
Brief Overview of the ARIA Methodology 

 

 A useful process for facilitating a transition by the parties from an adversarial stance in 

the conflict to an integrative one, particularly in the context of second track or citizens’ 

diplomacy, is the ARIA (Adversarial, Reflexive, Integrative, Action) methodology. Developed 

initially by Jay Rothman (1997), the approach has been further developed by Edy Kaufman 

(Davies and Kaufman, 2002) as part of his Innovative Problem Solving Workshops. These notes 

are derived by John Davies mainly from chapter 10 of the latter book.  

 

 The first (adversarial or advocacy) phase focuses on the parties’ positions on the major 

issues in the conflict, bringing out what observations, justifications and demands each participant 

(representative) would like to make on behalf of his/her nation or group. The second (reflexive) 

phase is meant to bring to the fore the underlying interests and human needs of each party, and to 

answer the questions of why they hold the positions they do and why they stress these points 

over others in their arguments. The needs, fears, values and concerns that motivate such stances 

are identified. Once the motivations behind the formal positions of each party are understood, 

points of convergence become apparent (shared or compatible needs or interests), providing a 

basis for the third (integrative) phase. In this phase, the parties brainstorm together to look for 

consensual ideas. They elaborate jointly answers to the question of how to resolve the conflict or 

selected conflict issues. In the final (action) phase, they plan action steps, specifying who among 

them undertakes to promote these (or other) integrative ideas, what they will do when and how. 

 

 In introducing ARIA, a simple story about a fight over an orange may help. Only when 

one party asked why the other wanted the orange, could the discovery be made, for example, that 

one side wanted its pulp for juice, the other its peel for jam. Or even if both parties wanted the 

juice, they may discover that one is thirsty—hence clean water may be a good exchange—and 

the other is hungry, or needs vitamin C, which again opens opportunities for mutually 

satisfactory exchange. Most problems are more complex than this, but the model is clear. The 

parties may go farther to address their longer-term needs (in the integrative and action phases), 

by agreeing to plant the orange seeds that none need at the moment, thus acquiring a good supply 

of oranges in the future and strengthening the relationship to the benefit of both.  

 

Adversarial Phase 

 In this phase, each party aims to be persuasive, with lines of argument prepared and ready 

to be articulated firmly and clearly, within agreed ground rules for the interaction (such as no 

personal attacks, threats, or bargaining, as appropriate to culture and context)—protecting the 

process and relationship. This phase serves several functions: it makes clear what issues are still 

in dispute and establishes the credibility of the participants as effective spokespersons for their 

communities, who might also be effective in persuading their own communities to consider new 

perspectives for resolving the conflict. It gives them a chance to get their grievances “off their 

chest,” perhaps for the first time face to face with the other party; and makes clear the limits of 

the process – that they will need to move beyond adversarial processes to get results. 

 

 Facilitators should make clear that any premature shift to problem solving or proposing 

concessions or solutions at this stage will be inappropriate. Until there has been a clear definition 

of the problem, the points of firm disagreement between the parties, and an understanding of the 
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needs driving their positions, any discussion of solutions is likely to be unproductive. Agreement 

especially in second track diplomacy has little value in itself: if it does not fully address the real 

concerns of the communities, it is unlikely to elicit much interest at home. 

 

 Facilitators ensure compliance with ground rules, intervening as needed and ending the 

process once the positions and points of difference are clear. Within cultural bounds, they don’t 

discourage passionate debate even if the exchange descends into incriminatory “you” language. 

At the end of the discussion a first assessment is made of what was learned from the process, 

focusing on both the quality and content of the arguments presented. In preparation for a second 

round, with role reversal, the teams may be asked to tell one another any significant points that 

were left out. Issues of rights, law and morality can also be clarified, keeping in mind that the 

aim of this analysis is clarifying issues and positions, not determining who is right or wrong.  

 

 A second round may then be organized, with each side arguing the opposing party’s 

position. Often, there is resistance to representing the views of the other party, but since the rules 

of the exchange have been agreed in advance, the participants are usually able to overcome this 

aversion and proceed to defend their opponents’ arguments energetically. This generally helps to 

promote improved appreciation of the other’s perspectives; and certainly the understanding the 

parties have of each other’s positions will become clearer.  

 

 The debriefing and evaluation that follows should include an analysis of the scope and 

limitations of the adversarial process. It will be instructive at this point to discuss the verbal 

styles used, metaphors, slogans, personal criticisms used in the heat of debate, tendencies to stop 

listening or dismiss the other’s position a priori, to resort to half-truths, and use of the term “you” 

as if the other camp were monolithic. There is often a catharsis that occurs in this phase, 

allowing participants to get out of their systems feelings of grief, frustration or anger that 

otherwise may hinder subsequent work together. It is usually easier to fully hear and understand 

our adversaries once we have been able to verbalize our own convictions in front of them. 

 

Reflexive Phase 

 This phase reframes the conflict not just in terms of opposing positions but now at a 

deeper level of understanding the needs and motivations of each party. The facilitators should 

generate a comprehension of the concept of “needs” through discussion. Human needs such as 

those for physical security, freedom from oppression and discrimination, economic well-being, 

group identity (recognition, dignity and respect), and access to the social institutions of 

allocation and exchange are commonly expressed and appear to be universal. Their continued 

frustration may lead to violence being seen as the best option available, and a discussion of the 

“dual concern” (for self and other) model of conflict dynamics will help to place this option in 

better context.  

 

 There are a variety of ways to help enhance participants’ talking and listening in this 

more personal phase, which should be carefully adapted to suit cultural constraints. Preparatory 

exercises with active listening and “non-violent” communication techniques are advisable. 

Participants are asked to use “I” statements, rather than the incriminating “you” from the 

previous phase and to be honest about their feelings. If this is not comfortable, they may talk 
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about the experience of others in their own community, or of the community as a whole. 

Working in small groups will usually encourage greater openness. 

 

 This phase provides a basis for a more thorough understanding of potential areas of 

common ground, and should be concluded with a plenary group discussion of both insights 

derived and the value and limits of the process. Each small group reports back the concerns 

identified by each party, which are tabulated and reviewed to ensure they are understood. This 

will also allow discovery of common ground in shared or complementary needs, and hence open 

the possibility of working together to address these through integrative problem solving. It 

should now be clearer how much misperceptions have distorted the messages of both sides and 

have inclined each party to expect the worst behaviors and conspiracies from the other; and how 

individuals and communities tend to express their needs only indirectly.  

 

Integrative Phase 

  This phase is about maximizing mutual gains, inventing integrative options for 

addressing the needs of both parties while not committing a priori to their acceptance, and then 

finding common denominators. Culturally appropriate exercises to help participants access their 

source of inner wisdom will be useful here, or stories illustrating the importance of win-win 

strategies and of seeing things from the other's perspective. Some form of brainstorming (a 

procedure for creative idea generation while deferring evaluation) will be essential to the success 

of this phase. Innovative thinking may be stimulated through backcasting, in which participants 

build back from a “shared vision of the future” exercise, revising potential positive outcomes in 

20 years’ time down to what would need to happen within five years, or one year.  

 

  It may be helpful to illustrate models of integrative thinking such as expanding the pie, 

nonspecific compensation, logrolling, cost cutting and bridging. Splitting the overall issue of 

water rights to a river, for example, not simply according to a percentage entitlements for each 

state but through identifying more specific values the river affords (irrigation, navigation, 

fishery, tourism, environment, domestic water consumption, power generation, cooling for 

industrial use, etc.) and asking stakeholders to assign numeric preferences to each allows these 

relative values to guide the division of access rights so that each state receives a higher 

percentage of its desired values than it would have received under a simple percentage split—a 

positive-sum outcome. 

 

 Agreement on priority conflict issues to be addressed may be best done through 

appointing a small representative committee early in the workshop to take on that responsibility.  

 

 Once brainstorming is complete and integrative ideas recorded, participants rate them 

individually using a simple scale, and then ideas can be organized into thematic areas (e.g., 

economic, cultural, educational, political, security and humanitarian). The introduction of several 

baskets alerts both sides to the potential for trade-offs, which they can get only if they are willing 

to be flexible on the more difficult and important issues. Participants divide into small groups, 

each including some from both parties (and any third party observers) addressing one thematic 

area based on their professional or personal interests. The sense that they are acting in a capacity 

based not just on their group identity but on shared interest or expertise may help open their 

minds toward dealing with the conflict based on complementarity with opposing participants.  
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 The specialist groups discuss the ideas assigned to them, taking into account the initial 

ratings, developing, clarifying and adding to them to ensure they at least minimally satisfy the 

concerns of each party, as needed to reach consensus in the small group. The group then jointly 

presents and recommends the ideas to the entire workshop for adoption. Questions or principled 

objections to any idea give a basis for plenary discussion in search of common ground, seeking 

consensus on a coherent  set of ideas or options acceptable not just to a majority, but to all (as at 

least minimally satisfying their concerns – no principled and paramount objections). 

 

Action Phase 

 The results of the integrative phase provide the ground for discussion on how to follow 

up and translate into action the ideas and insights emerging from the workshop. At the second 

track level, to the extent participants are not able to directly implement ideas themselves, specific 

approaches to policy makers may be discussed, how to elicit interest and cooperation among 

colleagues, how to develop culturally appropriate activities aimed at changing public opinion and 

initiating or sustaining grassroots action, how to maintain post-workshop communication, mutual 

support and accountability among participants, and how to promote a larger network for longer-

term peacebuilding that can sustain the momentum from the workshop, including possible future 

workshops. Continued contact and mutual support with other participants and a larger network of 

interested colleagues and friends is critical to the “re-entry” process, as participants deal with 

skepticism, suspicion, jealousy, inertia or anger among others in the community, finding their 

own limits and continuing to learn from others as much as influencing them in a sustainable 

manner. On-line networking or conferencing may be explored where access is available, opening 

up new possibilities for more consistent follow-up by facilitators with limited resources. 

 

 There are many techniques for action planning, but in essence they require specifying 

short-term objectives and long-term goals (what?), motivation (why?), division of labor (who?), 

timeline (when?), specific activities (how?), and where appropriate, budget and resources needed 

(how much?). Any participant may propose an action idea then solicit partners to collaborate 

with him or her on it, so that several action plans may emerge from this phase, with several 

different participants reporting their commitments for specific actions to the workshop. Or one or 

more integrated proposals may be developed for presentation to funders or other relevant bodies. 

Realistic preparation for reentry and translating integrative ideas into commitments to concrete 

actions are essential if the transformation of perspectives that can take place through the ARIA 

process is to have a sustained impact, either for participants or their larger communities.  
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