1.4

	 
	2.00
	49
	68.1
	71.0
	72.5

	 
	3.00
	19
	26.4
	27.5
	100.0

	 
	Total
	69
	95.8
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	3
	4.2
	 
	 

	Total
	72
	100.0
	 
	 


Table 9- Context identification verses Ethnicity
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Table 10- Problem Solving verses Age
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Table 11- Problem Solving verses Current Involvement
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Table 12- Problem Solving verses Location
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Table 13- Problem Solving verses Years in Field
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Table 14- Conflict Transformation ID verses Conflict Transformation Goals
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Table 15- Conflict Resolution ID verses Conflict Resolution Goals
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Table 16- Conflict Transformation verses Conflict Transformation composite goals and strategies
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Table 17- Conflict Transformation ID verses Strengthening Relationships
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Table 18- Conflict Transformation ID verses Feelings
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Table 19- Conflict Transformation verses Skills Beyond Immediate Conflict
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Table 20- Conflict Transformation ID verses Communication
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Table 21- Conflict Transformation ID verses Interdependence 
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Table 22- Conflict Transformation ID verses Dialogue
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Table 23- Conflict Resolution ID verses Agreement 
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Table 24- Conflict Resolution ID verses End a Conflict
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Table 25- Conflict Resolution ID verses Process
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Table 26- Conflict Resolution ID verses

Count 

	 
	I describe my work as relationship building.
	Total

	 
	Never
	Sometimes
	Often
	Always
	Never

	I use conflcit resoultion to describe my work.
	Never
	2
	4
	3
	3
	12

	 
	Sometimes
	2
	8
	10
	18
	38

	 
	Often
	1
	0
	7
	9
	17

	 
	Always
	0
	0
	1
	2
	3

	Total
	5
	12
	21
	32
	70




Symmetric Measures

	 
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Error(a)
	Approx. T(b)
	Approx. Sig.

	Ordinal by Ordinal
	Gamma
	.372
	.143
	2.445
	.014

	N of Valid Cases
	70
	 
	 
	 


a  Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b  Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

Table 27- Conflict Resolution ID verses Strengthening Relationships
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Table 28- Conflict Resolution ID verses Skills Beyond Immediate Conflict
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Table 29- Contextual verses Conflict Transformation ID
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Table 30- Contextual verses Conflict Resolution ID
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Table 31- Contextual verses Conflict Transformation
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Table 32- Contextual verses Feelings 
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Table 33- Contextual verses Skills Beyond Immediate Conflict
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Table 34- Contextual verses Short term
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Table 35- Contextual verses Preset Process
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Table 36- Conflict Transformation ID verses Relationship Building

Count 

	 
	I describe my work as relationship building.
	Total

	 
	Never
	Sometimes
	Often
	Always
	Never

	I use conflict transformation to describe my work.
	Never
	1
	0
	1
	1
	3

	 
	Sometimes
	4
	7
	6
	7
	24

	 
	Often
	0
	2
	12
	8
	22

	 
	Always
	0
	3
	3
	15
	21

	Total
	5
	12
	22
	31
	70


	 
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Error(a)
	Approx. T(b)
	Approx. Sig.

	Ordinal by Ordinal
	Gamma
	.485
	.136
	3.306
	.001

	N of Valid Cases
	70
	 
	 
	 


a  Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b  Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis
Table 37- Conflict Resolution ID verses Problem Solving

Count 

	 
	I use problem solving to describe my work.
	Total

	 
	Never
	Sometimes
	Often
	Always
	Never

	I use conflcit resoultion to describe my work.
	Never
	3
	7
	1
	1
	12

	 
	Sometimes
	7
	19
	10
	2
	38

	 
	Often
	2
	9
	5
	1
	17

	 
	Always
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	12
	35
	18
	4
	69


	 
	Value
	Asymp. Std. Error(a)
	Approx. T(b)
	Approx. Sig.

	Ordinal by Ordinal
	Gamma
	.269
	.161
	1.621
	.105

	N of Valid Cases
	69
	 
	 
	 


a  Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b  Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

Table 38- Contextual verses Problem Solving
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