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Preface

This compendium offers some of the main methods and thoughts we are working with. During the last years we have given many seminars in conflict resolution. Perhaps we should call it conflict management due to the fact that not all conflicts can and ought to be solved. However, “management” is a far too instrumental expression. For what it is all about is much more comprehensive: to live through conflicts and to handle them in a way so it leads to development and transformation. Perhaps conflict transformation is the most proper term. 

Conflict is an important issue for all people. It has a global perspective and a personal perspective - these perspectives are constantly mixing and opening up for new prospects and depths that we are constantly approaching with greater and greater humility. 

From where do we have the contents of this compendium? From many different places: seminars we have attended in Denmark and internationally, books and journals, dialogues and team teaching. The compendium is developed together with the participants from the seminars and their life experiences. So the thoughts and the methods change over time. However, certain basic ideas remain the same.

When we started Danish Centre for Conflict Resolution in 1994, we were encouraged to learn that similar centres are developing through out the world – with similar hopes, and similar approaches to understanding of conflicts, their philosophy and their methods. 

This compendium is not meant as a manual: It is meant as a basis for dialogue, exchange and continuous development. We always do assume and respect, that the participants have the necessary experience and wisdom for that.

Our training is based on the resources of the participants. What we do is to put forward suggestions, to lead a living process and to help the participants to structure their thoughts and experiences.

The principles for conflict resolution are simple; the difficult thing is putting them into practice. We help the participants practising these skills, and give them time and space for reflection.

Our function is being helpers, with closeness and distance; we are not experts on their lives, their life conditions and their needs. The learning takes place in the meeting between their specific knowledge of specific conflicts, and our ability as facilitators.

The less we blow ourselves up, as being experts, the more we can contribute. That is why we use time at the seminars on silence, reflection, practice and face-to-face dialogue, whereas our lectures tend to be short and precise. 

AUTOBIOGRAPHY IN FIVE CHAPTERS

1) I walk down the street.

There is a deep hole in the sidewalk.

I fall in.

I am lost... I am hopeless.

It isn’t my fault.

It takes forever to find a way out

2) I walk down the same street.

There is a deep hole in the sidewalk.

I pretend I don’t see it.

I fall in again.

I can’t believe I am in the same place.

But it isn’t my fault.

It still takes a long time to get out.

3) I walk down the same street.

There is a deep hole in the sidewalk.

I see it is there.

I still fall in ... it’s a habit.

My eyes are open.

I know where I am.

It is my fault.

I get out immediately.

4) I walk down the same street.

There is a deep hole in the sidewalk.

I walk around it.

5) I walk down another street.

Poem by Portia Nelson - quoted in “The Tibetan book of living and dying”

by Sogyal Rinpoche, Harper, San Francisco 1993.

Conflict-Solving:  Simple and Difficult
Conflicts may make us wiser, if we manage to halt the conflict’s lopsided slide and reach an understanding.

An international trend

When we founded the Centre for Conflict Resolution in May 1994, we realised that centres like ours are mushrooming in many countries across the six inhabited continents. It is encouraging to learn that we are part of an international trend. It surprised us when we found out that these centres even build upon related hopes, assumptions, theories and approaches: that they form part of a new paradigm.

The centres view conflicts as being life’s challenge to us: inevitable and dynamic. They go hand-in-hand with any kind of change. They may lead to social development, more honesty and understanding among human beings, they may also bring about enmity, emotional crippling and stagnation. It all depends on how they are treated and handled. 

Although we live in cultures, which encode reactions of aggression and timidity from early childhood, we are far from pre-programmed - neither to enmity nor submission. We need not be conflict illiterates, but may in time learn to deal with disagreements, transforming them into constructive energy. The tools of conflict solving can become cultural skills much like reading and writing.

Behind this view of conflict obviously lies a view of humane nature: deep down, human beings wish to live in community. Trust is, according to the Danish philosopher K.E. Løgstrup, a fundamental human relation. We are inclined to agree with the Dalai Lama when he says: “my philosophical starting-point is that basic human nature is to be gentle”.  And with Nelson Mandela, who in his autobiography says “ There is a core of goodness in human beings that may be hidden or buried and unexpectedly emerges”. This assumption does not spring from a naïve illusion, but encapsulates knowledge of the endless suffering we inflict on each other.

Empowerment

Like the centres in other countries, the Danish Centre for Conflict Resolution is involved in information, courses, workshops and direct mediation between contending parties: locally as well as internationally, with children as well as grown-ups. But regardless of whether we are teaching, steering processes or mediating, we never solve other people’s problems. They do that themselves. 

We may help others to attain a general view, tranquillity, structure and methods so that they may advance further. We may steer a process to make them aware of their personal conflict pattern in their workplace and in their family. But they are the ones who must decide if they want to change these patterns, they gain new insights, practice and change their own everyday life.

If, for instance, we hold a course in staff development, the employees themselves must identify the true knots and resources at the workplace, deciding on new ways to relate to each other. If we mediate between two parties in a dispute, they must find sustainable solutions themselves. A good solution strengthens all parties, making them more independent and creating an understanding with a real future. This is what we call empowerment.

Grassroots mediation

One example of such thinking is grassroots mediation, a form developed to good effect in Britain that we are currently introducing in Denmark. It aims to improve daily life in residential areas characterised by neighbour disputes, and perhaps even violence with all the anxiety and loneliness it entails. The conflicts could, for instance, pitch different generations or ethnic groups against each other. 

Rather than coming from the outside and trying to solve the problems of the area, we teach - if the desire exists - a group of local mediators through a 40-hour course. They are the ones who have close knowledge of the people and conditions in the area, and when they learn the methods, too, they may really start to get things moving.

Each conflict is different and similar
There are no two identical conflicts, in the same way as there are no two identical fingerprints. Each person, each conflict and each area follows its own path and course of events. Nevertheless, it appears that there are common and recognisable patterns in different conflicts. This applies when the conflicts are deadlocked in hostility as well as when they are relaxed and opened.

These patterns are reproduced in rather similar modes used by many centres. They can be applied to various target groups and cultures as long as the participants’ experiences, backgrounds and wishes are respected and addressed in the course contents. Our work is to guide a process, which should ideally be reassuring as well as dynamic, and to introduce the methods, theory and structure matching the situation.

In other words, the same tools and theory of conflict can be adapted, whether it be applied to a staff room at a Danish school, social workers in former Yugoslavia, or a group of Bosnian refugees. That is, it should be stressed, after careful research, respecting and listening to the parties involved.

When the conflict overpowers us: a pattern

In the following, some patterns of escalation and relaxation are outlined. They are quite basic, not hard to understand; indeed they may even seem obvious. The consequences of exercising conflict-solving skills are far from trivial. They may bring about a noticeable personal development and better cooperative relations, with regard to both large and small matters.

This is a standard script of a conflict running off track, showing our reactions when it moves beyond our control:
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This model of conflict-escalation does not explain the origin of wars, but it shows some psychological reactions used in war propaganda. 

And if we know this script, we may choose if we want to act according to it or prefer to intervene in the plot. The point is: there is something better we can do at each stage.

The pattern is repeated at micro as well as macro level. Try, for instance, to apply it to a personal or social conflict you know.

Conflict solving and reconciliation
There are ways in which the lopsided slide of a conflict can be halted to reach an understanding instead. There are both simple and difficult ways that can be practised and in due course become part of our natural habits.

However, there is something beyond reason, training, learning and mediation. This is the reconciliation itself: the moment we understand the other and let go of the ego’s demand to be proven right.

We may prepare to forgive, create a framework for it and wish to do so. But the moment we forgive appears to us like a gift that cannot be demanded or moralised about. In the words of Løgstrup: a spontaneous manifestation of life.

Seen in this light, the work of solving conflicts becomes something to be approached with certain humility.

Copenhagen, 1996, Else Hammerich is the founder of Danish Centre for Conflict Resolution 

Conflict Understanding

The Danish Centre for Conflict Resolution, and the major part of modern literature of the subject - use a broad and neutral definition:


conflicts are disagreements between people

or

conflicts are disagreements that lead to tensions between people

This definition is connected to some basic assumptions:

1. Conflicts are part of life; they are part of any change. They may lead to progress or havoc, depending on how we live through and approach them. The point is - in accordance with Gandhi - that conflicts should neither be suppressed nor explode in violence, but transformed into energy.

2. Enimity and violence are parts of the human potential, not an inevitable programme in us.

3. This means that we can learn to manage conflicts more constructively, that there is a possibility here. As the peace researcher Jan Øberg puts it: we do not need to be conflict illiterates.

We do not present this definition and these assumptions as a fixed truth, but rather as the basis for a dialogue where the participants examine and develop their own attitudes. We generally avoid moralising. Constructive conflict solution is a competence, a possibility which one may choose or not choose. It is not our job to tell people what is right or wrong, but to facilitate dialogues about it. And to show new possibilities. 


The old paradigm
The new paradigm

An objective, right solution exists
Nobody has monopoly on the truth


Individual opponents 
Parties in mutual conflict


Product 
Process


Win-loose
Win-win


Conflicts are disturbing
Conflicts are a reality


and must be removed
we must deal with


The opponents may put
The parties are active,


the blame to others
sharing the responsibility


Open and covert use of power
Power is not the issue


Subject-object
Subject-subject


‘Man is an island’
‘All islands meet under the ocean’

Inspired by Vibeke Vindeløv, DCCR.

Conflict Understanding: Types and dimensions

There are innumerable ways to analyse conflicts. Many models and figures exist. It can be said about all of them that they do not represent reality. They separate concepts that are in reality inextricably interwoven. Therefore, these types should rather be considered to be dimensions of conflicts. They come in handy, however, as they create a rational linguistic framework for the investigative dialogue.

Four types of conflict:

1. 
Instrumental conflicts:


About:  Tangible issues, means, methods, procedures, structures.


Approach:  Problem solving


Desired objective:  Solution

2.
Conflicts of interest:


About:  Allocation of time, money, labour, space.


Approach:  Negotiations.


Desired objective:  Agreement.

3.
Conflicts of value


About:  Political, religious, moral values


Approach:  Dialogue


Desired objective:  A deeper understanding

4.
Personal conflicts:


About:  Identity, self worth, loyalty, breach of confidence, rejection etc.

Approach:  Open communication.


Desired objective:  Understanding.

NB! The conflicts are most often mixed or covering each other. But it may be useful to identify the central pint in a conflict in order to decide how to cope with it. The two first types – instrumental and interest conflicts – may be solved by negotiation. But we cannot negotiate values and feelings, only have dialogues about them in order to understand us self and the other person better.
Instrumental conflicts

The "pure" conflicts: they are still not polluted by negative sentiments, personifications, reproaches and so on. Two parties are having a disagreement, they simply disagree upon what to do and how. They must find a solution in order to get on with the matter.

We have this type of conflicts very often; they seldom lead to animosity or traumas.

Conflicts of interest

Here, there is a competition for resources that are sparse, or appear to be sparse. The issue is often money, time (e.g. spare time), and space (who's allowed to take up most space, physically and psychically?). At home, it may be the allocation of rooms, housework and leisure time. At work, the dispute is often about working plans, facilities, and wages. At a larger scale, there is the fight for territories and political dominance. Globally there is a fight for basic necessities of life, water supply, and other resources of nature.

Conflicts of value

This is about personal or cultural values that we are willing to stand up for. What is right doing, what is wrong doing? It might be moral antagonisms. Or traditions, religion, political beliefs, human rights.

Personal conflicts

This is the dimension of conflicts that may infect everyday life and create enormous confusion: Here, deep and often hidden feelings play the leading role, and the parties become uncertain and vulnerable: do the others regard me as somebody? Does anybody at all see me? Can I trust them? Are we kept out? Do they despise us? Are we being respected?

The fusion

In real life these types are often completely entangled. When two colleagues are having a dispute about an office, it may look like an instrumental conflict, but it may at the same time be a conflict of interest and a fight for power or esteem. When heirs are having a fight over a certain piece of inheritance, e.g. mothers silver spoon, it may look like a conflict of interest, but perhaps they are fighting over something of which they are not conscious: whom did mother love the most? 

In the eighties, when the USA and the USSR were negotiating disarmament, the two governments were not able to agree upon where to meet or the shape of the negotiation table. This may look like an instrumental conflict, but it was probably more like a conflict of interests (economy and world supremacy). Maybe even a personal conflict - statesmen also have strong feelings although they claim to be 'objective'.

But if it is true that the types are in fact always merged into one another, what is the purpose of distinguishing? What's the point of a model like this? Why spend time on analysis?

Because in any conflict there will be a centre of gravity, and because it is useful to sort out threads from this basis. If there are deep emotional problems in one part or both, it's no use expecting them to act sensibly and stick to the point. Furthermore, if there are real and serious conflicts of interest between two parties, it should not be managed as a problem of emotions.

Conflict Understanding: Escalation

Any conflict is unique, on no matter what level: in the individual, between two persons, between groups, locally, in society, or internationally.

Not two fingerprints are the same, and not two conflicts. The individual person, the individual culture or sub-culture, and the concrete social context will leave its mark on every single clash.

However, there seems to be a paragon for destructive escalation, some kind of script in accordance with which we act, and which appears to be somehow universal.

It's good to know the script. Being aware of it may lead to our reflection on whether we want to play the given parts of the tragedy.

This model below comes from Northern Ireland, and we have talked to people from many cultures that recognise the pattern:

Conflict Escalation

1. A disagreement 


(Problem solving)
2. Personification 


(Personal antagonism and defensiveness)
3. Issue expansion

4. Abandoning dialogue 


(Moving towards stereotyping – enemy images)

5. Magnifying the enemy


(An eye for an eye)

6. Open hostility

7. Polarisation

The development is not inevitable but predictable

Disagreement
The "pure" conflict, the parties try to solve a problem that has come up, some difference in opinion about how to think and act. At some point there is a noise on the line, the channel is closed. One of the parties’ steps besides the objective solving of the problem, and the situation descends to the next stage.

The borderline between disagreement and personification: this borderline is crucial. If it has once been exceeded, the sour atmosphere and the confusion can rapidly escalate. Usually one party starts reproaching, threatening, offending or likewise, and the other party follows.

Hence, right here at this borderline the training for conflict de-escalation makes sense. How can I react to aggression in a manner of détente without yielding from my goals? The further we descend the conflict steps, the harder it gets.

Personification

At this point, it's no longer the problem that is the problem, but the other party. It is his or her fault, and negative emotions begin to muddle up the picture. We reproach, attack, defend ourselves. We feel confused, attacked and uncomfortable. We throw suspicion on each other’s intentions and we begin to stamp the other party’s character.

The Problem expands

We come to think of many other flaws and defects in the other party, other problems he/she creates. Old unsolved conflicts emerge, old injustice.

Abandoning dialogue
The negative emotions blur our ability to think - we communicate inaccurately. We twist each other’s words; we can't really hear what is said. This is the dialogue of the deaf. It becomes too disagreeable, obviously words are not sufficient, haven't we said so a hundred and one times, it's no use and so on. We begin to avoid talking to each other; instead we talk about each other, to others. We communicate through acts – different kinds of physical or psychological violence.

We search for allies, we form parties. Talking about each other instead of with each other is a clear indication of aggravation, but will it always make conflicts escalate? Not necessarily - it depends on the purpose, the manner, and the result. Talking to an outsider about the conflict may clarify and open up, or it may close, stamp and stupefy.

Enemy images

The more we close up towards the other party, the more locked up and explosive the relationship becomes. The other party turns into a subject of projection, we see in the latter everything despicable that we do not want to recognise in ourselves. At this point, the original disagreement has almost disappeared; the goal is to prove right, to triumph 

It is he or I, an eye for an eye, heroes and villains, fair and fowl. I am/we are right, our goal at present is to prove right all the way, only one reaction from the other part will suffice: concession, apology, total surrender. We have become fundamentalists.

The conflict is like a magnet, like a black gap in the universe: it attracts all energy, we must be perpetually occupied with it, can hardly speak of anything else. Simultaneously, we loathe it and are attracted to it. The road is open to:

Open hostility
We are no longer able to see the others as beings of the same human kind as ourselves, human beings who basically want peace and reason, who suffer by the conflict. Therefore, we are able to exceed to open, hostile actions, physically and psychically. In major conflicts, extremists are now taking care of the contact, and with devastating results. They are now more or less autistic, their regard of the enemy has very little to do with reality. The end justifies the means. Moderates have been segregated on both sides, as they still regard the enemy as human beings, they want negotiation, they try to see the matter from both sides, they fail, they are traitors. Hostile actions may now accelerate, from mobbing to civil war.

Polarisation

At this point, the parties are no longer able to stay in the same place. This is the time of divorces, sackings, notices of resignation, flight, and establishing ghettos. One takes flight, or is driven away. 

The best thing to happen now is that the parties have no further contact, the worst that they carry on with the war from a distance.

And then there is always a hope, always a possibility of reconciliation.

Points:
· The model does not sketch a law of nature, but a basic pattern that is predictable - unless we choose to act differently.

· The pattern reappears at any level; individually, in groups and societies, and internationally. But it does not take place in a vacuum. Larger social conflicts in particular are subjects to the superior fight for resources and political freedom and power.

· Furthermore, the escalation must always be seen as combined to power, justice, ethics and human rights.

· The model does not explain why and how wars (direct violence) and oppression (indirect violence) arise. Erich Fromm says in his great opus "An Anatomy of Human Destructiveness": "Wars do not arise from human destructiveness, they are planned by leaders to obtain certain objects".

· Rulers and their media to get support for the armed conflict performed by military or paramilitary forces use the dynamics of inter-human conflicts. They use the script deliberately, whipping up or creating the destructive conflict behaviour.

Therefore, the dynamics of the model can be useful to know, in order to be more independent and immune to war propaganda. 

Questions for analysis of a case:

1. Which traits from the old and the new paradigm are present in the managing of the conflict?

2. What type of conflict is it - how do the "types" mingle?

3.  How far down have the parties descended conflict steps?

4. Which traits in actions, non-actions and linguistic usage did escalate/de-escalate the situation?

5.  Look at the steps of "basic conflict resolution" and at "escalator/de-escalator". Try to figure out an action plan of how to solve the conflict in the best possible way so that both parties win. 

To meet Conflicts

Three ways of responding to conflicts:


Evade:
Flee, wear a mask, ignore, postpone, wait, bend.


Attack:
Be aggressive, threaten, verbal violence, psychological violence, physical violence.


Meet the conflict openly:

Acknowledge the disagreement, examine, dare to question, be clear.

The three responses are optional. All are commonly applied, but if 1) and 2) forms a pattern with the individual, or in the group as a whole, change may be needed.

Evade or attack

These are two classic reactions, the adrenaline prompts us to either run or hit. There can be good reasons for both reactions and they are not unjustifiable but they do resemble each other in that they cut of any actual dialogue and contact with the adversary and the problem that lies behind his or her behaviour. They are not a part of a solution, but an escalation of the problem.

Many people admit that they are afraid of conflicts and of confrontation, that they are evasive. 

Others have the wrong idea that conflict resolution is about being nice and turning the other cheek. Many conflicts arise from being aggressive and not listening properly, but it is likely that just as many arise when we do not say what we really mean to say, when we do not get the message through, when we do not say where we draw the limit.

Conflict resolution is not about giving in, but about self-respect, standing up for one’s values just as one respects the other party’s right to being different.

Meeting a conflict openly

To find out what is going on before letting the adrenaline take over, to ask, to “taste” the criticism, to examine the situation. In this way you can open up the conflict.

The Language of Conflicts


Closing language
Opening language


You-language
I-language


Interrupting
Listening


Ignoring
Showing interest


Leading questions
Open questions


Blaming
Expressing one’s wish


Generalising
Being concrete


Focusing on the past
Focusing on the present 



and the future


Attacking the person
Attacking the problem

I-language and You-language

This is fundamental in understanding conflicts: We all have our own perception of our surroundings. My perception is invisible to you. I alone know my landscape and that only partly.

Currently there is a lot of talk about setting limits. That is to stop others invading our sovereign area. That may be valid but as we see it, it is not enough. When I draw a line a defend myself and repel an invasion. That can be very useful. But I am not making sure that you understand what I want.

If we want to achieve mutual understanding I must explain what lies behind my limits. I must tell you about the landscape behind my borders, about what is on my mind. What I feel and what I want.

In the I-language I talk for myself, I take responsibility for myself and stay on my side of the field. I do not blame, interpret or diagnose the other party.

The I-language is relaxing because it does not molest the other person and because it opens up and that clarifies. 

It is very simple and very difficult to put into practice. And again: This is not a moral must. It is a possibility that we can choose if we want openness.

Interrupting or listening

It is elementary but still worth discussing. Why do we interrupt? Probably to maintain and force through our own perception of reality and not let the other person’s (wrong) points of view prevail. 

But however insufferable and painful it may be to listen to the other person’s story it is still necessary if the conflict is to be eased. And how mind expanding when it happens!

A lot of conflicts are based on misunderstanding the universe of the other party. Luckily the truth about what he or she thinks and feels about us is almost always less threatening than we think.

Ignoring or showing interest

The conflict escalates when we treat the other person without respect. It is healing to anybody to be treated with respect and interest. Not just the by the spoken language but by the attitude, the body language, eye contact.

Leading or open questions

The open questions are inquiring - we already know the answer of the guiding ones. They are a part of verbal combat. “Flooring someone”. Quite often it is not even the questions themselves but the tone of voice and hence the attitude that makes the question guiding or open. “What did you imagine when you left me waiting here for three hours?” This can be a guiding as well as an open question.

Blaming or expressing one’s wish
Blame is widely used as a form of communication, but the outcome is doubtful. It is often more useful to express what you wish or need, than to blame somebody because you do not get it.

Generalising or being concrete
In abstract language we often use words like the general “you” or “ought to”. We grant rules and views to the other party and make the responsibility vaguely general. In the concrete language we stick to the actual case.

Past or Present
It can be useful to disentangle the facts but dwelling in the past escalates a conflict. That is what we do when we want to win. We make the other party confess and apologise, the mess must be cleaned up, justice must be done. Talking more about possible steps to take in the future may be more fruitful and less molesting.

Attacking person or problem
The important thing is to distinguish simply between the act and the person who carries out this act. Between Gandhi’s “wrong doer” and “wrong doing”. We shall hardly be in a position to change as long as we are being defined negatively.

Basic Conflict Resolution

At this point we shall be working with the different stages in conflict resolution. These stages seem to be generally appreciated whether you are directly involved in a conflict or act as a mediator in one. Only direct involvement is far more challenging personally and requires a lot of practice.

The steps are obvious in their simplicity yet they do reflect a certain paradigm, and they are hard to put into practice because they are contrary to our habits and our acquired conflict behaviour.

The stages should not be perceived as a process that goes of once and for all, regularly and in succession. That may happen but things take time and heavy things take longer time and possibly a lot of attempts.


Basic Conflict Resolution

1. Direct contact


Agreeing to disagree

2. Accepting to try resolution


Take some steps back


Maybe use a facilitator


Decide upon time, place, rules

3. Both parties get time and space to


Tell their stories


Express their points of view


Express their feelings, (anger, fear)

4. 
Find the headlines


The main outlines of the conflict

5. 
Express and listen to needs and interests


Underneath the points of view


Underneath the feelings

6. 
A brainstorm of solutions


Finding many, choosing some few

7. 
Making sure that both are satisfied

8. 
Making clear and realistic agreements

1.  Direct contact
If you can agree to disagree you are already well on your way out of the emotional chaos and its domination.

2.  Accepting an attempt
This is a crucial step without which any technique is useless. Both parties must have the desire to move on. This is when you begin to realise that you might have your share of the conflict. That the other party is not solely responsible.

3.  Each person tells his or her story
Now the direct communication that has been abandoned and cut off must be resumed. Relating is difficult and listening is difficult because what the other person is telling you seems absurd. It simply is not true. The temptation to interrupt, to give up or to attack is great. Hence the rules.

The standpoints put forward by the parties will often be far from each other and irreconcilable. However it is not from those that the solutions will take their source.

4.  Determine the main features
Together the parties will determine the main features in the conflict. It is an effective method and a great challenge that the parties co-operate on formulating the other party’s point of view. Indian wisdom relates that in order to understand another person one must wear his moccasins for ten days.

Subsequently determine the agenda: Which problems do we have to solve? It is a good idea to begin with the simplest ones.

5.  Finding underlying needs and interests
This is the “Open, Sesame!” in conflict resolution. If we stick to our standpoints it is hard to come to an agreement. At best a compromise is reached which both parties agree on, or which possibly leaves both parties slightly dissatisfied. This is the commonly used compromise solution.

The other possibility is “creative conflict resolution”. This is more ambitious in that ideally both parties come out as winners and with a more authentic relationship.

Consequently the object of the disagreement is not just divided but expanded. This can only happen if you look further than the standpoints to the underlying needs and interests. These are often related to identity, emotions, non-material dimensions. This is the very reason they open up a wide range of solutions.

It is only possible to get through to the motives by listening actively and asking openly, cf. techniques on interviewing from loyal supervision.

It is also beneath the underlying needs that you can catch a glimpse of a mutual point of view: “Under the ocean all islands meet”.

6.  Brainstorming
Finding a number of solutions and choosing one. The point is not to decide too early. This can be a very relieving phase that is characterised by sudden changes in moods. From distrust to good will, from bitterness to kindness, from persistence to generosity.

7 & 8.  Making sure that both parties win.

The general atmosphere can be so relieving and seductive that you might forget to ensure that the chosen solution is realistic and truly satisfying for both parties, and that the agreements you make are coolheaded and concrete. 

Danish Centre for Conflict Resolution

Danish Centre for Conflict Resolution aims to promote understanding and competence for non-violent conflict resolution, in Denmark and abroad. 

This involves continued development and improvement of methods, knowledge and competence for the constructive handling of conflicts.

Danish Centre for Conflict Resolution works for the peaceful coexistence between individuals, groups and nations.

Conflicts are challenges.

Conflicts are life’s challenges to us, inevitable and dynamic. They are an integral part of any change and potential development. 

They can lead to social progress and more straightforwardness and understanding between people and peoples. Or, they can lead to hostility, stuntedness and stagnancy. It all depends on how the conflicts are being lived through and coped with.

Conflicts can transform.

Conflicts should not necessarily be prevented, they should be managed. However, ‘conflict management’ is too instrumental an expression. 

The essence of non-violent conflict resolution is to deal with conflicts in ways that lead to personal and social transformation. To transform conflicts into creative energy.

Our roots:

Mahatma Gandhi, Martin Luther King and other global peace builders, men and women, including our friends and colleagues in international networks of conflict resolution, inspire us.

We also have our Danish roots to colour the way we think and work:

· The philosopher Søren Kierkegaard reminds us

of the importance of making personal, existential choices 

and be deeply committed to them.

· Another philosopher K.E. Løgstup explains to us that trust 

is a basic pre-cultural condition for all human beings. 

That thesis is fundamental to our work.

· A third philosopher N.F.S. Grundtvig, the founder of the idea 

of the Folk High Schools, inspires us with his concept of

living interaction in education, as opposed to dead book learning.

· The storyteller Hans Christian Andersen invites us to enjoy humour, intuition and imagination - a good help to relieve tension.

Danish Centre for Conflict Resolution

Founding data:
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