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“Dialogue” is the kind of term with which most individuals—whether parties or 

conciliators to a conflict—can identify, and as such it has become a pervasive 

element in the field of conflict resolution. While accepting its many positive 

connotations as a vehicle for peacebuilding, we begin this chapter by clarifying the 

term’s basic meaning within a conflict situation. We then complete this 

introduction to dialogue by filling in the remaining basic questions: when, who, 

how, which and where? 

 

Rather than concentrating on governmental or official dialogue, we will focus on 

peacebuilding by civil society, from Track II dialogues among “influentials” all the 

way to people-to-people exchanges. Illustrating with examples from the five powerful 

stories that give substance to this chapter, this introduction puts the spotlight on 

practice rather than theory. Having lived most of my life in a region of violent conflict 

and having facilitated conflict resolution work in other areas, I will draw on my 

personal experience as a practitioner in making many of the following observations. 

Because of the wide global scope and diversity of the communal and national 

conflicts discussed, generalizations are to be understood as a flexible interpretation of 

numerous realities  

 

What? The Intrinsic Meaning of Dialogue 

Bringing the concept down from the heights of theoretical model, the Concise Oxford 

Dictionary defines dialogue as a “Conversation; piece of written work in 

conversational form.” From this meaning, we see that dialogue is not necessarily a 

synonym of negotiation, defined as the process in which we “confer with another with 

view to compromise or reaching agreement”. In our field of work, officials at best 

perceive dialogue as a prelude to informal negotiation by governments. But at the 

level of civil society, negotiation is perceived as merely a more advanced stage of 

dialogue. Rather than take the proximity of both terms as a given, we should aspire to 

elevate dialogue into an effective tool of conflict prevention and management, 

towards settling disputes in nonviolent ways.
1
 

However, to praise dialogue because “talking is better than shooting” may not be 

adequate if we take the victim’s vantage point. If structural violence as described by 

Johan Galtung
2
 prevails, the dispute has not decreased through dialogue, it has just 

entered into another phase. Hence, it may be more useful to analyze dialogue as a 

conflict resolution tool in terms of costs and benefits, explicitly acknowledging its 

potential downsides. Both sides of a conflict may experience the negative aspects of 

dialogue. Typically, rejection of dialogue comes from the powerful. Even for a strong 

state actor which is seen as holding most of the cards, negotiating with the enemy can 

be seen as a sign of weakness; here, the state may prefer to avoid recognizing its 

struggling opponent as legitimate. One effective tactic exploited by the top dog to 

postpone dialogue is to accuse their opponents of using terror, without conceding that 

the tools of its own repression are perceived by this same opponent as “state terror”. 

Although reluctance to engage in dialogue can be derived from the arrogance of 

power, many critiques of dialogue also come from the underdog. At times, the weaker 

party would rather wait until  they can enter talks from a position to of strength.  
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More worrisome, the refusal to engage in verbal exchange comes not only from those 

opposed to meeting with the adversary but also from those who have previously 

participated in dialogue and have become either frustrated or disenchanted. Jonathan 

Kuttab, a prominent Palestinian human rights lawyer, has articulated such counter 

negative effects.
3
 A summary of his list of pitfalls includes: 

1) The generation of a false sense of symmetry between the oppressor and 

the oppressed while the actual status between the parties is not that of 

equals; impediments to true equality within the context of dialogue 

include technical obstacles to participate, (restrictions on freedom of 

movement, adequacy of preparation, levels of professional expertise 

and language skills, and availability of advisory services), as well as in 

power relations (the ability to exercise pressure, the language of 

diktats, patronage).
4
 

2) The tendency to ignore basic conflict issues and, in the effort to reach 

agreement, the avoidance of tackling the most serious and divisive 

issues or postponing them indefinitely. 

3) The tendency to accept the status quo and take for granted the present 

constellation of forces, focusing more on bringing an end to violence 

and less on justice and its structural causes. 

4)  In the name of pragmatism, parties engaged in dialogue are often 

pressurized into compromising legitimate principles and abandoning 

positions generally held within their own community. 

5) When meetings include participants closely associated with state 

military or security forces, there is a fear that dialogue can be used as 

intelligence gathering. There is uncertainty as to when the motivation 

of the powerful is “know your enemy” rather than “understand your 

neighbor”. 

6) . Dialogue as a device for “divide and rule”. As a counterbalance to 

this tactic, the parties may adopt a tacit understanding to present a 

unified front when confronting the other side. Natural divisions within 

parties are, therefore, formally overlooked when facing a common 

enemy out of a simple fear that their opponent may take advantage of 

their lack of unity. 

7) . Labeling those that participate in dialogue as “legitimate partners” 

thereby de-legitimizing non-participants. Talking to some individuals 

or organizations may be a tactic used in order to avoid negotiating with 

more representative but problematic opponents. 

8) The intimidation of parties to dialogue may come from both sides. 

Within one’s own camp, peer disapproval and even, at times of crisis, 

physical threats have kept many "towing the party line," while 

individually they may have been tempted to consider alternative 

positions, some of these more moderate and pragmatic than the group 

view. 

9) The “usual suspects” can monopolize participation in dialogue. 

Granted that talking may involve some risks, but it also provides 

privileges, both tangible as well as elitist. The warm feeling of 

acquiring new friends from the adversary’s camp may become an 

addiction in itself. As a result, the tendency has been toward exclusion 

and unwillingness to share access or widen the circles. 
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10) Last but not least, the tendency to make dialogue a substitute for action 

to correct injustices. Dialogue can be seen as an academic exercise. 

Often, the organizers see dialogue as an end unto itself and declare 

themselves satisfied to repeat time and again this inconclusive 

experience with other groups. 

 

In answer to Kuttab, I stressed the positive elements of dialogue and its value as a 

necessary but not sufficient strategy for peacebuilding. For example, dialogue can 

validate the legitimacy of the other when recognition has been withheld as a 

bargaining chip. But over the years I have come to agree that promoting dialogue 

instead of action can be used as an excuse for talking and talking without redressing 

the root causes of the conflict. The fear of normalizing an abnormal situation is real. 

At the same time, I believe that sustained dialogue diminishes misperceptions, 

prejudice and stereotypes. Hence, we need to agree on some ground rules that ensure 

that talking is not a ploy to postpone action towards a just resolution of the conflict. 

Dialogue could be a step forward, but once that step is made, there is a danger of 

stagnation.  

In short, dialogue should be a vehicle and not a destination. We need to understand 

why the expression “we have nothing to lose” is not always shared by the parties 

involved in the conflict, and that the suggested cost/benefit paradigm tells us that “we 

have a lot to gain” provided that we maximize the promising positive results of 

dialogue and minimize its potential negative consequences.  

The goal of dialogue should be the transformation of participants into epistemic or 

“learning” communities in which both sides develop a shared understanding of each 

other’s realities and are willing to invest a good chunk of their lives in changing it. A 

pioneering example is from the height of the Cold War when dialogue among Soviet 

and American scientists evolved into the formulation of and commitment to “arms 

control” efforts.
5
  

 

When? Alternative Strategies for the Cycle of Conflict 

In relation to official processes, three phases of civil society “dialogue” can be 

distinguished: “pre”, during and after Track I negotiations. Or, if lined up in terms of 

the level of conflict, we can focus on preventive work, Track II negotiations, and 

post-conflict activities. As a rule, we can argue that civil society dialogue is relevant 

as long as it is one step ahead of official behavior. So, how does this principle 

translate into the different stages? 

 

a) Stage One: When the effort is invested in prevention, before violence erupts or 

immediately afterwards, there is often a situation where official communication 

between the parties to the conflict has been severed. An example of preventive efforts 

in the absence of government action to redress conflict is civil society’s resistance to 

cases of enforced segregation policies -such as in South Africa or the Southern United 

States. In both examples, inter-ethnic dialogue in itself was seen as an heroic and 

risky act. The joint marches and call for nonviolent means to redress discrimination 

encouraged change in the official governmental policies. 

In the immediate aftermath of violence, the reinvigoration of stalled negotiations may 

also be possible as described by an Egyptian intellectual in When the Guns Fall 

Silent.
6
 The challenge for civil society organizations is to show sooner rather than 

later that there is a partner to talk with. The therapeutic effect of mutual recognition is 

important to both sides, and particularly to the party who has been denied legitimacy 
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as a partner. When governments have been reluctant to negotiate, “ influentials”- who 

are separated nationally or ethnically across the divide but inspired by a common goal 

--  can initiate a pre-negotiation process, which holds the potential of pushing official 

representatives to overcome the barrier of sitting around the table together. Mutual 

recognition of partners to a conflict can be triggered by a Track II dialogue, as was the 

case between Palestinians and Israelis when they met secretly in Oslo for close to a 

year. These side negotiations helped advance the official process towards dealing with 

the substance of the conflict rather than the form. As described in this book, in the 

aftermath of the 1995 Cenepa War between Ecuador and Peru, the official 

negotiations started only after prominent citizens from both sides convened at the 

University of Maryland and became known as a peacebuilding group. 

Often the power asymmetries between the fighting parties lead one side to call for 

direct negotiations, while the other side will boycott any contact. Interestingly, calls 

for negotiations may come from the more powerful side when they believe they are 

well-positioned to achieve their goals through negotiation, or from the weaker side 

when they assess that their aspirations cannot be achieved through alternative means, 

such as continued armed struggle. And the preference for negotiation can shift 

depending upon its perceived usefulness as well as evolving ideology. For example, 

from its establishment in 1948 Israel was interested in negotiations despite Arab 

refusals to acknowledge the “so-called Zionist entity.” Negotiation was the official 

declaratory policy of Israel from its independence until the peace negotiations with 

Egypt in 1978. But by the time Palestinians had become more receptive to dialogue, 

Israel’s policy had also shifted to a refusal to talk with “terrorist organizations”. 

Facing stagnation in official negotiations or during periods of violent clashes, 

dialogue sponsored by non-governmental organizations has been instrumental in 

breaking the ice and demonstrating that there is a partner for negotiation. This is the 

case with the 2003 Geneva Initiative launched by former Israeli Minister of Justice 

Yossi Beilin and Palestinian former Minister of Information Yasser Abed Rabo. This 

initiative was among the triggers for the Sharon government to undertake the initiative 

of pulling out from Gaza, first as a unilateral act and now as part of a negotiated 

process. 

 

b) Stage Two: Once official negotiations begin, if peacebuilders are to keep a step 

ahead, they must be able to come up with creative solutions. At this stage, merely 

talking to each other is secondary and the need to embrace a problem-solving 

approach requires the parties to embark on more complex processes of negotiation. As 

in the Peru/Ecuador case, the impasses as identified in Track I were addressed by 

Track II participants proposing ideas such as a transnational ecologic park in a border 

area under dispute. Numerous meetings took place between Israeli and Palestinians 

academics and NGOs to address the issues postponed for a later stage in official 

negotiations, such as borders, Palestinian refugees, Jewish settlements, and Jerusalem. 

With some issues, such as the allocation of groundwater resources, their 

recommendations were instrumental in shaping official agreements. 

Sustained civil society dialogue helps to show that no breakdown in official 

communication can stop the advancement toward peace, and at times, as in Northern 

Ireland, it provides the promise of a mutually agreed outcome. When third party 

facilitated negotiations eventually led the officials to come up with a shared document 

such as the “Good Friday Agreement”, the successful campaign of Catholic and 

Protestant peacebuilders was crucial in ensuring the wide popular endorsement  

through referendum.  
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c) Stage Three: The post-negotiation stage when a peace agreement is formally 

reached still leaves open many unresolved issues. Some of these issues are unmet 

interests but many are intangible needs. International or domestic formal agreements 

often remain totally or partially unfulfilled even a few years later. Particularly when 

growing expectations are not met in a timely manner, the recurrent cycles of violence 

can begin again. The gap that emerges when contrasting insufficient concrete 

achievements with persisting grim realities can produce setbacks and a reversals. 

Hence transitions to peace or democracy need to be consolidated.  

To be able to move from the management of conflict to a real transformation means 

addressing not only the symptoms but also root causes. A process that supports 

personal growth, an attitudinal change towards the Other, and the development of 

strong ties can strengthen its own sustainability.
7
 

During the so-called “post-conflict” period, one of the main challenges of 

peacebuilders is to help launch a process of reconciliation. Reconciliation includes 

numerous aspects, from material compensation to reducing impunity to justice. 

Among the intangible needs are healing wounds from the serious suffering produced 

during the violent conflict, with elements of acknowledgment, apologies, forgiveness, 

etc. In fact, a good process of reconciliation should start its planning stages during the 

negotiation period and then develop its implementation in the aftermath of the 

agreement. Later in this book, Hizkias Assefa explores in more depth the nature of 

reconciliation processes. 

 

How: The Tools of Dialogue 

We can identify a wide range of tools, some related to the technical aspects and others 

to the deeper meaning of mutual exploration. In terms of its complexity, dialogue can 

be as unstructured as a spontaneous “walk in the woods” or as systematic as a 

problem solving workshop.  

Spreading the word runs the risk of engaging peacebuilders in a one-sided 

communication, which may indeed be just a monologue. But perseverance in some 

cases has resulted in breakthroughs which eventually open up the authorities to new 

ideas. For example, the Oxford Research Group began a traditional process of letter-

writing to decision makers, spreading from a cluster of concerned scientists to 

citizens-at-large, with a shared concern with the need for nuclear disarmament.  

But dialogue has also been developed through nontraditional techniques assisted by 

new technologies, such as Internet chats and the establishment of virtual communities 

of academics and intellectuals in regions of conflict. The use of videoconferencing 

can also enable peacebuilders physically separated by the confrontational policies of 

their respective governments to meet face-to-face through their computer screens. 

Indeed, technology provides new avenues for communication. But the connectivity is 

also dependent on the ability to deliver an effective message. For this, those involved 

in dialogue need to develop the skills of articulating their views as well as listening in 

a way that can maximize mutual understanding. Care is needed to prevent the clarity 

of the message from being distorted by the “noise” of intercultural obstacles, or by the 

uneven status of the partners in conflict (as is the case with gender differences in 

traditional societies or class inequalities in modern societies). It is important for us to 

be trained in how best to express our thoughts, choosing the sentences and words that 

not only are true to our feelings and positions but also maximize receptivity. And, to 

ensure that our body language and the tone of our voices are not threatening to the 

receiver of our message. On the other side of the transmission process, we should 
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train ourselves to become active listeners, a skill that helps us to put ourselves into the 

shoes of the Other. Furthermore, active listening also facilitates an introspection by 

the interlocutor, opening up to express his/her own needs beyond the known 

declaratory postures.  

We also know that sustained dialogues produce better results than one-off encounters. 

There is no evidence to support the assumption that one-time contacts (such as mutual 

school visits or joint social events) can help to reduce stereotypes and are “better than 

nothing”. In fact such exchanges may generate expectations for more and 

disengagement may result in the frustration of these expectations and an 

unwillingness to accept future invitations for interaction. 

While objectives such as personal transformation and building intra- and inter-group 

relationships within and among the parties are meaningful in themselves, we should 

seek to maximize the investment. Dialogue is a step in the right direction, but over the 

years we have learned how to move forward from simply chairing and moderating 

meetings into facilitated processes that unite the adversaries in the search for common 

ground. Following the lead of Herbert Kelman 
8
 and Edward Azar 

9
, new approaches 

show that effectiveness depends on four autonomous but synchronized and 

progressive phases: an initial phase focusing on trust-building among the 

stakeholders, the participants, the facilitator and the methods used; a second phase 

developing both individual and group skills relevant for conflict resolution; a third 

stage building consensus on the identified agenda items; and the final phase 

addressing the challenge of re-entry, in which the participants bring back home their 

shared commitment to working hard towards the implementation of their 

agreements.
10

 This innovative form of citizens’ diplomacy also needs to take into 

account the spiritual traditions across cultures, religions and civilizations and include 

these dimensions in the dynamics of the process. 

 

Who? The Partners for Dialogue 

In identifying potential dialogue partners, it is useful to map the various linkages 

between civil societies and the parties in conflict.  If we image a diagram we would 

place civil society in the center as the dialogue initiators; and draw arrows outward 

from the center indicating different interactions that occur: first, we direct arrows  

horizontally between the two civil societies across the divide, which seems to demand 

the largest volume of interactions with the Other. Then, within each party’s civil 

society, we draw arrows vertically upwards towards the decision makers; and 

downwards towards the general public of their own society.
11

 From our experience, 

most of the dialogue takes place across the divide between representatives of each 

others’ civil society. Participants invest in these joint efforts with the hope of 

empowering each other and  then influencing as agents of change their respective 

political and social processes.  

The five stories in this chapter provide us with interesting examples of partners in 

dialogue. An English team of researchers struggling for nuclear disarmament 

launched the Oxford Research Group. The Group trained and mobilized about seventy 

teams  to write sophisticated letters to decisionmakers in the UK and China. They 

then expanded to involve concerned citizens from other countries. This demonstrates 

a form of unilateral dialogue, in which active writers made contact with passive 

receivers. Eventually the percolation of ideas in the minds of the decision makers 

allowed the unilateral action to evolve into a true exchange.
12

 

An interesting example of powerful intra-state dialogue is the transition in Georgia 

from an authoritarian regime towards a democratic state. The organizers of large 
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demonstrations were not only able to control violence, but also non-verbally 

communicated to aggressive law enforcement forces, their peaceful intentions by 

offering thousands of roses to the police officers.
13

 These gestures are as important as 

words, and both together can have a strong effect on reconciliation.
14

 

The joint Israeli/Palestinian campaign “Hello Shalom, Hello Salaam” has generated 

close to a half million telephone conversations worldwide between Israelis and 

Palestinians. Organized by a prominent NGO, the campaign connects the grassroots 

populations from both sides, often strengthening the dedication of those already 

committed to dialogue but also generating curiosity among newcomers to hear and 

thereby recognize the humanity of the Other.
15

  

 

Inter-Tajik Dialogue 

A combination of actors participated in the non-official Inter-Tajik Dialogue, which 

began in March 1993 when seven individuals from different factions in the civil war 

sat down around a table in Moscow. At that time, they formed a unique channel of 

communication across factional lines. Just past the peak of violence in a vicious civil 

war, they could barely look at each other. By the end of 2000, after twenty-nine 

meetings, the Dialogue continues. The Dialogue has helped to support a multi-level 

peace process that includes government negotiators, highly informed citizens outside 

government, and citizens at the grassroots level – all working in complementary ways 

that reflect these roles in their respective roles. Participants in the Dialogue helped to 

start and then maintained the involvement with the inter-Tajik negotiations and 

engaged in activities in society a large. The Dialogue had been convened six times 

before the UN – sponsored inter-Tajik negotiations began in April 1994. It continued 

throughout the period of official negotiations and then through the three-year 

transitional period after the 1997 General Agreement and beyond. Because most of 

the participants were citizens outside government, they were at the heart of Tajikistan 

“public peace process”.  

K. Abdullaev and C. Barnes. Politics of Compromise. The Tajik peace process. 

Accord and International Review of peace initiatives. Conciliation Resources: 

London. 2001 

 

 

Which? The Models of Dialogue 

We can borrow from Jay Rothman
16

 the classification of four dialogue types, 

categorized according to the nature of participants and objectives. 

 

. Positional dialogue, adversarial in nature, focuses on articulation of positions, often 

in the presence of a foreign or local observing audience for the purpose of scoring 

points. Participants emphasize differences rather than commonalities. It becomes a 

dialogue of the deaf: we stop listening once the adversary is in the middle of his 

statement and start planning our retort. Even then, the exercise can have some positive 

results when participants role play in-reverse, or come to the conclusion that dialogue 

serves as a first unavoidable step for speaking their truths (or half truths) before 

moving into the search for common ground. 

 

. Human relations dialogue, when differences of opinion on the substantive issues 

are relegated to a secondary status, gears its main efforts toward a better 

understanding of  the Other. Methods of active listening help us to achieve this goal 

and even encourage introspection. It can lead to the sharing of some of the needs, 
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fears and motives that were not articulated previously, paradoxically helped by the 

expressed empathy of the once adversarial interlocutor. 

 

. Activist dialogue occurs when “Partners in Conflict” have identified some common 

ground and plan joint action in implementation. An activist may not be a precondition 

for participation but this inclination toward action may evolve within the participants 

as a result of the process dynamics. The dialogue process itself may move individuals 

from “knowledge” to internalized “act-knowledgement.”  

 

. Problem solving approach, the most ambitious of all, maximizes and integrates the 

positives of the previous dialogue types and puts particular emphasis on how to 

implement the outcome of dialogue when returning to the participants’ respective 

communities which continue to mistrust and be hostile to the Other. 

 

Mixing the models may create more challenges than we can handle. Sometimes we 

can transform participants from the first approach into the second and then move on. 

For  transformation to occur, civil society dialogue needs to take into account that 

conflict is typically not only between governments but also between the 

constituencies they represent. Hence inclusion of diversity of positions in the dialogue 

process is a priority for most types, avoiding the pitfall of simply “preaching to the 

converted”. The limits of dialogue may exclude identified spoilers. However, when it 

comes to ideological and militant extremism, the challenge is indeed to move them 

away from being part of the problem to becoming part of the solution. Rarely can one 

hope for a conducive dialogue between extremes, such as the Islamic fundamentalists 

of the Palestinian West Bank and the militant Jews settled on the same land that they 

call Judea and Samaria. Provided that we know how to identify the type of dialogue 

that we can use,  a gradual approach may include a peace activist or mainstream 

component on my  side and an extremist group on the Other. Or as Mary Fitzduff 

explains “there will be no stable peace until the extreme Catholic and Protestant 

military organizations are integrated into the negotiation process”. 

 

Third-party involvement  

The role of third-party involvement needs to be carefully assessed. Although there are 

clear advantages the parties conducting principled negotiations without a third party’s 

involvement, the parties may choose to invite one when facing a high level of 

violence  or complex issues. Under such conditions third-party facilitators might even  

invite themselves. However, conflicting parties grow weary of an imposed dialogue 

by outsiders and such forces scenarios rarely lead to productive outcomes. Inviting 

also a variety of third-party participants, makes a dialogue across purposes, like 

confrontations such as the UN General Assembly. On the other hand, third-party 

dialogue facilitators  can be useful if they work to train and empower the parties to 

engage in direct dialogue. 

 

Where? The Impact of Context on Dialogue 

The particularities of a conflict’s context influence the form and success of dialogue 

efforts. While we tend to prioritize dialogue, and rightly in areas of violent conflicts, 

we need to remember that most of the time most countries and communities live in 

peace with each other. During these times and in these places, the absence of violence 

is not because there are no conflicts but because the communities opt to deal with 
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these conflicts by nonviolent means, including dialogue.  As described below, the 

context can determine a dialogue’s various main functions. 

 

. Dialogue is badly needed in protracted communal conflicts. Nowadays, the 

prevailing form of violent confrontation is within and not between states, or when one 

party is a non-state actor. Recognition as a valid interlocutor is essential to get the 

dialogue process going, and often it is less problematic for non-official actors to deal 

directly with players who are unrecognized by formal authorities. The relative 

advantage of civil society over state actors is especially evident when parties to the 

conflict include those responsible for violence against innocent civilians, actors which 

are labeled illegitimate partners in Track I activities . and when governments are 

facing the dilemma of negotiating with terror, a major impediment for Track I. Once 

again, civil society exchanges have a relative advantage.  

 

. The context of transitioning democracies, as has been the case in Latin America and 

Eastern Europe, introduces the dilemma of dialogue with regimes that have been 

involved in gross violations of human rights. Such authoritarian regimes have a 

history of crushing democratic opposition including killing their leadership, members, 

families and uninvolved bystanders. In some cases like Argentina, Chile, and 

Uruguay, a “mesa de dialogo” (in the latter case, within military barracks!!!) with the 

military regime was acceptable to some opposition parties but not to others. In such 

cases, the ground rules for who can participate in the dialogue and for what purposes 

are essential if not life-saving. When regimes were too oppressive and no domestic 

forces could lead the way to dialogue, , we have seen the contribution of either a 

regional or international third party, as was used in facilitated dialogues in El 

Salvador and Guatemala.  

 

. In many developing countries, environmental, water, and other common pool natural 

resources have generated cross-border and domestic conflicts that cannot be resolved 

without the involvement of all stakeholders. While the technical and legal 

ramifications of environmental disputes demand that the negotiation itself be 

conducted by experts, it does not preclude a transparent participatory process in which 

grassroots constituencies are given an opportunity to be consulted from the early 

stages and to play a constructive role in the implementation of the resulting 

agreements.  

 

. For several decades, most countries in Europe and the Americas have been called 

“zones of peace”
17

 without inter-state wars. Hence, promoting a sustained dialogue as 

part of the political culture is a sound preventive of international conflicts as well as 

contributing to the decline of domestic riots and ethnic tensions. Institutionalized 

forums for dialogue—from debating societies in the old Oxford and Cambridge 

universities to peer mediation in schools provide long-term guarantees of constructive 

means for conflict resolution; such formalized practices should be expanded. 

Furthermore, approaching authorities through constructive negotiations is a useful 

addition to the protest tradition of many popular movements. But the promotion of a 

culture of dialogue should not only be the prerogative of one part of the world.. It is 

not less relevant in the context of majority/minority protracted conflicts. Inter-ethnic 

dialogue, like the one conducted in the nine centers of the Nansen Dialogue Network 

in the Western Balkans, stimulates  renewed relationship-building in divided 

communities and is a crucial step towards reconciliation. While at times dialogue is a 
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process of rediscovering the good ties from the past, according to the West Balkan 

organizers, their dialogue is inventing a new partnership with the political culture of 

Western and Northern Europe.
18

 Dialogue re-discovers historically positive 

relationships and encourages building of new relationships.] 

 

Conclusions 

Dialogue is a tool for advancing conflict resolution efforts, especially within the realm 

of civil society and unofficial contacts. But we must emphasize that dialogue in and of 

itself is not a universal panacea, but a means to an end. While it is typically Track I 

dialogue between leaderships that results in binding agreements, Track II activities 

greatly enhance the feasibility of implementation, content, and commitment of the 

constituent populations to these formal agreements. Perfecting negotiation skills of 

Second Tracks can transform its inherent its weaknesses into an asset. Citizen 

diplomacy provides room for flexibility, informality and creativity that may be 

missing from official exchanges. 

In-depth analysis of cases presented in this chapter has shown that peacebuilders have 

not sufficiently employed approaching decision makers and engaging public opinion 

of the Other. Exceptional cases -- such as the Oxford Research Group’s contacts with 

Chinese authorities or Israeli academics providing stimulating feedback to Palestinian 

NGOs working to promote nonviolence -- demonstrate the potential of outreach 

exchanges. Dialogue with the Other at all levels seems to be more conducive to 

solutions than monologues in which each side tends “to play chess with itself”. 

However, we should not neglect the need to bridge the gap inside our own camp, 

generating a consensus-building process in our own societies that strengthens the 

ability to negotiate with the adversary. Hence peacebuilding often requires promoting 

dialogue within and across the ethnic, religious, community or national divide.  

We should all engage in dialogue, even if only a few will be negotiators and influence 

changes in public policy. Dialogue should bring us one step closer to each other. 
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 "In the conflict management field, the term dialogue refers to a method of getting people who are involved in an 

emotional, deep-rooted conflict to sit down together with a facilitator and to talk and listen, with the goal of 
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4 In the Israeli/Palestinian conflict, Palestinians often stress the Occupied/Occupier unevenness and ask for 
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