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Assignment #1 & #2
The Logic of Peacemaking
Goals of Peacemakers: The primary goal is the cessation of active violence and the establishment of a sustainable, positive peace. Peacemakers aim to prevent or stop violence and reduce the conditions that sustain conflict. They seek to resolve the underlying conflicts and grievances that trigger aggression to prevent future relapses. They seek outcomes that address people’s needs and concerns, not merely a temporary pause in hostilities. Ultimately, they aim to build inclusive structures where disputes are managed through diplomacy rather than force. Depending on the situation, their goals may include reconciliation, fair agreements, safety, or peaceful ways to handle future disagreements.
Questions that Peacemakers Ask: What happened, who is affected, and what does each person or group need? What are the causes of the conflict, including immediate triggers and deeper grievances? What historical traumas or systemic injustices continue to fuel the current hostility? What are the core needs and interests of each party, beyond their stated demands? What incentives can be created to make peace more attractive than continued conflict? What could make people safer and what steps might be acceptable and realistic to all involved?
Information that Peacemakers Use: They rely on historical data regarding past conflicts and previous failed peace attempts to avoid repeating mistakes. They gather intelligence on the internal power dynamics and motivations of the leadership and grassroots movements within each faction. They use accounts from the people involved, while recognizing that different parties may describe events differently. They may also consider relevant history, social and political conditions, power differences, and evidence about harms or needs. Sociological data on the affected population is also used to ensure the peace process is inclusive. Reliable peacemaking depends on checking information rather than treating any one account as complete.
Judgments that Peacemakers Make: Peacemakers assess the level of danger, the sources of disagreement, and whether people are willing and able to engage. They must judge whether a party is negotiating in good faith or using diplomacy as a tactic to regroup for further war. They judge which actions may reduce harm and which could intensify it. They determine which concessions are acceptable and which are "red lines" that would collapse the negotiation. They also evaluate the timing of interventions to decide when a conflict has reached a "ripe" moment for resolution. These judgments should be revisited as circumstances and new information change.
Concepts that Guide Peacemakers’ Thinking: Common guiding concepts include nonviolence, dialogue, empathy, justice, accountability, and mutual recognition. Ideas such as compromise, mediation, reconciliation, and conflict transformation can help shape possible approaches. The concept of "positive peace" guides them to look beyond the mere absence of war toward the presence of social justice. Concepts of restorative justice are often used to heal societal divisions after the fighting stops. They apply "win-win" or integrative bargaining to find solutions that satisfy the core needs of all sides. No single concept fits every conflict, and peacebuilding may require more than agreement between the immediate parties.
Key Assumptions that Peacemakers Make: Peacemakers often assume that conflict can be addressed without relying on violence and that people may have interests they can discuss or negotiate. They assume that all parties, regardless of their actions, have a rational interest in avoiding the costs of perpetual war. They may also assume that listening and fair processes can create opportunities for change. They believe that human beings are capable of empathy and reconciliation if the right conditions are met. They also assume that sustainable peace is possible through structured communication and compromise. These are working assumptions, not guarantees: parties may reject dialogue, and some conflicts involve serious imbalances or incompatible aims.
Implications of Peacemaking: Successful peacemaking often requires a redistribution of power or resources, which can create new tensions among internal factions. A lasting agreement may require changes to relationships, institutions, or conditions that helped produce the conflict. It implies a shift from a security paradigm based on military deterrence to one based on mutual trust. Peacemaking can reduce immediate harm and create channels for resolving disputes. Long-term peace implies the necessity of ongoing institutional monitoring and civic education. Poorly designed efforts can leave people unsafe, exclude affected groups, or preserve unfair arrangements.
Points of View of Peacemakers: Peacemakers may view conflict as a human and social problem that can sometimes be managed or transformed through nonviolent means. Their perspective often emphasizes the experiences and needs of multiple parties, especially people directly affected. They see the world through a lens of interconnectedness, believing that instability in one region threatens global security. They determine which concessions are acceptable and which are "red lines" that would collapse the negotiation.  They view conflict not as an inherent evil, but as a natural occurrence that can be transformed into a catalyst for positive change. They often adopt a neutral or multi-partial stance to maintain credibility with all conflicting parties. Peacemakers are not necessarily neutral about harm or injustice, and their own values and position can shape their choices. 

Assignment #4
Analyzing the Logic of Instruction
These questions can be contextualized for any given class day, chapter in the textbook and dimension of study. For example, on any given day you might ask one or more of the following questions:
﻿﻿What is our main PURPOSE or GOAL today? What are we trying to accomplish?
The main purpose and goal today is to review the case study of the Fraser River Conflict, and to analyze it according to the All Quadrants All Levels (AQAL) analytical framework.
﻿﻿What kinds of QUESTIONS are we asking? What kinds of problems are we trying to solve? How does this problem relate to everyday life?
What are the internal individual dynamics (QI) of this conflict? What are the external individual dynamics (QII)? What are the internal collective/community dynamics (QIII)? What are the external collective/community dynamics (QIV)? Which of the theoretical perspectives that we’ve studied give insight into the dynamics we see in each of the four quadrants? As we consider this case study, how does it relate to the deeply rooted, identity-based conflicts that you have selected for your research papers?
﻿﻿What sort of INFORMATION or data do we need? How can we get that information?
Read the assigned chapters 4 – 8 in the textbook which describe our case study in detail. How do the authors of the text answer our questions raised earlier with the details, multi-faceted description of the history, the disputants, the issues, etc.
﻿﻿What is the most basic idea, CONCEPT or theory we need to understand to solve the problem we are most immediately posing?
How can we move from an historical deep-rooted, identity-based conflict that is escalating toward violent confrontation and defuse it through dialogue and understanding?
﻿﻿From what POINT OF VIEW should we look at this problem?
The points of view of all the associated disputants, including the River People, the commercial fishermen, the sport fishermen, the agricultural interests, the tourist industry, the Department of Fisheries, the environmental advocates, etc.
﻿﻿What can we safely ASSUME as we reason through this problem?
We can safely assume that historical injustices of certain dominant forces against those who have been framed as “others” within the communities in the dispute will lend a high degree of emotion to the interactions, including anger, fear, disgust, hate, shame, hopeless despair, etc. We can also assume that the environmental advocates will align themselves with the indigenous tribe. Bringing the various disputing parties to any sort of sustainable agreement is going to require extensive dialogue, relationship building and reframing of the positions and interests of the parties involved.
﻿﻿Should we call into question any of the INFERENCES that have been made?
Some would infer that fairness is the amount of salmon harvesting allowed required equal shares for each harvesting party. But this is based on an assumption that standards and values related to the concept of fairness are held with a shared understanding among peoples of very diverse cultures.
What are the IMPLICATIONS of what we are studying?
If we fail to adequately address the current escalating degree of anger and rhetoric, violence and bloodshed is entirely likely. If we are successful in studying this conflict and designing a sustainable intervention, future generations will have the possibility of living out a very different reality that experienced by previous generations.

