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Preface

This project began during a conversation between the authors about a
visit to the Yerkes Regional Primate Research Center. There, Peter had
observed a presentation on primate conflict resolution by renowned ani-
mal behaviorist Frans de Waal. De Waal’s team observed that a public,
symbolic reconciliation between warring primates after a fight had a pro-
nounced positive effect in restoring order within their groupings.

We remarked how public, symbolic reconciliation gestures by leaders
of disputants in human societies became front page news, stayed firmly
in our memories, and carried the strong presumption that these symbolic
acts were associated with a reduction in future conflict between the
groups the leaders represented. As political scientists we wondered, do
reconciliation events—public, symbolic meetings between belligerents
indicating a desire for improved relations—help restore lasting social or-
der after wars, both civil and international? Is there empirical support
for this presumption, and, if so, how and why do such events contri-
bute to the long-run restoration of social order? Furthermore, we found
these intriguing questions had gone largely uninvestigated by social
scientists.

This book attempts to answer those questions. The answers we ulti-
mately uncovered proved to be more interesting than we could have imag-
ined. We discovered that reconciliation events were associated with
reductions in international conflict because they operated as a form of
costly and trustworthy signal that, under certain conditions, de-escalated
violence and restored order. That such events served as successful signal-
ing devices in international bargaining is consistent with a rational choice
approach to conflict resolution. By making costly and reliable signals of
a desire for improved relations, reconciliation events could serve as a de-
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pendable concession that changed the expected payoffs facing the parties
so as to encourage them to choose peace.

More surprising, we found that these events also often correlated with
the restoration of order after civil conflicts, but for very different reasons.
There they helped reduce future conflict when they were part of a pat-
terned, emotionally laden process of social forgiveness. That finding does
not fit within existing models of rational decision making, however, and
it opens the door to a radically different view of rationality and human
problem solving. Unlike rational choice, which assumes that reason oper-
ates apart from emotion in applying universally logical principles to solv-
ing all types of problems, the forgiveness finding recommends a new
approach to understanding rationality and choice. It argues for a model
of human problem solving that integrates emotion and logic, and recog-
nizes that we have numerous problem-solving processes to address differ-
ent types of problems.

We believe this book will be of great interest to theoreticians and prac-
titioners in the field of conflict resolution. Furthermore, constructive
application of a new understanding of rationality carries broader implica-
tions for understanding psychological foundations for social theory gen-
erally. We suggest that is an equally important contribution.

We owe debts of gratitude to several others in making this book pos-
sible. We gratefully acknowledge Doug Bond, Phil Schrodt, and Rodney
Tomlinson for making their events data available to us. We thank Louis
Kreisberg, William Clark, Joshua Goldstein, and the editors and reviewers
of The MIT Press for their constructive guidance. We have been helped
by research assistance from Tracy Bius, Olivia Grimes, Ananya Lively,
Kathleen Burke, and the 1998 master’s degree class of the Sam Nunn
School of International Affairs. We also thank Wanda Moore and Joy Dan-
iell for deciphering editing squiggles as they typed changes and for assis-
tance in preparing figures and tables. Any shortcomings in the book are
exclusively our own.

Finally, we thank our wives, Mary and Julie, and our children for
cheering us on in this extended endeavor. Both of us added members to
our families while working on this project, and as we write this we realize
that it is in large part for our children that we have done this work. We
believe that this book improves our understanding of reconciliation as a
process to restore and maintain society after conflict. We hope that this
improved understanding will lead to a better world for them.
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1
Introduction

Through Ritual, Heaven and Earth join in harmony, sun and moon shine, the
four seasons proceed in order, the stars and constellations march, the rivers flow
and all things flourish; men’s likes and dislikes are regulated and their joys and
hates made appropriate.

—Hsün Tsu (ca. 313–238 b.c.e.)1

Reconciliation and Social Order

The most important and enduring puzzle for social scientists is explaining
sociality and how it is maintained.2 How do groups of individual actors
maintain social order despite competition and conflict among them-
selves?3 Johan Galtung succinctly captured the enigma: “The fact that we
are around testifies to a lot of conflict resolution capacity. And recon-
struction. And reconciliation. How come?”4

Formal and informal observations of many levels of social organiza-
tion acknowledge the tension between aggressive pursuit of self-interest
and societal harmony. Many of these observations also point to the
importance of reconciliation—mutually conciliatory accommodation
between former antagonists—as one process integral to mitigating fu-
ture violence and maintaining societal relationships after violent con-
flict.5 Consider four descriptions of reconciliation events in very different
societies.

1. In primate society, Frans de Waal described a fight in the chimpanzee
colony of the Arnhem Zoo:
It was the winter of 1975 and the colony was kept indoors. In the course of a
charging display, the dominant male attacked a female, which caused screaming
chaos as other chimpanzees came to her defense. When the group finally calmed
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down, an unusual silence followed, with nobody moving, as if the apes were wait-
ing for something. Suddenly the entire colony burst out hooting, while one male
worked the large metal drums in the corner of the hall. In the midst of the pande-
monium I saw two chimpanzees kiss and embrace . . . the embracing individuals
had been the same male and female of the initial fight.6

2. In subnational tribal relations, the letters of Samuel Sewall captured
the following ceremony of Native Americans of the northeast colonies in
1680:
Meeting with the Sachem they came to an agreement and buried two axes in the
ground . . . which ceremony to them is more significant and binding than all the
Articles of Peace, the hatchet being a principle weapon.7

3. In the national society of contemporary South Africa, Archbishop
Desmond Tutu’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission collected testi-
mony from victims and perpetrators of apartheid with the following
goal:
The promotion of national unity and reconciliation . . . the healing of a trauma-
tized, divided, wounded, polarized people.8

4. In the realm of international politics, contemporary historian Hen-
drick Smith described the signing of a peace treaty and public joining of
hands among President Anwar Sadat of Egypt, Prime Minister Menachem
Begin of Israel, and President Jimmy Carter of the United States:
The elusive, unprecedented peace treaty that Egypt and Israel signed today has
enormous symbolic importance and the potential for fundamentally transforming
the map and history of the entire region . . . the best diplomatic estimate here is
that the treaty has markedly reduced the risk of a major war in the Middle East
for a considerable time . . .9

Although the settings vary greatly, each anecdote contains, implicitly or
explicitly, the same hypothesis: future violence is less likely to occur, and
societal order more likely to be restored, if principals to a conflict engage
in a formal, public reconciliation event indicating a desire for improved
relations.

Is there systematic empirical support for the presumption that recon-
ciliation events coincide with effective conflict resolution and, if so,
why and how do these events contribute to restoring order and affi-
nity in relations? As political scientists, we are particularly interested
in the role and reach of reconciliation within and between states after
conflict.

With these questions in mind, this book makes some important discov-
eries. It finds that reconciliation events do mark turning points in con-
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flicts, leading to better relations in many cases, and substantially reducing
rates of recidivist violence within and between nations. Intuitive obser-
vations of a relationship between reconciliation events and successful
conflict resolution are supported by evidence from many civil and inter-
national wars.

This book explores reasons why these events might correlate with res-
toration of civil and international order in many instances. To guide that
investigation, it develops two very different models of reconciliation, a
signaling model and a forgiveness model; it derives testable hypotheses
about expected behavior from the models; and it grounds each model in
two different paradigmatic assumptions about human rationality, ratio-
nal choice and evolutionary psychology.

Ultimately, both models prove useful in understanding the role of rec-
onciliation events in conflict resolution, the forgiveness model in civil dis-
putes and the signaling model in international disputes. Specifically, with
regard to civil conflicts, this study finds that reconciliation events restore
lasting social order when they are part of a forgiveness process character-
ized by truth telling, redefinition of the identity of the former belligerents,
partial justice, and a call for a new relationship. The forgiveness model,
however, does not explain why or how international reconciliation events
contribute to successful conflict resolution between, as opposed to within,
nations. International society lacks the will and the ways necessary to
pursue a forgiveness process. Instead, the signaling model helps us under-
stand why the events contribute to improvement in bilateral relations. It
predicts correctly that when a reconciliation event was part of a costly,
novel, voluntary, and irrevocable concession in a negotiated bargain, it
contributed meaningfully to a reduction in future conflict. Reconciliation
events that lacked these qualities generally failed to lead to a successful
signal of a desire for improved future relations, and, in the end, relations
were less likely to improve.

As noted, each model rests on a distinctive set of assumptions about
human rationality. The signaling model is fully consistent with the para-
digmatic assumptions of rational choice; that is, humans apply universal,
general, reasoning rules to all problems in making choices in their current
environment, including interpreting and acting on signals in reaching a
negotiated settlement of conflicts. Rational processes include conscious
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reasoning only and are separated from emotions. The forgiveness
process—an emotionally guided, specific pattern of problem solving—
cannot be founded on psychological and physiological assumptions of
general rationality, however. The search for paradigmatic assumptions
about perception, strategy, choice, and behavior for the forgiveness
model analogous to rational choice as the foundation for the signaling
model, led to different assumptions about rationality consistent with
aspects of evolutionary psychology and affective neuroscience. Those as-
sumptions—that humans possess numerous, patterned, specific, problem-
solving capabilities as a result of interaction with past environments,
and that those capabilities work in synch with our emotional repertoire—
are different from those underlying rational choice.

The utility of both models for understanding reconciliation in different
settings opens the door to broadening what we mean by rationality in
human problem solving and decision making. It illustrates certain limits
to rational choice’s general rationality assumption—that the mind ap-
plies the same dispassionate, logical principles to all types of problems—
as the scientific foundation for social theory. The relevance of the for-
giveness model to explaining reconciliation in civil conflicts forces us to
reexamine and reinterpret fundamental assumptions about the micro-
foundations of rationality in the construction of social theories.

Findings in the natural sciences (particularly biology and neuroscience)
and psychology support the notion that the mind possesses several differ-
ent problem-solving mechanisms and suggest the need to reintegrate emo-
tion into rationality and cognitive activities such as perception, preference
formation, choice, and memory to capture how the mind addresses cer-
tain problems. Unfortunately, the social disciplines, political science in
particular, have failed to use these conceptions about rationality to gener-
ate new social explanations. This book is the first to describe this alterna-
tive view of rationality and use it to generate a compelling new insight
into a critically important social question: how do states restore civil or-
der after war?

Efforts to generate new and useful social hypotheses based on an evo-
lutionary, emotionally animated notion of rationality face many theor-
etical and practical problems and challenges. Some of these difficulties
are the same as those faced by rational choice or any other broad, deduc-
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tive method. Other problems apply only to this perspective, and some
are the result of past failures at integrating the natural with the social
sciences. We offer our thoughts on some of these challenges later in the
book.

New approaches and new explanations for resolving social conflict also
lead to novel possibilities for policy and practice and, in turn, generate
opportunities for theory development. In our final chapter we offer some
general insights for conflict resolution practice and policy, and identify
future research paths suggested by our study.

But we are getting ahead of ourselves. The first step in this journey is
canvassing civil and international conflicts to see if casual observations
of a link between reconciliation events and order restoration are systemat-
ically supported by evidence.

Do Reconciliation Events Matter? What Is the Relationship between
Them and Subsequent Relations between Belligerents?

The next chapter focuses on the role of reconciliation events in resolv-
ing intrastate conflict, which is the dominant form of warfare today.
This form of conflict merits particular attention because, since the
end of the Cold War, the number of civil conflicts compared with in-
ternational conflicts has increased considerably. In the 1990s, the ratio
of civil to international conflicts reached 5 to 1, historically very high
(figure 1.1).

Moreover, today’s civil conflicts have increasing international effects
as they often destabilize their region through refugee flows, smuggling
and organized crime, and opportunistic interventions by neighboring
governments. Civil wars also engage the international community when
they entail violations of international norms such as the prohibition
against genocide and, more broadly, protection of human rights. If recon-
ciliation events are linked to breaking the cycle of violence that has
wracked so many countries, it is vital to understand how they operate to
restore social order.

In chapter 3 we examine the role of reconciliation events after interstate
wars. This investigation, like the one of civil conflicts in chapter 2, is
warranted only, however, if prima facie evidence shows that such events
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Number of conflicts per decade.
Source: Brecke (1999), available at www.inta.gatech.edu/peter/PSS99_
paper.html.

coincide with a reduction in subsequent civil or international violence.
We answer the question with the results of two broad studies that evalu-
ated the effect of reconciliation events in both national and interstate
arenas. These surveys allow us to accomplish three things: to assess, gen-
erally, the relationship between a reconciliation event and subsequent re-
lations between belligerents; to select cases for further investigation; and
to generate explanatory models.

Reconciliation Events and Civil Conflict
We began with a broad survey that assessed reconciliation between par-
ticipants of civil conflicts by examining the relationship between the pres-
ence or absence of a reconciliation event after the conflict and subsequent
relations between the participants. For the purposes of this study, we
define a reconciliation event as one that includes the following elements:
direct physical contact or proximity between opponents, usually senior
representatives of respective factions; a public ceremony accompanied by
substantial publicity or media attention that relays the event to the wider
national society; and ritualistic or symbolic behavior that indicates the
parties consider the dispute resolved and that more amicable relations
are expected to follow.
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It is important to distinguish between reconciliation events and recon-
ciliation. The former are a proxy indicator of reconciliation. We used
them to identify potential reconciliations because they are measurable
indicators of possible reconciliations. Reconciliation events can be identi-
fied in the historical record, whereas reconciliation (of this type) ulti-
mately occurs within the minds of many, perhaps most, individuals in a
society and is difficult to measure. A second justification is that it is diffi-
cult to envision reconciliation occurring among the general public if there
has not been a reconciliation event.

To establish a set of countries for which the kind of reconciliation event
we are interested in is an appropriate and meaningful concept, we assem-
bled a list of all recorded within-country violent conflicts in the twentieth
century. For the purpose of this study, the term “violent conflict” is used
as shorthand for violent political conflict. Cioffi-Revilla’s definition of
war for his LORANOW project serves as the definition of violent conflict
for this project:

A war (a “war event”) is an occurrence of purposive and lethal violence among
two or more social groups pursuing conflicting political goals that results in fatali-
ties, with at least one belligerent group organized under the command of authori-
tative leadership.10

This definition provides sufficient generality such that it encompasses a
wide variety of types of lethal conflicts that may occur within a country,
such as civil wars, bloody coups, massacres, democides, or riots. At the
same time, through the political goals criterion, the definition distin-
guishes violent conflict from other forms of lethal violence such as mob
lynchings, gang turf battles, and organized crime vendettas. The line be-
tween violent conflict and other forms of lethal violence may be fuzzy in
definition, but in practice they are seldom confused.

Furthermore, a conflict is deemed to be violent when at least thirty-
two people were killed within a one-year period as a result of the point
of contention that initiated the lethal violence. The thirty-two-person
threshold results from a design criterion of the database we used, the
Conflict Catalog, which is the only database that contains all recorded
within-state conflicts in the twentieth century. That threshold enables all
conflicts in the Conflict Catalog to satisfy the level two or higher classifi-
cation level established by Richardson.11
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Our search of the historical record identified 430 violent conflicts in
109 countries. We then explored the histories of each of those countries,
using a wide variety of sources, to determine whether a reconciliation
event had occurred and, if so, when. That effort unearthed eleven cases
(ten countries) with reconciliation events satisfying the definition given
above, all occurring in the latter half of the century.

We then determined which of those eleven cases had experienced a
violent civil conflict subsequent to the reconciliation event. We found that
seven (64%) of them did not experience a return to violent conflict. In
contrast, only 9 percent of countries that experienced civil conflict with-
out a reconciliation event avoided recurrence of that conflict in the time
period demarcated by our reconciled cases (1957–present). Table 1.1
summarizes the results of our investigation and appendix A lists countries
and classification of conflicts.

Reconciliation Events and Interstate War
What role, if any, do reconciliation events play at the level of interna-
tional society?12 To explore that question we first identified interstate
wars during the past century. Second, we identified pairs of countries that
opposed each other to determine specific dyads that might reconcile.

Table 1.1
Reconciliations after Civil Conflicts

End of Reconciliation
Country Conflict Event Outcome

Colombia 1957 War
North Yemen 1970 War
Chad 1971 War

1992–1993 War
Argentina 1978 1984 Peace*
Uruguay 1980 1985 Peace
Chile 1978 1991 Peace
El Salvador 1992 1992 Peace
Mozambique 1992 1992 Peace
South Africa 1989 1992–1993 Peace
Honduras 1985 1993 Peace

*Peace refers only to the absence of civil violence exceeding the thirty-two-fatali-
ties threshold.
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Table 1.2
Set of International Conflicts with a Reconciliation Event

End of Reconciliation Data Set
Dyad Conflict Event Used*

1. USSR–West Germany 5/1945 8/1970 C, W
2. West Germany–Poland 5/1945 12/1970 C, W
3. USA–Japan 8/1945 4/1952 C
4. Japan–UK 9/1945 4/1952 C
5. China–Japan 8/1945 4/1952 C
6. India–Japan 8/1945 4/1952 C
7. France–Japan 8/1945 4/1952 C
8. Australia–Japan 9/1945 4/1952 C
9. Greece–Japan 8/1945 4/1952 C

10. New Zealand–Japan 8/1945 4/1952 C
11. South Africa–Japan 8/1945 4/1952 C
12. India–China 11/1962 12/1988 W, P
13. Honduras–El Salvador 7/1969 10/1980 W
14. USA–Vietnam 1/1973 7/1995 P
15. Israel–Jordan 10/1973 10/1994 L
16. Egypt–Israel 10/1973 8/1978 W
17. Ethiopia–Somalia 3/1978 4/1988 W
18. Cambodia–Vietnam 1/1979 10/1991 P
19. Uganda–Tanzania 4/1979 2/1981 W
20. Vietnam–China 3/1979 10/1991 P
21. U.K.–Argentina 6/1982 3/1990 P

*The authors used several data sets for the production of figures 2 through 9.
C, Conflict and Peace Data Bank; W, World Event/Interaction Survey; P, Protocol
for the Assessment of Nonviolent Direct Action; L, Schrodt and Gerner’s (1997)
data set for Middle Eastern events.

Next, we examined each relationship to determine if and when a reconcil-
iation event had occurred between members of dyads (table 1.2). See ap-
pendix B for a detailed explanation of our methodology.

Then, using events data13 drawn from four data sets we created plots
showing the relationship for each dyad and demarcated the time of the
reconciliation event at the appropriate spot on the plots. The result is a
before-and-after picture of bilateral relations between former belligerents
that experienced a reconciliation event.

Eight of twenty-one international conflicts with a reconciliation event
offered clear visual evidence of the impact of that event: five dyads in
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Figure 1.3
Relationship of India toward China.

which an event appeared to show improvement in bilateral relations and
three that did not provide visual evidence of a reduction in conflict.14 See
figures 1.2 to 1.9 for individual plots and table 1.3 for a summary of
visual findings.

In interpreting the figures, each dark vertical bar portrays a measure
of the behavior of one dyad member toward the other for one month
during the period of investigation. A tall bar indicates a month of high
conflict and a short bar indicates a month with relatively less conflict. A
bar that extends below zero indicates a month in which cooperative acts
outweighed conflictual acts, and a horizontal gap between vertical bars
indicates a month or months in which there were no recorded acts (or
the quite unlikely possibility that conflictual acts were precisely counter-
balanced by cooperative acts).15 The long, dashed vertical bar indicates
the time of a reconciliation event.

Time series plots such as these are useful because they enable us to
visualize easily the basic dynamics of the behavior of one country toward
another over a significant period of time and identify the impact, if any,
of a reconciliation event in the relationship. An ideal example of a recon-
ciliation event showing dramatically improved relations would be a figure
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Relationship of China toward Vietnam.

in which many tall bars would be on the left of the event and, beginning
at the time of the event, the bars being very short or even dropping below
the zero line.

Summary of Survey Results
These results suggest that reconciliation events are often, but not uni-
formly, correlated with restoration of civil and international order. This
finding merits further investigation. The eleven cases of civil conflicts and
eight of interstate conflict provide a workable selection of cases for in-
depth study with variation in the dependent variable—postreconciliation
relations between former combatants.

Having found that a reconciliation event results in sustained peaceful
relations between belligerents in some, but not all, cases, this study in-
vestigates the nineteen cases for answers to two questions: under what
conditions does actual reconciliation occur and achieve reduction in fu-
ture conflict? and what is the mechanism by which reconciliation has this
effect? The answers will contribute significantly to the literature
and practice of conflict resolution, and, in turn, illustrate the relative
merits and limits of two approaches to social theorizing that guided our
investigation.
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Relationship of the United Kingdom toward Argentina.
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Table 1.3
Summary of Visual Analysis

Reconciliation Event with Visual Reconciliation Event without Visual
Evidence of Improvement in Evidence of Improvement in
Bilateral Relations Bilateral Relations

USSR–West Germany UK–Argentina
India–China Cambodia–Vietnam
Egypt–Israel Honduras–El Salvador
China–Vietnam
Poland–West Germany

Method of Investigation

Comparative Case Study
This study considered the questions how reconciliations are realized and,
therefore, why they lead to restoration of peace after conflict through a
detailed, theoretically informed, comparative case study analysis. An in-
depth study of a small number of cases provides an opportunity to explore
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those questions subtly yet systematically. This methodology also presents
certain challenges. The major challenge, of course, is the problem of com-
plex, multiple determinants of social phenomena and the risk of spurious
or invalid inferences being drawn from a few cases in which many causal
factors may be at play; in short, the problem of “over-determinancy.”16

To control for this problem, the investigation will be defined by system-
atic use of theory and a within-case process tracing procedure. Two mod-
els, one drawn from rational choice and game theory and the second
grounded in evolutionary psychology, will be used to establish relevant
independent variables, and within-case process tracing will identify the
intervening steps or cause-and-effect links between independent variables
and outcomes.17 To explore our research questions, this study used the
nineteen cases that provide a substantial range of outcomes on the depen-
dent variable (subsequent relations between former antagonists) and are
relatively free of selection bias.

Theoretical Framework for Case Analyses: Model Development
Despite pervasive references to reconciliation in popular discussions of
conflict resolution, the assumption that reconciliation events are an im-
portant determinant of subsequent relations within and between states is
powerful, yet is not fully examined in the theoretical literature. Although
impressionistic, narrative accounts of a single conflict abound, few exam-
ined postconflict reconciliation comparatively from a social scientific
perspective.

In general, the conflict resolution literature identifies a surfeit of factors
that can account for de-escalation of conflict. For example, Louis Kries-
berg explained:

A combination of several changes is generally needed to bring about a transition
into a de-escalation movement, particularly for protracted conflicts. The changes
occur within one or more adversary, in their relations, and in their social context.
Quite different combinations of changed conditions can bring about the shift to-
ward de-escalation.18

This literature draws our attention to the complexity of conflict resolu-
tion in practice, a topic this book returns to in a discussion of explanatory
reductionism in chapter 4. Nonetheless, most of this literature is descrip-
tive, noting variable forms and the socially constructed nature of conflict
and its resolution, and implicitly rationalistic in its assumptions.19
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The approach here is explicitly social scientific in that it develops two
models from general hypotheses about reconciliation processes, derives
specific hypotheses about expected behavior, and connects each model
to its underlying assumptions about human nature and human rational-
ity, its “microfoundation.” The study then examines evidence in our cases
for patterns that support either model.

A Rational Choice Model
The first model of the reconciliation process emerges from rational choice
and, more specifically, game theoretic approaches to explaining coopera-
tive outcomes. Game theorists specify possible outcomes from the interac-
tion of rational actors seeking to “win,” that is, achieve desired strategies
and satisfy their preferences.

This model describes a mechanism or process consistent with a general
signaling hypothesis: the best strategy for breaking a pattern of hostile
interactions is by sending signals that provide a measure of commitment
to the pursuit of improved relations. Reconciliation events or gestures are
particularly effective forms of this type of signal because they are almost
always politically costly to leaders of opposing sides, and costly signals
are more reliable determinants of a leader’s true intentions for improved
relations than low-cost or cost-free signals.20 Reconciliation initiatives im-
pose costs because of their “audience effect.”21 Leaders do not conduct
policy in isolation, but before domestic and international audiences. Con-
cern with adverse political reaction to a reconciliation gesture toward a
former adversary, or with political humiliation should a leader decide to
back down from an agreement if it fails to produce the intended effects
or if it produces adverse reactions in key third-party actors, are important
audience costs associated with reconciliation.

In short, a reconciliation event (and the reconciliation it symbolizes)
is a costly (or potentially costly) signal that the other party is likely to
interpret as a genuine offer to improve relations and thus may break a
deadlocked conflictual situation. Because of associated costs of backing
away from the event, it may also buttress initial attempts of the parties
at cooperative interaction. Social science, since the work of J. David
Singer, has maintained that for one actor to perceive another as a threat
it must see the latter as having both the capability and the intent to block
the attainment of one’s desired strategies and goals.22 Thus, by sending
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costly (and therefore trustworthy) signals indicating a less hostile intent,
reconciliation events reduce the perception of threat between actors
(other things being equal) and permit improvement in relations. Such ini-
tiatives may break through a conflictual relationship with its conditions
of high ambiguity, high mistrust, and low credibility.

Specific behavioral hypotheses can be derived from this signaling
model. Game theory and rational choice theory instruct us to investigate
case studies for negotiated bargains associated with reconciliation events
(offer and reciprocation) that increase or decrease costs to participating
parties. Elements that increase costs should enhance chances for improve-
ment in relations, whereas factors that reduce costs should reduce the
likelihood of a positive impact on relations. For example, a reconciliation
attempt made despite factional opposition would send a stronger signal
to an adversary than one with little domestic consequence, and hence
should be more likely to change the adversary’s threat perception. Fur-
thermore, factors that clarify or obfuscate the signal-sending effect of a
reconciliation event should be important determinants of its success or
failure. Clearer signals of a desire for improved relations should contrib-
ute to successful reconciliation.

Social psychology (the study of intergroup relations, including in-
tergroup conflict and its de-escalation or resolution) identified several spe-
cific factors that improve recognition and increase the weight of a
reconciliation signal and encourage reciprocation. For example, a conflict
cycle or impasse in intergroup relations, what some political scientists
label a “hurting stalemate,”23 can be broken and relations enhanced by
certain forms of contact and communication between parties, a so-called
contact hypothesis.24 Some place particular emphasis on contact between
decision makers. Ronald Fisher’s work maintains unequivocally that
“movement toward resolution in the sense of searching toward creative,
mutually acceptable, and self-sustaining solutions may only come about
through direct dialogue between influential representatives of conflicting
parties.”25 The relevance of reconciliation events to the broader process
of reconciliation and thus our use of them arises from this set of findings.

According to social psychology, factors that facilitate the sending of
successful (conflict-reducing) signals between individuals and groups in-
clude the following:
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1. Costliness. The offer of a reconciliation must impose a cost on the
initiator and its reciprocation a cost on the other party; the higher the
cost, the better.26

2. Vulnerability. Reconciliation initiatives should involve risk and be
vulnerable to exploitation.27

3. Novelty. Reconciliation attempts are most likely to break established
conflict patterns when they are dramatic, positive (not merely refraining
from a negative action), unexpected, and thought provoking.28

4. Voluntariness. Reconciliation signals are best when made unilaterally,
rather than as the result of pressure or coercion. The offer of conciliation
from the stronger party is prima facie evidence of voluntariness.29

5. Irrevocability or noncontingency. Making noncontingent and irrevo-
cable offers that are likely to be understood as conciliatory, rather than
quid-pro-quo, contribute to the success of a reconciliation attempt.30 Car-
rying out conciliatory initiatives as announced31 and making unambigu-
ous offers that are open to verification32 contribute to irrevocability and
noncontingency.

From these findings we propose a signaling model of reconciliation as
shown in figure 1.10. Actions in the reconciliation process involving nov-
elty, voluntariness, and costliness contribute to successful reconciliation.
Costliness, in turn, consists of actions entailing vulnerability and/or

Novelty

Voluntariness

Vulnerability

Irrevocability/
Noncontingency

Costliness

Successful
reconciliation

Figure 1.10
Signaling model of the reconciliation process.
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irrevocability-noncontingency. These four factors have a relatively inde-
pendent effect on the dependent variable, successful reconciliation.

With this model we further propose a specific hypothesis: a successful
reconciliation emerges in cases manifesting these elements. Moreover,
cases exhibiting a higher number of these elements will be the most suc-
cessful. In chapters 2 and 3 the case studies are examined for each factor
to determine whether this hypothesis is supported.

Cognitive-Behavioral Assumptions of the Signaling Model
Most works on signaling are consistent with a general rationality assump-
tion about decision making: an individual (or individual acting on behalf
of a collective) chooses an action from an array of potential actions that
maximizes its interest or utility.33 Assumptions of rational decision mak-
ing are as follows:

1. Actors pursue goals.
2. These goals reflect the actor’s perceived interests.
3. Behavior results from a process that involves, or functions as if it en-
tails, conscious choice.
4. The individual is the basic agent in society.
5. Actors have preferences that are consistent and stable.
6. If given options, actors will choose the alternative with the highest
expected utility.
7. Actors possess extensive information on both the available alterna-
tives and likely consequences of their choices.34

These assumptions apply with equal force for all persons.
Deciding to go to war and, conversely, to resolve a conflict are both

rational choices for decision makers under certain conditions. Bruce
Bueno de Mesquita explained that for national leaders

the selection of war or peace is a choice that is initiated, conducted, and concluded
by individual leaders who must accept responsibility for their decisions. . . . Their
choices depend on their estimation of costs and benefits.35

Conflict resolution through conciliatory signals could also be an example
of rationality.

These psychological assumptions confer certain important advantages
to rational choice approaches: parsimony, the availability of equilibrium
analysis,36 deductive reasoning, and universality, or interchangeability of
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individuals.37 Proponents contend that rationality assumptions allow for
scientific investigation of politics and enhance our ability to explain and
predict human behavior. Indeed, it is this specification about the micro-
foundations of political behavior—deductive accounts of individual in-
centives, constraints, and calculations—that allegedly give rational
choice theory its rigor.38

Many political and social scientists question and critique this model of
decision making.39 Some assert that the assumption about human behav-
ior derived from economists—that people pursue self-interests subject to
information and opportunity costs—does not apply to the realm of poli-
tics because most political acts concern public goods that are not explica-
ble in market terms.40 In a different vein, cognitive theorists criticize
rational choice assumptions because of the limitations on decision mak-
ing imposed by human cognition. The best-known examples of qualifica-
tions to strict rationality are models of “bounded” rationality and
theories on the use of heuristics that recognize the limits on humans’ ra-
tional processing capabilities.41 A few theoreticians considered a possible
role for emotion in decision making,42 but most cognitive theorists either
ignore emotion or see its role in decision making as secondary, marginal,
or counterproductive. For most, assumptions of rational choice are ac-
cepted as an accurate depiction of decision making. Many others accept
general rationality as a legitimate approximation of salient political inter-
actions43 or view rationality as a useful assumption that successfully es-
tablishes correspondence with observable phenomena.44

Rational choice assumptions, in turn, rest on a theory of human cogni-
tive mechanisms that generate this expected behavior—a deeper, natural
science microfoundation. The mind is assumed to be essentially content
independent, taking its cues from the environment, and domain general;
that is, its rational processes operate in the same manner in all domains
of human activity. The paradigm sees the mind as a general-purpose com-
puter that embodies rational, that is, universal, decision rules. The same
reasoning mechanisms and principles operate regardless of content to ad-
dress all challenges in one’s environment: “how one acquires a language,
how one learns to recognize emotional expressions, . . . how one acquires
ideas and attitudes about friends and reciprocity—everything but percep-
tion.”45 With the exception of certain basic drives such as hunger and
thirst, the human mind is content free, not designed to recognize, struc-



Introduction 23

ture, or solve certain problems rather than others, but flexible, capable of
applying rational rules equally well in any domain. Moreover, rationality
refers only to conscious reasoning; it does not include subconscious men-
tal processes and emotions.

Thus, general rationality from Gottfried Leibniz’s calculus to Alfred
Whitehead and Bertrand Russell’s mathematics46 maintains that rational-
ity guarantees correctness independent of the material being reasoned
about. The expected behavior of universal or general rationality—all in-
dividuals always act to maximize their well-being as they understand it,
based on their preferences and strategic opportunities—and its assump-
tions about the human mind as a general-purpose, dispassionate calcula-
tor are stringent. The intellectual history of this view dates from the
Enlightenment philosophy of progress and individual freedom through
reason. This concept has deeper roots in the writings of the ancient
Greeks, but it differs from the original Greek meaning of the word whose
root ratio meant achieving balanced and proportional, not maximum in-
dividual, wants.47

The rational choice paradigm is silent on the question of why individu-
als behave in self-interested ways. It offers no explanation for the origins
of a self-interested mind. It has great difficulty explaining behavior that
is either manifestly not self-interested or emotive (a topic examined in
chapter 4).48

An Alternative Model: Reconciliation as Forgiveness
An alternative approach asserts what we call the forgiveness hypothesis:
reconciliation is part of a process of forgiveness, transforming certain
emotions (moving from anger to affinity) and transcending certain beliefs
about oneself and the other, that opens the possibility of new, beneficial
relations. It begins by observing that reconciliation is a ubiquitous mecha-
nism for solving the enduring problem of sociality. It then builds a model
or explanation for this patterned behavior based on an evolutionary
theory of the mind that assumes the mind has evolved to solve specific,
recurring problems such as how to maintain social relations through
integration of emotion and reason.

Specifically, the general forgiveness hypothesis suggests the following:
an adaptive problem that humans and our ancestors49 encountered for
several million years (since they first lived in groups) is the problem of
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sociality, how to restore social order and the benefits of affiliation despite
inevitable conflicts and injuries. In response, the often-witnessed and vari-
ously documented ability to forgive and the process of reconciliation are,
hypothetically, modern manifestations of a functionally specialized, emo-
tionally assisted, human problem-solving capability that we possess to
explicate ourselves from this recurrent dilemma. Without such a mecha-
nism, Hannah Arendt supposed, “Our capacity to act would, as it were,
be confined to one single deed [conflict] from which we could never re-
cover; we would remain the victims of its consequences forever, not un-
like the sorcerer’s apprentice who lacked the magic formula to break the
spell.”50

The universality of a problem such as sociality, or evidence of a ubiqui-
tous problem-solving mechanism such as reconciliation, is not proof of
an evolved human capability, but it does allow for generating hypotheses
about behavior and designing observations and tests that are plausibly
consistent with psychology and biology and otherwise would not have
been thought of. Procedurally, the method of deriving and examining
social science hypotheses from an evolutionary perspective begins by not-
ing the existence of a complexly articulated and recurrent behavioral
trait, in this case, reconciliation events. Second, one can ask, deductively,
whether the trait could reasonably be the expression of an adaptation;
that is, a response to a species-typical problem encountered over several
million years of human evolution. If so, we might be witnessing a contem-
porary manifestation of an evolution-engineered, emotionally influenced
problem-solving capability rather than simply the exercise of general rea-
soning. Human decision making has an emotive dimension that must be
accounted for, not just our rational calculations. Third, armed with a
plausible hypothesis, the posited behavioral characteristic must be linked
with and understood in its cultural, social, or political system.

To appreciate this model it is necessary to elaborate the elements of
this theory of the mind, the model’s microfoundation; explain how it
includes emotion with calculation; and link it to the forgiveness hypothe-
sis. We turn now to the building blocks of this model.

Cognitive-Behavioral Assumptions of Evolutionary Psychology
Evolutionary psychology,51 which is informed by evolutionary biology,
offers an alternative framework for explaining the reconciliation process
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that connects social theory with the natural sciences and attempts to inte-
grate human reasoning with human emotions. This approach begins by
assuming that theories of human motivations and behavior must be con-
sistent with the fact that the human mind is an evolved structure, a fact
consistent with modern biology.52

Works in evolutionary psychology and neuroscience53 begin by assum-
ing that the human mind, like any other organ, can be understood as an
evolved structure54 that includes a large collection of functionally special-
ized, domain-specific mechanisms.55 The mind’s specific problem-solving
capabilities, or circuits, to use the popular metaphor, are adaptations56

constructed by natural selection57 and other evolutionary processes over
time58 to cope with regularly occurring reproduction-threatening prob-
lems (so-called adaptive problems).59 Form follows function. The function
of a particular mental design refers to “how it contributed to its own
propagation in ancestral environments”60; that is, how it addressed par-
ticular challenges over long periods of evolution. This is a very different
understanding of the function of mental processes than that proposed by
rational choice theorists, who posit a general problem-solving mind
whose function is to maximize an individual’s goals or well-being in re-
sponse to its existing environment. From an evolutionary perspective, ra-
tionality of this kind exists as a side effect of a given evolved design, but
it can play no role in explaining how such a design came into existence
or why it has the organization it does. For example, the ability of mentally
agile individuals to play chess derives in part from evolved spatial and
navigational abilities. Similarly, our complex inner ear, designed to give
us the ability to walk upright, permits the more agile among us to ride
skateboards. But our balancing mechanism was not designed to enable
us to ride skateboards, nor was our rationality designed to play games.
The specific problems the mind was designed to solve date to the Pleisto-
cene era, although those ancient problems do not exhaust the range of
problems the mind is now capable of solving.

According to an evolutionary view, all normal human minds reliably
develop a collection of functionally integrated reasoning abilities that in-
terpret experience by providing frames for understanding events in our
environment (such as the actions of others), that infer others’ motiva-
tions and intentions, and that shape one’s behavior. The mind possesses
“privileged hypotheses” or crib sheets about how the world works, a
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phenomenon shared by humans ranging from infants as young as a few
hours to adults at various ages and from various cultures.61 This circuitry,
which includes some rational methods, also has other inference proce-
dures that are not universally logical, and both types of procedures or
methods help us solve particular problems. These problems include, but
are not limited to, acquiring language, recognizing faces and emotions,
understanding physical principles, and diagnosing reciprocity and cheat-
ing. Moreover, these circuits enable problems to be solved faster and
more reliably than a content-free rational computation device could, be-
cause a general-purpose computer can make no special assumptions
about the problem to be solved and thus is constrained to apply the same
methods to solving every problem. Having no privileged hypotheses, gen-
eral rationality is quickly overtaken by combinatorial explosion. “Com-
binatorial explosion is the term for the fact that with each dimension of
potential variation added, or with each new successive choice in a chain
of decisions, the total number of alternative possibilities faced by a com-
putational system grows with devastating rapidity.”62 Embedded knowl-
edge about specific problems allows the mind to grasp problems much
more readily because all possibilities need not be considered. A frame
“carves the world into defined categories of entities and properties, de-
fines how these categories are related to each other, suggests operations
that might be performed, defines what goals might be achieved. . . .”63

Of importance, a growing body of evidence supports the idea of these
specialized,64 but not indelibly fixed,65 mental domains.

In sum, an evolutionary paradigm suggests that the human mind has
developed reliable, specialized mechanisms that are preequipped to know
many things about social interactions such as exchanges and threats,
emotions, language, and expression, among others. The mind’s flexibility
and power result from the large number of specific problem-solving capa-
bilities, not from absence of specific content and application of general
rational principles. As David Buss maintained,

A carpenter’s flexibility comes not from having a single, domain-general, “all-
purpose tool” for cutting, poking, sawing, screwing, twisting, wrenching, plan-
ing, balancing, and hammering, but rather from having many, more specialized
tools. It is the number and specificity of the tools in the entire toolkit that give
the carpenter great flexibility not a single highly “plastic tool.”66

So go human mental faculties as well.67
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This approach clearly helps us reconcile the functions of the human
mind with biological evolution. In addition to a large body of neurosci-
ence that identified modularity in the human brain, this approach is con-
sistent with the fact that evolutionary design generally favors specific
organs and mechanisms designed to solve particular tasks.68 It has not yet
succeeded, however, in fully explaining humans’ remarkable behavioral
flexibility, including incredibly complex information processing.69

The evolutionary psychology account of general problem solving main-
tains that

Breadth is achieved not by abandoning domain-specific techniques but by adding
more of them to the system . . . what is special about the human mind is not that
it gave up “instinct” in order to become flexible, but that it proliferated “in-
stincts” [i.e., adaptations] . . . which allowed an expanding role for psychological
mechanisms that are (relatively) more function general.70

How specific reasoning is additive or compounding and how general ra-
tionality works with specific reasoning are not fully resolved. The road
to explaining this process, however, cannot proceed without a new under-
standing of emotion’s role in problem solving.

The Role of Emotion
Unlike rational choice theory, which treats emotions as exogenous to, or
impediments of, reason, this understanding of the human mind incorpo-
rates emotion as well as reasoning in explaining human behavior because
emotions are products of an evolutionary process: the results of func-
tional adaptation.71 Specifically, emotions, it is suggested, identify, estab-
lish priorities for, and help solve regulatory problems in, a mind filled
with many functionally specialized mechanisms as well as general reason-
ing ability. Emotions “provide the ‘go,’ ‘stop,’ and ‘turn’ signals needed
for much decision making and planning, even in regard to highly abstract
topics.”72 In ways thus far only partially understood, they animate and
help coordinate among problem-solving techniques and their appropriate
application to situations.73 Chapter 4 provides a fuller explanation of the
role of emotion in rationality.

“Emotion” is subject to many definitions and connotations, but it is
generally thought to include physiological arousal, sensations of pleasure
and/or displeasure, and ideas or cognitive appraisals regarding the source
of arousal.74 The biological bases of emotions and their interaction with
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cognition are explored in chapter 4. Here, it is enough to note that emo-
tion is incorporated into an evolutionary view of problem solving.

Recall that, in evolutionary psychologists’ view of the mind, form fol-
lows function. Thus, it is presumed that the brain’s systems are designed
not for cool rationality, but for hot cognition, to respond to crucial events
related to survival and reproduction. As such, these theorists assume nat-
ural interconnections between affect and cognition.75 In general, emotions
work hand in hand with cognition and behavior as interrelated parts of
a functionally designed system.76 Findings in neuroscience increasingly
support this proposition.77

More specifically, reconciliation occurs when shame and anger that
often lead to aggression or a desire for revenge are superceded by a differ-
ent emotive and cognitive path—empathy and desire for affiliation. Al-
though each of these terms is much debated in psychology and in other
fields, for our purposes, anger can be understood as a strong emotion or
experiential state ranging from irritation to fury that occurs in response
to a real or imagined shame, frustration, threat, or injustice; aggression
is an impulse to hurt as a possible response to anger78; and revenge is a
more deliberate form of aggression.79 Empathy implies a realistic under-
standing resulting from feeling with (not for) another,80 and affiliation is
a basic human motivation, a desire for belonging with another, even if
only to enhance one’s own chances for survival.81

The Forgiveness Model
These assumptions about the human mind and rationality generate a dif-
ferent set of predictions about human behavior and decision making than
those of rational choice. Concerning reconciliation, they suggest a for-
giveness model in distinction to the signaling model. As stated earlier,
the forgiveness hypothesis proposes that reconciliation is a direct out-
growth or manifestation of patterned, emotively driven, problem-solving
behavior, not merely rational calculations. Behind this hypothesis is the
belief that a general rationality assumption may fail to account fully for
conciliatory behavior. Below we describe a forgiveness model that ex-
plains how the reconciliation process can take place in a manner consis-
tent with the forgiveness hypothesis.

Before going further, it must be acknowledged that discussing reconcili-
ation this way might seem out of place in discourse about rough-and-
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tumble collective power conflicts. We ask the reader to suspend judgment
on this score. Without engaging theological or normative approaches to
forgiveness and reconciliation, we believe that this topic deserves serious
examination by social scientists as a possible mechanism for resolving
intergroup conflicts and for maintaining social order.

Furthermore, forgiveness takes time to consummate, and where collec-
tivities are involved, it becomes much more complicated than in the one-
on-one model of an injured person and a wrongdoer.82 Louis Kriesberg,
for example, noted that “After intense struggle between large-scale adver-
saries, it is not likely that reconciliation will be universal among all mem-
bers of the opposing sides.”83 Nonetheless, forgiveness and reconciliation
have a clear social function—restoring a neutral or more positive rela-
tionship after a transgression and reestablishing membership or affiliation
in a larger society—that could occur between individuals, between an
individual and a group, or between groups.

Behaviorally, the process of forgiveness and reconciliation as described
across many different disciplines invariably includes four phases. First,
parties to a conflict must recognize shame and anger from a perceived
wrong, injustice, frustration, or injury. They must acknowledge the harm.
“Official investigations, judicial proceedings, artistic productions, and
mass media reporting are all ways to face openly what many experience
covertly.”84 Potential mechanisms for coping with anger typically include
conscious or unconscious denial, active or passive expression (aggression
or revenge), or forgiveness.85 The forgiveness option requires recognition
first. As Joanna North explained, “Forgiveness does not remove the fact
or event of wrongdoing but instead relies upon the recognition of wrong
having been committed in order for the process of forgiveness to be made
possible.”86 One does not forget to forgive, one remembers and forgives.

Second, forgiveness involves a changed understanding of oneself and
of the other party to a conflict. Anger from an injury or wrong is closely
associated not only with the desire for revenge, but with the “pain of
injury,” that is, emotions such as sadness or fear, and damage to one’s
self-esteem or identity.87 Forgiving involves a self-transformation wherein
the party sees itself as something other than a victim and achieves a more
complete and balanced identity.88

Forgiveness is outwardly directed as well. Specifically, it requires con-
structing a new identity for the other, the enemy. Analysts describe this
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process in both cognitive and emotive language. Cognitively, it involves
“reframing” the other, “separating the wrongdoer from the wrong which
has been committed. . . . Reframing does not do away with the wrong
itself, nor does it deny the wrongdoer’s responsibility for it, but it allows
us to regard the wrongdoer in a more complete, more detailed, more
rounded way . . .”89 The other party is recognized as separate from the
injury he or she inflicted, and the humanity of that person is acknowl-
edged by those who have suffered.90 In Hannah Arendt’s words, “what
was done is forgiven for the sake of who did it.”91 In addition, this phase
is often described in emotive terms as an “empathic understanding” of
the other,92 a “willed change of heart,”93 or “metanoia,” a changed state
of consciousness.94

Third, the parties must forego the option of revenge, however natural,
desirable, or justifiable. This forbearance does not require abandon-
ment of all versions of punishment, redress for wrongs or injuries, or
abandonment of justice, only willingness to break the cycle of injury
and counterinjury.95 Retribution for a wrong must be less than total.96

Fourth, one or both parties make an offer that results in contact between
them and a public expression of forgiveness, with the offer of a renewed
but different relationship, what we call a reconciliation event. This reestab-
lishes, at a minimum, mutual affiliation, coexistence,97 mutual toleration,
or respect.98 As Murphy and Hampton described it, it is “at the very least
the ‘civil’ relationship that prevails between strangers in a human commu-
nity.”99 Although new, beneficial relations are possible, they are not cer-
tain: “Just as forgiveness accepts ambiguity in the past, so it does not seek
to resolve all future conflicts ahead of time.”100 Rather, forgiveness and
reconciliation enable members of a society to maintain stability and mutu-
ally beneficial affiliation with each other. This resolution may be in the
context of high levels of integration or limited interaction.101

In sum, forgiveness requires recognition of harm—truth telling, devel-
opment of a new understanding of oneself and the other, and willingness
to forego prolonging hostility through acts of revenge. It also can include
the offer of a renewed community in the future—a reconciliation event.102

The fundamental argument of the forgiveness model is that although cog-
nitive judgments and strategy are involved in the process of reconcilia-
tion, the process fundamentally represents an emotionally cued change
to a specific problem-solving mechanism that helps us restore relations
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in our societal group rather than general rational calculation. Although
the patterned behavior may vary in practice, one can visualize the stages
of forgiveness by considering figure 1.11. Because these elements of for-
giveness are themselves processes rather than discrete events, figure 1.12
illustrates the flow of the forgiveness sequence. In reality, all cases may
not strictly adhere to such a sequence, but we would expect behavior to
follow the general pattern.

Truth
telling

Partial
justice

Call for new
relationship

Successful
reconciliation

Redefinition
of social
identities

Figure 1.11
Forgiveness model of the reconciliation process.

Intensity

Time

Key:

Truth telling

Partial justice

Redefinition of identities

Call for a new  relationship

Figure 1.12
The forgiveness sequence.
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Pulling together these insights and applying them to the question of
reconciliation and conflict resolution gives us a very different model than
that derived from a rational choice perspective. Compare these figures
with the signaling model in figure 1.10.

Operationally, examining case studies in terms of the forgiveness model
would involve a search for evidence of an acknowledgment of wrong and
injury. We would expect to see a change of self-perception or identity
from one who was wronged to one of autonomy and equivalence in the
relationship. Furthermore, we would anticipate evidence of a change to
a more holistic view of the other, expressed either rhetorically or in ac-
tion, and a call for a new relationship coinciding with, or proximate to,
the reconciliation event. Finally, we would expect efforts to find justice
short of vengeance and full retribution. Evidence of this behavior would
support the forgiveness model.103 In practice, all these dimensions of rec-
onciliation may not be fully realizable.104 We must remember that this
model is an ideal of reconciliation as forgiveness.

Organization

The next chapter presents eleven cases of reconciliation events after civil
conflicts. The two fundamental models (or general hypotheses)—rational
choice signaling and evolutionary psychology forgiveness—and the
behavioral patterns they anticipate (our specific hypotheses) will guide
the investigation. The chapter concludes by considering the fit between
models and cases.

Chapter 3 considers the role of reconciliation in interstate, as opposed
to intrastate, war. These eight cases allow a second opportunity to assess
the contending models and explore the role and reach of reconciliation
in the most diffuse of all societies—the society of states.

Chapter 4 considers in depth the relative merits, similarities, and differ-
ences to explaining human decision making between rational choice and
evolutionary psychology as approaches to social theory. It reassesses the
value and limits of social theory based on established rationality assump-
tions, and considers an alternative scientific approach to social theorizing
based on reintegration of emotion and reasoning. Specifically, it explains
how and why emotion should be reincorporated into rationality. Chapter
4 also considers common problems of rational choice and evolutionary
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psychology perspectives, the relationship between a constructivist and an
evolutionary perspective, and the unfortunate history of attempts to inte-
grate findings from the natural sciences into social theory.

Chapter 5 offers concise, general insights on the role of reconciliation
as a tool for conflict resolution practitioners and policy makers. It identi-
fies generic features, drawn from the case studies, of successful reconcilia-
tions and considers factors that often facilitate or complicate efforts to
conclude social reconciliation. This chapter also identifies avenues for
future research on reconciliation and conflict resolution, and suggests
other political questions that might be amenable to an approach involving
hypotheses derived from the integration of emotion into rationality.
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2
Civil War and Reconciliation

To be social is to be forgiving.

—Robert Frost1

Before considering case studies, let us briefly restate the basic signaling
and forgiveness models that attempt to explain the role of reconciliation
events in reducing intrastate conflict. First, the signaling model holds
that intrastate relations between belligerents can be understood as a bar-
gain or game with a range of potential outcomes. Actors choose moves
that maximize achieving their respective goals given environmental con-
straints and available information.

The offer of reconciliation or the event itself (offer and reciprocation)
can be an important signal of an intention for improved, more coopera-
tive relations because it is a costly signal that is likely to be interpreted
as a reliable indication of a desire for improved relations by the other
party. Reconciliation offers or attempts are costly because they are under-
taken before domestic audiences and thus are potentially exploitable by
the other party.

Because of attendant costs, reconciliation events potentially reduce
threat perception between adversaries and permit improvement in future
relations, because continuing the conflict in such an environment and
with this new information may no longer maximize the utility of either
party. Reconciliation initiatives may break through a conflictual relation-
ship with its conditions of high ambiguity, high mistrust, and low credi-
bility. We would expect signals to work when they are costly, exploitable,
novel, voluntary, and irrevocable.
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Works on signaling are consistent with a general rationality assumption
about decision making. These assumptions, in turn, rest on a theory of hu-
man cognitive mechanisms that generate this expected behavior. The mind
is assumed to be essentially content independent—it takes its cues from the
environment—and domain general—its rational processes operate on all
domains of human activity, including decisions of war or conflict resolution.

Alternatively, the forgiveness model maintains that reconciliation is
part of an evolved, specialized, problem-solving mechanism. Specifically,
it hypothesizes a four-phase behavioral process: recognition of the harm
and public truth telling, a changed understanding of the self and other
that transcends the narrow roles of victim and perpetrator, retribution
short of revenge, and the offer of a new but different relationship that
establishes, at a minimum, mutual affiliation and coexistence. Although
cognitive strategies are part of this process, it fundamentally represents
an emotionally animated process entailing a specific problem-solving
technique that exists to restore relations in one’s societal group. This hy-
pothesis instructs us to look for this four-phase process in the case studies.

Next, we provide concise narratives of the history of the ten countries
that experienced civil conflict and a reconciliation event. These case stud-
ies are not meant to be the definitive history of the conflicts and are lim-
ited in scope and depth to capture the essence of conflict, reconciliation
event, and postreconciliation relations. The brief narratives allow the
reader to discern empirical referents of the two models without getting
lost in the complexity of each case. Notably, the first three countries—
Colombia, Yemen, and Chad—are cases in which reconciliation events
failed to restore lasting social order. The next seven cases—Argentina,
Uruguay, Chile, El Salvador, Mozambique, South Africa, and Hondu-
ras—are cases of successful, order-restoring reconciliations. After the
narratives, we offer a set of findings that assess the utility of the two
models in explaining the outcomes, and our conclusion comments prelim-
inarily on the broader implications of these findings.

Case Studies

Colombia
An independent republic by 1819, Colombian politics have been domi-
nated by Conservative and Liberal parties since the 1850s. Aside from
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two brief military takeovers, civilian rule has been the norm. Despite this
democratic tradition, Colombian history has also been characterized by
violence, including two civil wars resulting from rivalry, the War of a
Thousand Days (1899–1902) and La Violencia (the Violence) of the late
1940s and early 1950s.

In 1948, competition between political parties turned violent after the
assassination of Liberal leader Jorge Gaitán. An estimated 100,000 to
200,000 people died in the violence, and several armed insurgent groups
were spawned.

In 1953, a military coup supported by the parties brought General Gus-
tavo Rojas Pinilla to power. Although he was successful initially in reduc-
ing the level of internal violence, eventually the military and the two
political parties became frustrated over his failure to restore civilian rule
and overthrew him in favor of a provisional government. Colombia’s
reconciliation event occurred in 1957 when Conservative and Liberal
leaders met and publicly issued the Declaration of Sitges. The declaration
led to creation of a National Front whereby the two parties would govern
jointly. Under this arrangement, the presidency would alternate between
parties every four years, and the parties would share appointed and elec-
tive offices. The goal was to reduce the level of violence and give the
country twenty years to recover from La Violencia. This arrangement
remained formally in effect until 1974, and de facto, it continued into
the 1990s. The accommodation, designed to permit return to democracy,
effectively closed political participation to groups outside the two domi-
nant, oligarchic parties. As a result, political claims from many parts of
Colombian society had no legal institutional channel, and they soon over-
flowed legal bounds into continuing armed insurrections by those effec-
tively disenfranchised.2

Although the compromise ended interparty violence, it did not restore
order. Colombia remains the “most troubled country in the hemisphere,”
engulfed by a civil war without end, besieged by a “permanent armed
insurgency.”3 In the four decades since creation of the National Front,
internal armed conflict has claimed over 35,000 lives. An average of ten
citizens is killed every day in political violence. Government control is
tenuous and geographically limited, and leftist guerrillas and rightist
paramilitary forces have expanded and, with the advent of the drug trade,
become increasingly well financed.
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The major challenge to the government came from several leftist guer-
rilla organizations: the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia, Na-
tional Liberation Army, Popular Liberation Army, and the ideologically
heterogeneous M-19 group.4 Colombia’s internal violence worsened in
the mid-1980s with the rise of right-wing paramilitaries and the influx
of illicit money. The guerrillas, for example, are thought to derive close to
one billion U.S. dollars annually in revenue from taxing cocoa producers,
extorting money from oil producers, and kidnapping. The paramilitaries,
believed to number over 5,000, are supported primarily by payments
from drug traffickers and from landholders who fear guerrilla interfer-
ence in their operations or a peasant uprising. Drug money has also
corrupted and weakened many of the country’s traditional political insti-
tutions, particularly the judiciary. In short, the rise of the drug economy
worsened Colombia’s woes by strengthening the guerrilla movements,
weakening the government through corruption, and prompting the rise
of extreme paramilitary forces on the right.5 Several military crackdowns
and peace initiatives have not stemmed the violence.

Paradoxically, Colombia continued to hold election after election
throughout its internal crisis, and during much of this period maintained
respectable levels of economic growth. Yet, more than forty years since
creation of the National Front, the political system is not inclusive, the
society remains distrustful and unreconciled, and the state has not consol-
idated its authority.

Yemen
For centuries Yemen was under the rule of Imams usually of the Zaidi
Muslim sect. This traditional theocracy survived into modern times. In
1918, North Yemen threw off the yoke of Ottoman domination. Great
Britain kept South Yemen, known as the Aden Protectorates, under its
colonial rule.

In 1962, North Yemen leader Badr Yahya was deposed by revolution-
ary republican forces composed of urban populations, army officers,
Shafai (a different Muslim sect from the Zaidi) merchants, intellectuals,
industrial laborers, and expatriated dissidents. These republican forces
took control of the capital, Sanaa, and created the Yemen Arab Republic
(YAR, or North Yemen). Despite creation of a new republic, the domi-



Civil War and Reconciliation 39

nant feature of Yemeni politics remained intact: a struggle between the
central government and tribal leaders whose base of support lay outside
the cities in the northern and eastern sections of the country.6

A costly and divisive civil war between republicans and royalists fol-
lowed the revolution. Republicans received support from Egypt and roy-
alists from Saudi Arabia, adding regional and east–west dimensions to
the conflict. Fighting continued periodically until 1967, when Egyptian
forces were withdrawn after Eygpt’s defeat in the Six-Day War, and the
Saudis agreed to end support for the royalists. Although the republicans
would survive, the civil war tipped the balance of power in favor of the
tribal periphery at the expense of the centralized state, and limited the
scope of national building and modernization.

By 1968, after failure of a royalist siege of Sanaa, the civil war entered
a period of stalemate. Extremists in both republican and royalist camps
lost influence. Negotiations for the war’s end ensued under Saudi aus-
pices, and most of the opposing forces participated in a reconciliation
event in 1970.7

That year a modern constitution was adopted and the republic began
again the slow process of state building under the neutral leadership of
President Abdal-Rahman al-Iryani. The reconciliation event brought
some tribal shaykhs into high government offices for the first time in ex-
change for their allegiance to the republic. The tribal chieftains’ influence
in the government, in their homelands, and among the army enabled them
to limit the overall influence of the central state. Furthermore, “reconcili-
ation” meant expulsion of the modernist left from politics, thus weaken-
ing the state, slowing modernization, and antagonizing relations with the
newly independent People’s Democratic Republic of Yemen (PDRY, or
South Yemen). The result of the reconciliation event was creation of a
narrowly based, right-of-center regime, not a restructuring of society.
This compromise, despite frequent changes of governments, assasina-
tions, and a military coup, persisted into the 1980s.8

Relations between YAR and PDRY deteriorated rapidly, however, as
one drifted right and the other lurched to the left. A border war between
them erupted in September 1972 and flared again the next spring. After
mediation by other Arab states, presidents of YAR and PDRY agreed to
take steps toward unification.9
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Despite these pledges, war again broke out between the Yemens in
1979. The Arab League mediated a temporary peace, and the two coun-
tries reaffirmed the goal of unity. But skirmishes and full-scale conflicts
continued until 1988, when a negotiated settlement brought the war to
a close and set the countries back on the path of reunification.

In November 1989, YAR and PDRY agreed on a draft unity constitu-
tion, drawn up originally in 1981. The unified Republic of Yemen was
declared on May 22, 1990. The fragile unity was not to hold, however,
and civil war broke out in 1994. The war lasted only a few months be-
fore rebels, largely in the southern part of the country, were defeated
militarily.

In sum, the impact of the Yemeni reconciliation event of the early
1970s was equivocal. On the one hand, it restored tenuous order to North
Yemen. On the other hand, conflict was exported to its border with
PDRY in the 1970s and then emerged again as a civil war in the 1990s
after reunification in 1989.

Chad
During its history this “improbable country” has been beset by en-
trenched ethnic animosities and divergent patterns of social organiza-
tion.10 The government has never possessed full administrative control
over some groups within its territory, nor has it fully controlled its bor-
ders. Over its forty-year history Chad has known virtually continuous
civil war or insurgency punctuated by two concerted efforts at national
reconciliation.

Chad emerged as an independent country under the presidency of Fran-
çois Tombalbaye in 1960. In 1965, a tax revolt sparked a long civil war
that set the Muslim north and east against the government in the south.
Although supported by French troops, Tombalbaye never fully quelled
the insurgency.

Urged by his French backers, Tombalbaye began a national reconcilia-
tion plan after his “election” as president in 1969 (he was the sole candi-
date). Elements of the reconciliation event included release of several
hundred political prisoners and a reshuffling of his cabinet and the politi-
cal bureau in May 1971. A few weeks later at the party congress, Tombal-
baye admitted errors and mistakes of his administration that had given
rise to injustices and caused discontent and subversion.11 The congress
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approved the new political bureau, which included participation of for-
mer political prisoners.

This attempt at incorporation of dissident elements into the regime was
short lived. Two attempted coups against the Tombalbaye government
implicated some of those individuals recently granted amnesty. These in-
trigues occurred against a backdrop of civil unrest, a financial crisis, wors-
ening drought, and cabinet infighting, and prompted Tombalbaye to
purge dissident elements and order the incarceration of up to 1,000 real
or suspected enemies of the state. Le Monde described the reaction as
evidence of complete failure of reconciliation. The massive arrests also
further eroded support for the regime and alienated Tombalbaye from
reformists in his own bureaucracy.12

Increasingly, Tombalbaye’s rule became violent and self-destructive,
leading to a military coup in 1975 that installed General Felix Malloum,
a southerner, as head of state. Although Malloum’s government would
reach out to include some northerners, internal dissent within the govern-
ment led northern Prime Minister Hissein Habré to send his forces against
the national army at Ndjaména in February 1979. Civil war broke out
and the state splintered into eleven factions.

Civil war continued for the next ten years. It was interrupted by two
failed mediation efforts by the Organization of African Unity and was
complicated by interventions by Libya. By November 1988, Habré re-
established himself and his alliance, the Forces Armees Nationales Chad-
iennes, in Ndjaména, but his hold on power was short lived. One of his
leading generals, Idriss Déby, defected and fled to Darfur in Sudan, from
which he mounted a series of attacks on eastern Chad. In November
1990, Déby widened the attack and by December 2, 1990, his forces
entered Ndjaména without a battle, Habré and his forces having fled the
city. During the final phase of Habré’s rule, he too attacked his perceived
enemies, killing, by one estimate, more than 20,000 people.13

After three months of provisional government, a national charter was
approved by Déby’s Patriotic Salvation Movement (MPS) on February
28, 1991, with Déby as interim president. Déby’s tenure also was one of
civil unrest, attempted coups, reprisals, and a reconciliation event, this
one beginning at year-end 1992. Déby convened a Truth Commission in
1992 designed primarily to villify his predecessor, Habré. Even as the
commission gathered testimony and evidence of past killings and torture,
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identifying Habré’s henchmen in the security forces, Déby began rehabili-
tating and reincorporating many of the same individuals into his renamed
security police. By the time the report was completed, the struggle for
accountability was lost; Déby was already relying on the same tactics and
torturers to fight new battles.14

Urged on by Western pressure for democratization, Déby called for a
national conference that was convened on January 15, 1993. It called for
a transition to democratic government through elections, but did little to
come to terms with Chad’s many ethnic, religious, or economic divides.
Even during the conference, ethnic violence raged in various parts of the
country, reflecting both old divisions and the more recent growth of Is-
lamic fundamentalism among northern populations.15 Déby’s govern-
ment engaged in military battles with the Front de Libération National
Tchadien insurgency in the north and the Armed Forces for a Federal
Republic (FARF) in the south.16

Unable to convince armed opposition groups and legalized parties and
associations to join him in a comprehensive settlement, Déby moved for-
ward with a national constitutional referendum that provided for a
presidential-style system of government with a popular legislature. The
measure passed with 65 percent of the vote, allegedly helped along by
some ballot fixing. Of significance, the constitution was opposed by 95
percent of southern voters.17 In June 1996, Déby was elected president
with 69 percent of the votes. Legislative elections held in January and
February 1997 saw the MPS party control Parliament also.

Turnout for the elections was low, and insurgencies in the south and
north continued after the election. Déby continued to face trouble in the
south from FARF and other groups, and there were accusations of
government reprisals against civilian populations there in 1997–1998. A
more determined insurrection in the desert north also dogged the regime.18

In short, despite two negotiated reconciliation events, one in 1971 and
the other in 1992–1993, Chad has remained in turmoil for most of its
history: a state “suspended between creation and destruction.”19

Argentina
With the country independent by 1816, Argentine politics was dominated
by conservative forces during its first century. In 1916, the Radical Party
won control of the government and began a fourteen-year period of dem-
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ocratic opening to a larger proportion of the Argentine people, especially
the growing middle class. A military coup in 1930 ended this era and
began a decade of Conservative Party rule.

The military again deposed the constitutional government in 1943, and
in 1946 elected one of the coup’s leaders, Juan Peron, as president. Peron,
reelected in 1952, broadened the base of political participation to in-
clude Argentina’s growing urban working class and, urged by his wife,
Evita, extended the franchise to women. Alarmed by Peron’s economic
nationalization and political populism, the military deposed him in 1955.
Throughout the 1950s and 1960s, military and civilian administrations
traded power, neither coping with Argentina’s growing social unrest and
deteriorating economic conditions.

Worsening economic and social conditions facilitated return to power
of Peronists in the 1973 elections, and Juan Peron himself assumed the
presidency in a second election that year. Peron’s third wife, Maria Estrela
Isabel Martinez de Peron, became vice president. Peron’s return was beset
with the rise of political extremism on the left and right, and growing,
violent, social disorder. The government resorted to a number of emer-
gency decrees in response, including unlimited imprisonment without
charges of those suspected of disturbing the public order. Peron died after
a year in office and was succeeded by his wife. Her administration was
overtaken by economic problems, intraparty struggles, and terrorism
from the left and right. On March 24, 1976, a military coup removed
her from office and began a period lasting until December 10, 1983, dur-
ing which commanders of the three branches of the armed forces exer-
cised power through a junta.20

The armed forces dissolved Congress and dismissed federal judges in
what it called the Process for National Reorganization. It claimed these
actions were necessary to combat leftist guerrillas responsible for hun-
dreds of political assassinations during the Peron years and to attempt to
solve the nation’s economic crisis. The junta assumed all executive, legisla-
tive, and judicial power, but avoided formally declaring war on the guerril-
las to avoid giving them legitimate status as belligerents in a civil war.

But it was war nonetheless, what became known later as the Dirty War
against suspected internal subversives. During that period, thousands of
suspected dissidents were secretly kidnapped and tortured in more than
240 detention centers established throughout the country. More than
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10,000 people were murdered (some human rights groups estimate three
times that many), and strict censorship allowed the military to hide some
of these facts from civil society and the international community while
feeding the society’s desire for order and an end to guerrilla violence. A
frightened and ill-informed society did not oppose what was happening.

Repression reached its peak within a year or two of the military take-
over, and by 1980 the military had closed most of the detention centers.
But by 1981 the economy was imploding, with the peso plummeting in
value and foreign debt tripling in the period 1980–1982. The unions rose
in protest against the government’s economic policies in large public
rallies. Against this background of public unrest, the military made its
ill-fated decision to invade the Falklands/Malvinas Islands to recapture
political support and to rebuild the civic–military alliance.

The economic crisis, victory for Great Britain in the Falklands/
Malvinas war, public revulsion at the level of internal violence and hu-
man rights abuses, and mounting allegations of corruption combined to
discredit the military regime and led it to return the country to democratic
rule. Argentina’s reconciliation events were precipitated by fatigue and
failure.

Truth emerged as the first step. The military lost its control over public
information, and reports of the regime’s atrocities began to appear in the
print media and on television. Acting under public pressure, the junta
removed the ban on political parties and restored some political liberties.
Elections for national, provincial, and local administrations were sched-
uled for October 1983.

Raul Alfonsin, candidate of the Radical Civic Union, won election to
a six-year term as president. Elected with 52 percent of the vote, he re-
sponded to human rights groups and others in society pushing to see
crimes against civilians investigated and those responsible punished. As
promised, the first law enacted by the new Congress nullified amnesty
granted by the military to itself.

Alfonsin’s government then proceeded with two remarkable reconcilia-
tion initiatives: creation of an independent commission to investigate the
truth, and a search for justice through prosecution of former members
of the military junta. The investigatory commission, the National Com-
mission on Disappeared People, collected about 50,000 public testimo-
nies from victims of the repression and their relatives, and documented
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close to 9,000 “disappearances” that occurred under military rule. From
its investigation, a television report was aired, and its final report took
the form of a record-selling book, Nunca Mas (Never More), that laid
bare the events of the Dirty War.

Information contained in the report served as the basis for judicial in-
vestigations. Public trials were held in 1985 and 1986 focusing on the
masterminds and architects of military repression. In all, 481 military
and police officers were indicted; 16 were tried and 11 convicted, includ-
ing top junta officials. Although Alfonsin was satisfied that sufficient jus-
tice had been achieved without risking a military uprising and was ready
to turn a page in Argentine history, the courts continued their investiga-
tion into the activities of others, primarily lower-ranking officers. After
squelching a military uprising among younger officers, Alfonsin’s ad-
ministration passed the Due Obedience Law, ending prosecutions for all
officers whose rank was below colonel.21 Although Alfonsin’s actions
had shattered the notion of the military’s impunity and fundamentally
changed their role in Argentine society, amnesty left human rights activ-
ists and the families of victims understandably distraught.22

Alfonsin also solidified civilian control over the military. He retired
more than half of Argentina’s generals, slashed the military budget, elimi-
nated compulsory military service, and reduced the military’s role in the
economy. Congress also assented to legislation limiting future jurisdiction
of the military courts.23 The military’s role was reoriented away from
internal and toward external threats, and later its role included participa-
tion in international peacekeeping operations. One observer called this
the “institutional debilitation” of the military, a complement to its politi-
cal debilitation.24

In 1989, Carlos Menem of the Peronist Party was elected to succeed
Alfonsin. He assumed office amidst a deteriorating economic situation
and unrest among the military. Among his first actions was to grant par-
dons to convicted officers in the name of national reconciliation while
simultaneously crushing further military dissent. In all, Menem pardoned
277 people, including 40 generals awaiting trial for human rights abuses,
lower-ranking officers, and members of guerrilla groups. Menem, like
Alfonsin, expressed concern for stability. His amnesty was unpopular
with the public at the time. Also, despite his Peronist affiliation, he set
Argentina on a path of neoliberal economic reform designed to rein in



46 Chapter 2

inflation and privatize the economy. Menem served two terms as pres-
ident of a democratic, stable, and, for a time, economically improving
Argentina.

Uruguay
Uruguay achieved national independence in 1825. At the beginning of
the twentieth century it was a model of democratic stability to many
countries in the region.

The country enjoyed sustained economic growth until the 1960s, which
saw the onset of economic crisis. But that dimension was only one aspect
of a crisis that was also political, social, cultural, and ethical. Growing
discontent within large sectors of the population gave rise to an armed
minority movement (National Liberation Movement, the Tupamaros),
which emerged together with other revolutionary groups in the mid-
1960s. Despite relatively small membership of such groups, the govern-
ment became increasingly authoritarian and declared a state of internal
war, unleashing a campaign of persecution against those groups and indi-
viduals considered seditious, including all opponents of the government,
whether they were engaged in guerrilla activity or not. Thus began the
dismantling of trade unions, student organizations, and other major so-
cial organizations.

In 1973, the constitutionally elected president, Juan Maria Bordaberry,
unable to control urban terrorism, dissolved Parliament and installed a
military regime that lasted until 1984. During military rule thousands of
Uruguayans were imprisoned and routinely tortured for political crimes.
Uruguay became the country with the world’s highest per capita rate of
political incarceration, with one in every fifty citizens detained at one
point, and many of them systematically tortured.25 Some 100 persons
disappeared (some estimates run as high as 300) and several thousand
fled into exile abroad.

In 1980, a new constitution drawn up by the military regime was re-
jected by a popular referendum. That signaled the start of a process of
restoration of democracy through mobilization of social forces, interna-
tional pressure, and discrediting of the armed forces.

Strengthened by the public’s frustration with twelve years of military
rule, Uruguay’s dominant political parties engaged the military in largely
secret negotiations resulting in several pacts leading the country toward
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reconciliation. The imprisoned Tupamaros and others would be freed
and granted unconditional amnesty, and elections would be held, but the
military would also receive amnesty for any responsibility for the “ex-
cesses” of the military regime during a time of “internal war.”

In 1985, Julio Maria Sanguinetta of the traditionalist Colorado Party
was elected president. Soon thereafter, the ruling Colorados, with the
military’s urging, presented Parliament with the Law on the Expiration
of the State’s Right to Prosecute, which was approved on December 2,
1986. The law expressly renounced investigation and trial of individuals
involved in excesses that may have been committed by the army. After its
enactment, a group of relatives of victims of the dictatorship—politicians,
artists, and intellectuals—formed the Pro-Referendum Committee for the
purpose of calling a referendum to repeal the law. A massive campaign
was launched to collect signatures for holding the referendum, and 25
percent of eligible voters signed. The referendum was held on April 16,
1989, and failed by a 12 percent margin (35% to 47%). Sanguinetta’s
administration had maintained that democratic peace and stability must
be paid for by forgiveness of the repressors. That appeal and the public’s
desire for a return to normalcy prevailed.

Since 1986, social identities have been rewritten in Uruguay. The mili-
tary’s role in civilian politics was substantially decreased. The armed
forces tried unsuccessfully to resist the government’s decision to cut their
budget and reduce their numbers. The once-feared Tupamaro guerrillas
became a legal political party. Democratic practices were restored, if not
renewed.

On the other hand, there was little immediate “moral cleansing” of
society through truth telling, recognition of suffering, and punishment of
the guilty, as in Argentina. In part, this is attributable to the military’s
ability to fragment internal opposition to human rights abuses, Uruguay’s
insulation from international pressures for reform, failure of political par-
ties to unify around the theme of human rights, and an executive who
had already struck a bargain with the military. No external or internal
force pressured the parties to adopt immediately a truth and justice pro-
gram.26 Most human rights criticism came initially from exiled opposition
groups, and the undefeated military remained a threat. Instead, freeing all
political prisoners, blanket amnesty, and a return to democratic practices
would be the initial steps along the route to national reconciliation.
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During the subsequent period of democratic consolidation, however,
a truth-telling process was originated from below by civil society. An
initiative known as the “Never Again” project became the focus of
church-related and newly emergent human rights groups. These groups
worked for three years to produce a report, also called Nunca Mas, in
1989. The report lacked the force of a public document and produced
no formal response from the government or military. It did become the
focus of media attention and public debate, however.

Chile
For most of the twentieth century Chile enjoyed democratic government
and political parties broadly representative of the ideological spectrum
that peacefully vied for power. Events of the 1970s led to a September
1973 military coup that brought General Pinochet and the military to
power. The short rule of Socialist President Salvador Allende precipitated
the coup. Allende, elected by a slim majority in 1970, embarked on wide-
ranging reforms of industrial nationalization and land redistribution.
These policies challenged conservative interests and led the armed forces
to depose the government by force.

The junta named Pinochet head of state. He pledged to rid Chile of
Marxism and to reconstruct the national economy. The country’s eco-
nomic elite and much of the middle class supported his economic plan.
Pinochet dissolved the legislature, banned all political activity, and cen-
sured the press, and his internal war violated the human rights of thou-
sands of citizens. In 1978, the government decreed statutory amnesty for
itself for crimes committed during the first five years of the military regime
(1973–1978), when most of the worst abuses occurred.

In October 1980, a national plebiscite ratified a new constitution devel-
oped by the military government. The document established a blueprint
for transition to a “protected democracy,” one that guaranteed the mili-
tary a prominent role. The plebiscite ratified the presidency of General
Pinochet but called for another plebiscite on continued military rule to
be held eight years later.

Resistance to continued military rule increased during the 1980s from
several sectors: the Roman Catholic Church, guerrilla organizations, hu-
man rights groups, and political moderates from the right and left. Chile
also encountered international censure for its human rights violations.
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In anticipation of the October 1988 plebiscite on continued military
rule, sixteen opposition parties joined forces to create El Comando por
el No as a unified opposition. On October 5, the No forces carried the
plebiscite with 54.7 percent of the vote compared with the government’s
43.1 percent. Apparently Pinochet had misread the mood of the public
and was shocked by the results.27 Nonetheless, the plebiscite set in motion
a transition to civilian government as the electoral results triggered con-
stitutionally mandated elections for a national president and congress,
scheduled for December 14, 1989.28

Patricio Aylwin, a moderate former senator and candidate of the Con-
certacion de los Partidos por la Democracia, a coalition of seventeen cen-
ter and center-left opposition parties, won the election. His party, the
Social Democrats, won the largest bloc of seats in the lower house of
the legislature and held a majority together with his coalition partners.
The upper house, the forty-six-member Senate, remained in conservative
hands, however, buttressed by eight members appointed directly by Pino-
chet according to the 1980 constitution.

Despite election of a civilian president, Pinochet remained head of the
army (until 1998), and military and judicial structures remained un-
changed. In these circumstances, the new president confronted the prob-
lem of human rights violations committed by the military during the civil
war, including summary executions, forced disappearances, widespread
torture, arbitrary detention, and forced exile.29

The new government’s first and most important reconciliation initia-
tive was creation of the Commission on Truth and Reconciliation ap-
pointed by President Aylwin in April 1990 to investigate those violations.
The Commission’s mandate was to “clarify in a comprehensive manner
the truth about the most serious violations committed in recent years”
and “to gather evidence that may make it possible to identify the victims
by name and determine their fate or whereabouts.” The mandate did not
extend to all violations of human rights, such as torture not resulting in
death, and did not call for prosecution of individuals responsible. The
commission was also to propose measures for reparations and reinstate-
ment, and to recommend legal and administrative measures to prevent
recurrence of these acts through institutional redefinition.

The commission presented its final, unanimous report in February
1991. President Aylwin accepted the report and a month later announced
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its main findings on national television. At this highly public event he
offered a formal apology on behalf of the government for the acts of its
agents and begged for forgiveness from families of victims, promising
reparations and special benefits for them. The report was printed and
circulated widely in the press.

The report included an explanation of the origins of the violations,
their nature, and institutions responsible. It provided individual infor-
mation on a large number of victims. The commission did not provide
information on those individuals who carried out the killings and disap-
pearances, limiting its discussion to naming branches of armed forces,
security forces, or opposition groups believed to be responsible. The re-
port did not individually address cases of exile, internal exile, censorship,
or detentions that affected the lives of thousands. In short, this approach
to truth and justice was a relatively comprehensive inquiry that named
and exonerated those who were victims or disappeared in an effort to
restore the identity and dignity of many of the victims. It placed blame
on relevant groups, but it left specific cases to individuals to pursue
through the courts for punishment of specific wrongdoers.

Securing justice in Chile was complicated by a number of legal and
political realities. Under the 1980 constitution, Aylwin did not have au-
thority over the armed forces; Pinochet, as Commander in Chief, did.
Furthermore, it denied civilian jurisdiction over many cases and prohib-
ited overhaul of the Supreme Court. As a result, the 1978 amnesty law
decreed by Pinochet and upheld by the Supreme Court complicated the
lower courts’ role, although Aylwin claimed it did not bar judicial investi-
gations. That law, recall, barred prosecutions for crimes committed dur-
ing the period from the commencement of the coup until 1978 when
the military had largely consolidated its power. Furthermore, Pinochet
himself publicly threatened that the state of law would end if any of his
men were touched by the new government.30 Given these constraints, ex-
tensive truth telling, general attribution of blame, and government accep-
tance of the findings may have been the least unsatisfactory way of
pursuing truth, a partial redefinition of social identities, and justice in the
Chilean context.

Eventually, the courts convicted a score of soldiers and police for
crimes committed after 1978 and investigated several hundred others
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with the possibility of more investigation as judges found new loop-
holes in the 1978 amnesty law. Pinochet himself was extradited from
Britain to Spain and later to Chile to face charges on human rights
violations.31

The commission devoted a large portion of the report to the effects of
these crimes on the victims, their families, and the larger social fabric. It
recommended reparations to the victims for past violations, including
both moral and material compensation. A direct outgrowth of the com-
mission was the February 1992 law that called for a National Corpora-
tion for Reparation and Reconciliation. The corporation established a
monthly pension for families of those named in the report, medical bene-
fits (including psychological counseling) for families, and a subsidy for
high school and college education of victims’ children.

The report also called for human rights education for both the military
and civilians, especially lawyers and judges, greater judicial indepen-
dence, and changes in laws on states of emergency, military jurisdiction
over civilians, and criminal procedures generally. It recommended greater
adherence to international human rights treaties and standards, including
specific changes in domestic law. It also called for creation of a human
rights ombudsman’s office. Finally, it called on the government to com-
memorate victims through monuments and support for cultural and artis-
tic works.32

The air force and police acknowledged some responsibility, although
the army and navy, the most powerful branches of the Chilean military,
rejected the commission’s findings. The army and navy did not challenge
any of the facts presented, but claimed their actions were necessary to
protect the nation from internal attacks. The report was endorsed by
Chile’s Congress, political parties, the Catholic Church, and human rights
groups.33

President Aylwin was succeeded in March 1994 by Eduardo Frei, who
was elected for a six-year term. Frei, a Christian Democrat, headed a
coalition of the center-left known as the Concertation, roughly the same
group that had backed Aylwin. He received 58 percent of the popular
vote, the largest victory for a presidential candidate in sixty years. The
election marked a consolidation of democracy in Chile and legitimation
of civilian rule.
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El Salvador
Violence and authoritarian repression dominated Salvadoran politics
during the twentieth century. By 1979, leftist guerrilla warfare, headed
by the Farabundo Marti Front for National Liberation (FMLN), broke
out in cities and the countryside and was fueled by external support for
both sides.

Amid the chaos and violence, however, elements of democracy were
emerging. In 1983 the National Assembly drafted a new constitution that
called for greater protection of individual and workers’ rights and that
strengthened the legislature and judiciary. The year 1984 saw the first
freely elected president of El Salvador in fifty years when Jose Napolean
Duarte, leader of the Christian Democrats, defeated Roberto D’Aubuis-
son of the nationalist Republican Alliance (ARENA). In 1989, ARENA’s
Alfredo Cristiani won the presidential election, marking the first time in
the country’s history that power passed peacefully from one elected offi-
cial to another.

At his inauguration in June 1989, Cristiani called for direct dialogue
between the government and the FMLN. For two months, the sides met
for unmediated talks that broke down in November 1989, when the
FMLN launched a nationwide military offensive.

In early 1990, prodded by a request from Central American presidents,
the United Nations offered to mediate a new round of talks and the sides
returned to negotiations. Three factors figured prominently among many
as precipitates to this second, and ultimately successful, round of negotia-
tions. First, the FMLN’s military offensive had demonstrated that the war
was stalemated. Second, the killing of six Jesuit priests at the Central
American University in November 1989, for which four officers of the
Salvadorian military and five enlisted men were charged, unleashed a tor-
rent of domestic and international revulsion. Finally, external pressure
on the Salvadoran right by the United States and a cutoff of Cuban money
to the rebels reinforced attempts to solve the conflict through negotiation.

The two sides staged a reconciliation event at the signing of a final
agreement, the Accords of Chapultepec, in Mexico City on January 16,
1992. The United Nations monitored implementation of the Accords un-
til June 1997.

The Accords established a Truth Commission under U.N. auspices to
investigate the most serious cases of human rights violations and report
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its findings by 1993. The parties recognized the need to make the com-
plete truth known and to “put an end to any indication of impunity on
the part of officers of the armed forces particularly in cases where respect
for human rights is jeopardized.”34 It was also to recommend legal, politi-
cal, or administrative measures to prevent repetition of the kinds of social
unrest that occurred in the past and to promote national reconciliation.

With a six-month mandate to carry out its enormous task, the commis-
sion could only selectively investigate some of the tens of thousands of
cases of alleged human rights violations that occurred during the war. It
received more than 22,000 testimonies about such violations involving
more than 7,000 victims. Approximately 85 percent of these violations
were attributed to the armed and security forces, paramilitary groups
linked to the state, or death squads. Five percent of denunciations were
made against the FMLN.

Having assigned general responsibility for human rights violations to
institutions, the commission focused on a smaller universe of particularly
important or representative cases for in-depth examination, and, where
there was sufficient proof, named the individuals involved. The commis-
sion published the results of its investigation in thirty-two cases, naming
some forty former or current military officers and six guerrilla leaders.

The commission’s report officially confirmed what many in El Salvador
already knew about the war, although many military leaders vehemently
denied its findings.35 Still, the report had a cathartic effect on both antago-
nists. It breached the wall of impunity around the military and began a
process that substantially reduced their role in Salvadoran society.36

Nonetheless, on March 20, 1993, just five days after publication of the
Truth Commission’s report, the Legislative Assembly adopted an am-
nesty law for people implicated in atrocities during the civil war. There
appeared to be some acceptance, both nationally and internationally, that
amnesty would be necessary for El Salvador to move toward democrati-
zation and to implement the report’s wider recommendations. Even be-
fore the report was issued, President Christiani urged amnesty given the
country’s precarious political stability, its nascent democracy, and its still
powerful military.37

In addition to the Truth Commission, the Accords created several other
institutions to implement the agreement and reforms urged by the com-
mission itself. These included a commission to purge the military of
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human rights violators (the Ad Hoc Commission), a new human rights
ombudsman, replacement of military security forces with a new civilian
police force, and constitutional reforms to increase the independence of
the judiciary.

These reforms restructured Salvadoran society. The Ad Hoc Commis-
sion recommended transfer, retirement, or discharge of more than 100
officers implicated in human rights abuses. Citizens can now file com-
plaints about such abuses with the National Council for Human Rights, a
government agency. Consistent with the Accords, three discredited public
security forces were abolished, and a new civilian police force was created
to replace them. The National Civilian Police grew to a force of over
10,000 officers (including former rebels) deployed throughout the coun-
try by the mid-1990s. Finally, the commission recommended that all
members of the Supreme Court immediately resign to hasten the appoint-
ment of new justices under a new constitutional formula. This recommen-
dation was fulfilled in 1994 when an entirely new court was elected. The
government also moved to remove incompetent judges from the lower
courts and to strengthen attorneys general and public defenders’ offices,
although that process has been slow.

In accordance with the peace agreement, the constitution was amended
to prohibit the military from playing an internal security role except un-
der extraordinary circumstances. The military demobilization aspect of
the Accords was achieved ahead of schedule.

The political left was reintegrated into the country with legalization
of the FMLN as a political party, and the country has had two highly
successful elections since 1992. In 1993, the U.N. confirmed that the
FMLN had demobilized its military structures and destroyed its arms.
Perhaps most remarkable was reconciliation of the warring groups.
There have been virtually no incidents of violence between former
adversaries.38

In sum, in resolving a vicious and protracted civil war and restoring
order and democracy, the case of El Salvador has been to date, a remark-
able, but not unqualified, success. Changes include a substantial reduc-
tion in the armed forces, purging of the officer corps, redefinition of
military doctrine, abolition of internal security forces and creation of a
civilian police, establishment of an office for human rights complaints,
improved judiciary, and incorporation of the political left into the elec-
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toral process. El Salvador faces considerable challenges—law and order,
economic growth and equity, and stable leadership—but it has restored
political order and made fundamental changes in its society.

Mozambique
After 470 years of Portuguese colonial rule, Mozambique became inde-
pendent on June 25, 1975. The first president, Samora Moises Machel,
had been head of the National Front for the Liberation of Mozambique
(FRELIMO) for much of its ten-year guerrilla war for independence. The
Front established a one-party Marxist state and quickly moved to nation-
alize the economy. The new state faced enormous challenges, with over
90 percent of the population illiterate and much of the country’s weak
infrastructure destroyed by embittered ex-colonists.

Beginning in 1976, antigovernment guerrillas organized as the Mozam-
bique National Resistence (RENAMO), and their backers in Rhodesia
and South Africa began a destabilization campaign that would lead to a
sixteen-year civil war with FRELIMO. With external support, RENAMO
grew from 500 to 8,000 fighters by 1982 and posed a serious threat to
the government.39

By 1984, the Machel administration was locked in a paralyzing and
cruel war with RENAMO. In 1986, Joaquim Chissano became president
after Machel’s untimely death. By 1988, with external support for the
conflict declining for all sides, the war was stalemated. Chissano began
a policy review of FRELIMO’s economic, foreign, and civil rights poli-
cies. As part of that review, he gave permission to senior church leaders
to open talks with RENAMO as a step toward direct peace negotiations
between the belligerents. These intermediaries returned from talks in
Kenya, stating that RENAMO was also spent from the war and was open
to negotiations. A few months later Chissano renounced Marxism as Mo-
zambique’s guiding ideology at FRELIMO’s congress in 1989, and sought
direct negotiations with RENAMO, which eventually began in 1990 in
Rome.

The two-year negotiation was drawn out by absence of a formula that
would recognize the current government yet grant equal standing as a
political party to FRELIMO. Under urgency created by widespread
drought and food insecurity, a cease-fire agreement and reconciliation
event in the form of a general peace agreement was finally signed by
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Chissano and RENAMO leader Afonso Dhlakama on October 4, 1992.
The war had caused an estimated loss of life ranging from 600,000 to
900,000 soldiers and civilians.40

One week after the signing, the U.N. Security Council approved the
establishment of operations in Mozambique to monitor and verify imple-
mentation of the peace accord. The U.N. sent 6,800 troops to supervise
withdrawal of foreign troops from the country and to oversee the canton-
ment, demobilization, and disarmament of approximately 100,000 sol-
diers from both sides.

The peace accord also called for a new national army, resettlement of 5
to 6 million refugees and displaced persons, and organization of elections.
Mozambique earned high marks for reducing the size of the armed forces
and reintegrating soldiers into civilian life.41 Peaceful and fair elections
were held in October 1994. With a voter turnout of 85 percent, Chissano
was reelected president, and FRELIMO captured 129 to RENAMO’s 112
seats in the new 250-seat parliament. The government was installed in
December.

Although the government has not officially recognized a truth commis-
sion, the churches have been actively pursuing peace and reconciliation
through recognition of human rights abuses and encouraging forgiveness
since the early 1980s. The Mozambican Christian Council (CCM), in
consultation with other churches not in the council, began discussions
with President Machel on peaceful ways to end the devastating war. In
July 1984, in a confidential memo to Machel, the CCM called for dia-
logue among all Mozambicans caught up in the war, which the president
received negatively. In November, the CCM launched a Peace and Recon-
ciliation Commission to use as a vehicle for peace. The next May it re-
peated the request for dialogue between the government and RENAMO,
but again the response was negative. With ascension of Chissano to the
presidency in 1986, the CCM stepped up its calls for dialogue and circu-
lated a pastoral letter calling for talks and reconciliation between the gov-
ernment and RENAMO.

After recognizing the CCM initiative, Chissano gave his permission for
a CCM delegation to pursue contact with RENAMO. After several visits
by the delegation to Kenya, RENAMO agreed to meet the churchmen
in Nairobi. The churchmen emphasized their neutrality, stressing that
reconciliation was a basic vocation of the church. After this break-



Civil War and Reconciliation 57

through meeting, the church acted as a messenger between FRELIMO
and RENAMO until direct negotiations in Rome in 1990. Members of
Mozambic churches became officials of the negotiating team. The CCM
is credited with playing a key role in speeding up the peace process by
emphasizing to the two parties the civilian consequences of continuing
the war during a period of severe drought. The peace initiative would
not have borne fruit without the persistence of the churches.

During the peace process, the churches’ role was not limited to bringing
together leaders of the two opposing groups, but included reconciling the
citizens who supported them. In 1989, the bishop in Nampula began “to
announce the names of people killed in the war during the Sunday mass.
Increasingly, combatants and residents from both sides would pass the
church information, and the list became more extensive, making the read-
ing of the lists a powerful call for peace.”42 The CCM, together with
several other parochial organizations, also began a program in which
people could trade in their guns for household necessities.

After the Rome accords, the church continued its work by explaining
to the people what peace meant. Father Pier Mazzola stated that they
“preached reconciliation and used their pastoral newsletters, consisting
of pictures and local language texts, to spread the message of peace. Be-
cause we had a good reputation, the newsletters were taken seriously.
Some 15,000 copies were printed and could be seen everywhere in Nam-
pula after the signing of the peace accords.”43 Local healers, using tradi-
tional methods of purification and appeasement for past transgressions,
facilitated the process of reconciliation in rural communities.

The consolidation of peace in Mozambique has gone well despite social
divisions, political alienation, and poverty left by the war. At a national
level, the parliament has become the primary arena of competition be-
tween FRELIMO and RENAMO, although intermittent violence persists
in some rural areas. In general, the United Nations High Commissioner
for Refugee Office commended the process of reconciliation in Mozam-
bique as a source of future stability, noting, “We have not come across
widespread violations of human rights, there is no private revenge.”44

The disquieting aspect of cessation of human rights violations is that vir-
tually no attempts have been made to hold anyone accountable for the
many heinous crimes committed during the war through official war
crimes trials or tribunals.45
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In December 1999, voters concluded three days of peaceful balloting
for the second democratic elections since the civil war. The electoral com-
mission reported that Mr. Chissano had won 52 percent of the vote and
Mr. Dhlakama 48 percent. The governing FRELIMO won 133 seats in
Parliament, with 117 for RENAMO. Remembering its political inheri-
tance of colonialism, revolutionary Marxism, and civil war, these free
and fair elections were impressive, and even more important, few believe
that resumption of war is even a possibility.

South Africa
South Africa has seen several forms of civil conflict over its history. In
the latter half of the twentieth century, internal conflict arose out of the
policy of white domination and racial separation—apartheid. In 1948,
the Nationalist Party came to power and codified apartheid’s discrimina-
tion with the goal of racial separation. It denied the franchise to vote to
the majority black population and severely limited their access to educa-
tion and economic opportunities through a comprehensive system of laws
that “turned the African majority into nonpersons, beyond the pale of
political life.”46

All this led black opposition groups to launch a defiance campaign in
1952 and support a Freedom Charter in 1956 that called for negotiations,
peaceful change, and universal suffrage. The Sharpeville massacre of
1960 marked a turning point. There, 69 protesters were killed and 180
injured when police opened fire on peaceful demonstrators. In response,
leading South African black political movements—the African National
Congress (ANC) and the Pan-African Congress (PAC)—adopted the op-
tion of armed insurrection against the regime and were banned by the
ruling Nationalist Party. The ANC leader, Nelson Mandela, and many
others were charged with treason and imprisoned. The ANC, PAC, and
other groups were forced underground and began a program of guer-
rilla warfare and sabotage against apartheid, in addition to nonviolent
resistance.

Growing domestic violence followed popular uprisings in black and
colored townships in 1976 and 1985. Radicalization of young blacks in
segregated black townships increased levels of both domestic violence
and government repression.
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Spiraling internal violence and increasing international ostracism led
ruling Nationalist leaders to begin secret negotiations with Mandela and
the ANC in the mid-1980s. After the election of new Nationalist President
F. W. de Klerk in 1989, the Nationalists announced the unbanning of
the ANC, PAC, and other antiapartheid groups, and within days of the
announcement, Mandela was freed from prison. De Klerk’s reforms were
apparently motivated by the belief that apartheid simply failed to work,
rather than by any meaningful change of heart.47

Negotiations continued based on a formula of legality for opposition
groups in exchange for a pledge of nonviolence. Each side had come to
recognize the need to accommodate the other to reach their desired ends.
Eventually, nineteen political players, originally called the Congress for
a Democratic South Africa, began a dialogue on political transition. Of
importance, the two key players, ANC and Nationalists, agreed on the
need to facilitate a peaceful transition from apartheid to a nonracial dem-
ocratic state.

In 1991, the legal pillars of apartheid were abolished and lengthy nego-
tiations for creation of a new system ensued. In 1993, the government
and ANC agreed on a new constitution including creation of a National
Assembly that would be elected by party based on proportional represen-
tation. The National Assembly, in turn, would elect a president and form
a permanent constitution. In the spring of 1994, the country held its first
nonracial elections on the principle of one person, one vote, resulting in
the election of Mandela as president.

From the start, the new government was determined to confront the
past. Among its first reconciliation acts was creation of the Truth and
Reconciliation Commission (TRC) in 1995. The TRC was headed by No-
bel peace prize laureate Archbishop Desmond Tutu and charged with
investigating human rights abuses committed during the years 1960–
1994. It was given power to grant amnesty selectively to those who volun-
tarily confessed their crimes to the commission and to recommend com-
pensation to victims of abuse. A final report was to be delivered to the
state president on July 31, 1998, and made available to all South Africans.

The TRC sought a middle course between demands for truth and jus-
tice in a new society where apartheid (and its adherents) had been politi-
cally deposed, not militarily defeated. Truth was essential if violations of
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apartheid were to be avoided in the future, and to give voice, dignity,
acknowledgment, and a measure of compensation to apartheid’s victims
and their families. “Truth” was not intended to provide all South Afri-
cans with one uncontestable history. Rather, as Tutu argued, revealed
truth was designed to provide “frameworks” through which “the past
can be explored, the present viewed, and the future approached, in a
spirit of understanding, tolerance, unity, and reconciliation; they share
perceptions, attitudes and experiences with others, with the objective of
forging new perceptions and attitudes.”48 Justice could not be ignored
nor could it be fully pursued. Instead, the goal was somewhere between
“amnesia and justice.” Vengeance was not possible, given apartheid’s ne-
gotiated demise and the fact that the scope of discrimination would over-
whelm the judicial system. Nor was total justice desirable, given the goals
of reaching the truth and peacefully reuniting all South Africans. South
Africa sought what is called restorative rather than retributive justice.
Restorative justice, as described by Tutu, derives from the Xhosa concept
of Ubuntu:

Ubuntu says I am human only because you are human. If I undermine your
humanity I dehumanize myself. You must do what you can to maintain this
great harmony, which is perpetually undermined by resentment, anger, desire
for vengeance. That is why African jurisprudence is restorative rather than
retributive.49

The instrument of this middle ground was limited amnesty that would
be granted to those whose crimes were politically motivated and who
disclosed all they knew. Those who failed to come forward could be
prosecuted.50

Partial amnesty was acceptable to members of the former government
because they would not necessarily be prosecuted after the transfer of
power. For ANC and the new regime, partial amnesty was satisfactory
because it was granted by a new legitimate government rather than im-
posed by apartheid, and it set out objective conditions and procedures
for the prosecution of some offenses, thus enshrining due process and
equality before the law and providing some measure of retribution.51 In
practice, amnesty has been addressed on a case-by-case basis, with only
a small percentage of those requesting it receiving approval by the TRC.
By year-end 1998, for example, only 125 of 7,060 applicants had been
approved and 4,570 had been refused; the rest were pending.52
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But public reporting of the truth and granting limited amnesty were
only part of the TRC’s mandate. Equally important goals were to estab-
lish the basis for reparations, to recover and restore the identity of vic-
tims, and to recommend institutional and legislative changes that would
establish a new society based on principles of fairness and equality. To-
ward these ends, the TRC held more than 120 hearings throughout the
country, gathered over 22,000 statements from victims of human rights
abuses, investigated the role of professions and institutions in upholding
apartheid, recommended reparation payments to victims, and suggested
reforms in the political system designed to avoid repetition of past
wrongs. Much of this process was conducted publicly and broadcast on
radio and television as well as covered in the print media. Despite denun-
ciations by the Nationalist Party and last-minute efforts to scuttle the
report by ANC, the TRC delivered its 3,500-page document for public
review.

The TRC’s efforts are part of a larger process of reconciling the often-
conflicting political, economic, and cultural interests held by South Af-
rica’s diverse people. Political stability and greater racial peace were
established with decidedly few racial recriminations despite the country’s
past. South Africa has not rid itself of a culture of violence, intolerance,
distrust, or racial hatreds, but these characteristics are no longer its gov-
erning principles or predominant practices. Peaceful coexistence is the
norm, and thus far the nation has been spared the cycle of violence seen
in places such as Yugoslavia and Rwanda. The TRC, although criticized
by many and subjected to intense media scrutiny, must be credited with
fortifying political stability by reorienting the country’s moral climate
and establishing new respect for the rule of law and human rights.

South Africa substantially redefined its past. Its constitution and bill
of rights provide extensive guarantees for equality before the law and
outlawing of discrimination. The bill of rights also extends protection of
individual civil and economic liberties, including life, privacy, individual
security, speech, assembly, fair trial, safe environment, housing, educa-
tion, and health care. An independent judiciary was created to enforce
these provisions, and its authority has been respected.

Since the abolition of apartheid, political violence has decreased dra-
matically, but not disappeared. Certain regions of the country, such as
Kwa-Zulu Natal Province, continue to experience high levels of political
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tension, and nonpolitical criminal activity remains a national concern.
South Africa also faces daunting economic challenges given levels of pov-
erty, illiteracy, and income inequality that are legacies of apartheid.

Honduras
Since becoming independent in 1821, Honduras has seen nearly 300 in-
ternal rebellions, civil wars, and changes of government, half of the con-
flicts occurring in the 1900s. Until the midtwentieth century, Honduran
politics was authoritarian and dominated by the interests of foreign capi-
tal and large domestic landholders.

In the 1950s, the military emerged as an important political actor in
Honduran politics. By the 1980s, although ruled by nominally civilian
governments, the armed forces had become the country’s most powerful
political actor.

In that decade, the armed forces, particularly the counterterrorism unit
known as Battalion 3-16, the National Investigation Directorate (DNI),
and the Public Security Force, led a campaign of clandestine detention,
torture, and murder against suspected internal subversion. These domes-
tic security forces also infiltrated and disrupted labor, student, and peas-
ant groups they suspected of threatening national security. Fearful of
revolutions in neighboring countries, the private sector backed the mili-
tary, and civil society was too weak to provide meaningful resistance.
During this time, although not a civil war in name, several hundred peo-
ple disappeared, and others, especially peasant and union organizers,
were killed in an attempt to head off creation of antigovernment insur-
gencies then flourishing in neighboring countries. In addition, Honduras
soon became the main base for the U.S.-backed Contra war against Nica-
ragua and counterinsurgency efforts in El Salvador, further increasing the
power of the armed forces.

By 1990, international, regional, and domestic forces were compelling
changes in Honduran society. The end of both the Cold War and regional
revolutions led the United States to slash military aid to Honduras from
a high of $81.1 million in 1986 to $2.7 million in 1993. The U.S. em-
bassy, a former proponent of the Honduran armed forces, became a se-
vere critic and urged greater civilian control of the military. The electoral
defeat of the Sandinistas in Nicaragua in 1990 and the end of the Sal-
vadoran civil war hastened the army’s decline in power and spurred in-
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stitutional reforms under President Rafael Callejas. Responding to the
changed external environment and the turnaround in U.S. policy, domes-
tic society (human rights groups, students, the Roman Catholic Church,
the press, and business) joined in a strong antimilitary movement.

Pressures from these groups and from the United States compelled a
reluctant President Callejas to initiate a series of reconciliation measures
by appointing a respected jurist, Leo Valladares, to the new post of hu-
man rights commissioner and by creating an Ad Hoc Commission for
Institutional Reform. To guarantee its independence, the human rights
commissioner was to be selected by the president from a list provided by
a National Reconciliation Commission and could be removed only by a
two-thirds vote of that commission. All civil and military authorities were
to cooperate with, and could not suspend, Commissioner Valladares’s
investigations.

Shortly after his selection, Valladares began investigating a pattern of
disappearances that had taken place in Honduras from 1980 to 1993,
most during the early 1980s. He justified his efforts on two grounds.
First, it was necessary to know the truth and to do justice to achieve
reconciliation of all Hondurans because it was impossible to forgive with-
out knowing what happened or who was responsible.53 Second, inves-
tigation was necessary to restore public confidence in state institutions,
especially the judiciary.

Valladares found 179 cases of disappearances masterminded by the
armed forces. He named several members of the army high command
and specific units, such as Intelligence Battalion 3-16, as responsible for
them, and criticized the court system for its inaction in the matter. His
report recommended that those apparently involved be tried by appro-
priate courts, and provided a list of those who occupied military posts
during the years involved. In addition, the report recommended investiga-
tions of all judges and magistrates who denied habeus corpus petitions
filed by family members of the disappeared, changes in laws governing
detentions, periodic visits of human rights groups to detention centers,
and establishment of a special commission to find clandestine cemeteries.
It further recommended extradition of foreign military advisors or Con-
tras involved in disappearances, separation of military and police func-
tions, civilian control over military intelligence, institution of human
rights education, and adhesion of Honduras to several human rights
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treaties. Finally, it recommended an official apology, compensation, and
an official monument to the disappeared. The report was published in
January 1994, and excerpts appeared in the local press.

As Valladares’s investigation proceeded and in response to private
sector complaints about the nation’s flawed judicial system, President
Callejas appointed a high level Ad Hoc Commission chaired by Arch-
bishop Andres Rodriguez. In 1993, the Ad Hoc Commission recom-
mended that an independent public ministry be established under the
jurisdiction of a prosecutor general that would include a new civilian Di-
rector of Criminal Investigation (DIC) to replace the notorious, military-
controlled DNI. The commission further recommended reforms of the
entire Public Security Force with the aim of its eventual demilitarization.
Congress passed enabling legislation for creation of the Public Ministry
and DIC by December 1993, about the same time that Valladeres issued
his report and President Roberto Reina took office.

The Reina administration sped up political reforms, solidified civil
order, and increased civilian control over the armed forces. Important
achievements of this administration included abolition of military draft
and legislation transferring the national police from military to civilian
authority. Reina drastically reduced the size of the armed forces from
26,000 in the 1980s to less than 12,000 by 1996. He exercised the prerog-
ative of appointing his own Defense Minister in 1996, breaking the prece-
dent of accepting the nominee of the armed forces leadership.54

Reina’s administration also implemented many institutional reforms
recommended by the Ad Hoc Commission. In June 1994, the military’s
DNI was disbanded and replaced by the civilian-controlled DIC. The
Public Ministry began its operations and appointed a prosecutor general.
The administration also created an important precedent by paying finan-
cial compensation to families of two victims who disappeared in the
1980s in fulfillment of a finding by the Inter-American Court of Justice.
Reina prudently reduced the military budget while avoiding unnecessary
confrontation with the military.

Limits to civilian control over the military remain, however, as the
armed forces retain certain specific roles under the constitution. They
remain guarantors of the electoral process and executive succession, and
the president must share commander-in-chief powers with the chief of
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the armed forces. Perhaps the strongest evidence of limits to reform has
been the difficulty of the judiciary in bringing active-duty or retired mili-
tary officers to trial for alleged human rights violations. In July 1995, for
example, nine officers and enlisted men were called to testify in a case
involving illegal detention and torture of six students in 1982. All nine
refused to cooperate, and when arrest warrants were issued for three of
the officers that fall, they went into hiding.

In 1997, Honduras held democratic elections for a new president, uni-
cameral congress, and mayors. Although its history is one of poverty and
praetorian governments, Honduras made progress in restoring order after
a period of increased internal conflict. Several democratic reforms were
consolidated in the 1990s, and a return to the political violence of the
1980s does not appear likely. Supported by the media and several na-
tional and international groups, human rights and civil liberties are rea-
sonably well protected. The role of the military as a political actor has
been substantially reduced, and the range of political participants has
broadened.

Findings

Although each case study is different, these brief summaries of national
conflicts, reconciliation event or events, and postreconciliation relations
reveal certain distinct patterns. Most important, those countries that rec-
onciled successfully, that is, restored lasting social order, did so through
a protracted process of recognition of harm and public truth telling, re-
definition of identities and social roles of antagonists, and partial justice
short of revenge, not merely through signal sending in a negotiated bar-
gain. An untidy, seemingly idiosyncratic, but undeniably patterned pro-
cess of national forgiveness was the foundation of successful national
reconciliations. The three instances of reconciliations confined to a nego-
tiated bargain—Colombia, Yemen, and Chad—did not lead to long-term
restoration of peace (table 2.1).

Negotiation and signal sending were initial steps in many of these cases.
The impetus for negotiation was not always the product of precisely rea-
soned signal sending designed to maximize interest, although some cases
fit this description (e.g., South Africa). In other cases, negotiation was
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Table 2.1
Presence of Forgiveness Factors and Outcome

Public Redefinition Call for
Truth Partial of Social a New

Country Telling Justice Identities Relationship Outcome

Colombia No No No Yes Conflict
North Yemen No No Partial Yes Conflict
Chad Partial No No Yes Conflict
Argentina Yes Yes Yes Yes Peace
Uruguay Partial Yes Yes Yes Peace
Chile Yes Yes Yes Yes Peace
El Salvador Yes Yes Yes Yes Peace
Mozambique Yes No Yes Yes Peace
South Africa Yes Yes Yes Yes Peace
Honduras Yes Yes Yes Yes Peace

the last resort of belligerents driven by fear, revulsion, loss of control, or
simple exhaustion with violence.

Although negotiation was part of all the cases, the rational choice sig-
naling model provides little guidance as to how and when it leads to
restoration of civil order. Negotiation and signaling may be a necessary
part of a reconciliation, but they clearly are not sufficient, as the examples
of Colombia, Chad, and Yemen illustrate. Furthermore, reconciliation
signals can meet virtually all conditions for signaling success noted in
chapter 1—costliness, novelty, irrevocability, and noncontingency—yet
fail to restore lasting order, as the case of Chad reveals. Conversely,
secret, low-cost, and highly contingent negotiations, as was the case
in Uruguay, can be part of successful national reconciliation. In short,
the mere existence of, or conditions surrounding, negotiations is not a
good predictor of possibilities for long-run restoration of social order
(table 2.2).

Instead, the cases strongly suggest that much more than launching, or
even concluding, negotiations is required for reconciliation to restore or-
der to state and society. Below, we consider how the pattern of recogni-
tion of the harm through truth telling, redefinition of self and other, and
limited justice were reflected in the cases and how this pattern established
successful national reconciliation.
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Table 2.2
Presence of Signaling Factors and Outcome

Costliness Irrevocable/
Country Vulnerability Novelty Voluntary Noncontingent Outcome

Colombia Yes Yes No Yes Conflict
North Yemen Yes Yes Yes No Conflict
Chad Yes Yes Partial Yes Conflict
Argentina Yes Yes No No Peace
Uruguay No No No No Peace
Chile Yes Yes Yes No Peace
El Salvador Yes No Partial No Peace
Mozambique No Yes Yes No Peace
South Africa Yes Yes Yes Yes Peace
Honduras Yes Yes Partial No Peace

Recognition of Harm and Truth Telling
Extensive truth telling was a part of each successful reconciliation and
absent from the three unsuccessful ones. Moreover, with the exceptions
of Uruguay and Mozambique, it was one of the first acts of interim or
new governments.

In many instances the victimized population was clear about what
abuses had occurred and who had carried them out. In small, densely
populated societies such as Uruguay and El Salvador, few were untouched
by violence and few did not know their victimizer. Thus the importance
of a truth commission was not only in uncovering the truth, as was the
case in Argentina or Chile, but in acknowledging it. Aryeh Neier wrote,
“Knowledge that is officially sanctioned” becomes “part of the public
cognitive scene that is not there when it is merely the ‘truth.’ ”55 Official
acknowledgment of what has long been denied can psychologically begin
to heal societal wounds because it unmasks an official lie and strips away
impunity. Acknowledgment can be especially important when justice, in
the form of punishment of the guilty or reparations for the victims, is
difficult to extract. In such cases, truth may act as a substitute for, rather
than a complement to, justice.56

The degree of official acknowledgment of truth varied considerably
from case to case. In Chile, President Aylwin formally received the report
and in a televised speech accepted responsibility as head of state for the
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actions of the state’s agents. In Honduras and South Africa, reports were
prepared in existing state institutions, carrying the message of official
acknowledgment. In contrast, in El Salvador the truth was accepted
grudgingly and partially, and in Uruguay the government did not for-
mally accept or reject the truth report.57 In Mozambique, truth was un-
earthed by civil society.

In every case, results of investigations into truth were widely publicized
and disseminated in the forms of best-selling books, television shows,
movie documentaries, sermons, and newspaper exposes. The truth was
not buried in an inaccessible government report, but deliberately pack-
aged and promulgated so as to be accessible to a large swath of the public.
Jon Sobrino, commenting on the Salvadoran report, noted the power of
public truth: “It is a known anthropological fact that we human beings
develop knowledge when we express it in words. . . . We cannot avoid
facts which are aired publicly.”58

Truth telling is not always in a society’s immediate self-interest, how-
ever, as it entails substantial risks to social order. It runs the risk of creat-
ing greater resentment among participants to civil conflict and of opening
old wounds and inflicting new ones on an already fragmented society.
Those implicated in truth telling—the military, judiciary, and guerril-
las—often have a strong interest is seeing that certain facts are not un-
covered and publicly acknowledged. These groups could, if unduly
threatened, resort to violence to stop the process. Even those not culp-
able have warned of the danger of investigation and promulgation
of truth in a politically fragile environment.59 Nonetheless, many coun-
tries chose to pursue this path despite the paradoxical fact that such
inquiry risks intensifying animosity and conflict and rekindling violence.
Guillermo O’Donnell and Philippe Schmitter suggested a deeper logic
to the process of pursuing truth: “By refusing to confront and purge it-
self of its worst fears and resentments, such a society would be burying
not just its past but the very ethical values it needs to make its future
livable.”60

Truth telling was directly linked to the pursuit of justice and redefini-
tion of the identities and roles of parties to the conflict. In many cases,
findings of truth commissions provided the evidentiary foundation and
a pool of witnesses for the pursuit of justice against those named in re-
ports. For example, Argentina’s Nunca Mas was turned over directly to
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federal prosecutors and led to numerous inquiries and prosecutions. This
was the case in Honduras and South Africa as well.

The process is also linked to a different notion of justice: reparations
for, and restoration of, the identity and good name of victims of violence.
Truth telling acknowledges victims and restores their identity, as well as
identifying the perpetrators. Or, as a Chilean commentator said, without
memory “we do not know who we are . . . we wander aimlessly, not
knowing where to go. Without memory there is no identity.”61

Social and political roles also are reshaped. Armed with the authority
of official truth, truth commissions and fact-finding bodies are often em-
powered to make detailed policy and institutional recommendations and
push fundamental reforms and a redefinition of societal relations. El Sal-
vador and South Africa are perhaps the most graphic examples of the
connection between official truth and redefinition of social actors, but
this feature of redefinition was present in most cases.

Truth telling does not complete the process of reconciliation. Instead
it opens up a public space for reconciliation by allowing a formerly taboo
subject to become amenable to the action of political bodies and future
policies. Truth telling is “one part of a broader process . . . [to] help spark
a longer term process of national healing and reconciliation.”62 It plays
a critical, perhaps indispensable, role in the process of national reconcilia-
tion and contributes directly and indirectly to the redefinition of identity
and limited justice essential to complete the process.

Redefinition of Self and Other
Evidence of redefinition of parties to a conflict whereby the narrow identi-
ties of victim and perpetrator or repressor and insurgent are replaced
with a new sense of self and other that makes a new relationship possible
appears throughout cases of successful reconciliation. The process can
begin with recognition and dialogue, as was the case in El Salvador. Com-
batants may first recognize each other as both part of the problem and
part of the solution in a negotiation.

Recognition and redefinition can also occur during truth telling and
remembrance of those who disappeared, the ultimate loss of identity be-
cause “they are deprived of the last link they had with society . . . the
right of being at a particular place at a particular time.”63 For survivors
and their families, truth telling can provide a means for redefinition of
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self. Truth commissions often provide the first sympathetic hearing for
these victims. Listening to their stories offers a sense of redress and whole-
ness for participants. Recording and publishing these reports is an oppor-
tunity for those affected to transcend their role as victim and assume again
the role of citizen. South Africa’s truth and reconciliation reports provide
numerous examples of this.

Successful reconciliations also redefined the role and relationships of
important social groups and institutions. Former belligerents from the
left were often brought into the political process. The military was often
depoliticized or its role in the political process subjected to new con-
straints. Although its impunity was removed, its role as protector of the
nation was never completely disavowed. That is, its power was circum-
scribed, but its legitimate institutional prerogative, or identity, was reori-
ented, not destroyed. What often changes is the armed forces’ “messianic
self-image as the institution ultimately interpreting and insuring the high-
est interests of the nation.”64 The military’s identity shifts from that of
ultimate guardian of the national interest with a preoccupation with in-
ternal security to “some more credible and orthodox role as defender of
the country’s (or the region’s) external security.”65 This change is seen
most clearly in Argentina and El Salvador. In addition to a new role for
the military, in many cases judiciaries were strengthened, civil society was
restored or encouraged, and political parties were empowered.

The cases vary in their forms of institutional redefinition. In Chile the
emphasis was on reparations to victims, reduction of the military’s role,
and restoration of identities of the disappeared. In El Salvador and South
Africa the emphasis was on judicial and political reform and restoration
of victims, in Uruguay and Mozambique on restoring or rebuilding demo-
cratic institutions and the role of political parties, in Argentina on victims’
rights and restricting the military’s influence in the political process, and
in Honduras on instituting civilian control over the government security
apparatus. In every case, countries that successfully reconciled established
a set of new identities for key social actors.

Justice Short of Revenge
In every instance of successful reconciliation save Mozambique justice
was meted out, but never in full measure. This fact may be lamentable,
even tragic, from certain legal or moral perspectives, yet it is consistent
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with the requisites of restoring social order postulated in the forgiveness
hypothesis. In all cases of successful reconciliation, retributive justice
could neither be ignored nor fully achieved.66

Full judicial accountability was inhibited by the possibility of a back-
lash from a still-powerful military or other group involved in civil vio-
lence that could endanger the larger process of restoration of peace.
Furthermore, in some cases the judiciary was implicated in abuses and
was incapable of applying justice impartially. Instead, the decision was
often made to draw a line under past human rights violations in the name
of national reconciliation. Balance was struck between the needs of moral
and legal responsibility against the actual balance of power in fragile soci-
eties and the compromised ability of local judiciaries.

Therefore, we see the granting of full (Uruguay), near total (Chile), or
partial (Argentina and South Africa) amnesty to those potentially respon-
sible for wrongdoing. Amnesty, a word whose root is from “amnesia,”
is often a palliative for the powerful prescription of truth telling and re-
definition of social identities. The timing of amnesty is important to the
level of justice achieved. Blanket amnesty given early in reconciliation,
as was attempted in Chile and implemented in Uruguay, severely limited
the realization of justice. Granted later in the process, as was the case in
El Salvador, Argentina, and South Africa, it allowed for prosecution of
some of the guilty, helped push out of office abusive political or military
figures, and speeded the process of institutional reform.

Disturbing as it may be, people appear able to tolerate a substantial
amount of injustice wrought by amnesty in the name of social peace. One
commentator acknowledged that in choosing between them, “people will
take a high degree of peace and some imperfect realization of justice.”67

Reasons for the limitations on justice are several. As noted, there is the
danger of provoking still-powerful security forces or other elements of
society to take recourse by destabilizing society and the rule of law.

Second, some elements of the society, not just perpetrators, viewed vio-
lence as occurring during a state of war. This context for interpreting events
makes it difficult to determine which actions were excessive or criminal and
which were legitimate in warfare. As one white South African lamented,
“How can I apologize for an act of war? War is war.”68 This justification,
or rationalization, depending on one’s point of view, was offered in virtually
all of the countries as a reason to limit the scope of judicial inquiry.
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Third is the problem that guilt and responsibility for the evils and
crimes of the previous order were widely shared. Some maintained that
where state repression and terror received political support from most
of the population, and where a large part of the population was recruited
into active or passive collaboration, national reconciliation is best
served not by settling past scores but by accepting a measure of truth
telling and acknowledgment that violation of rights occurred, while
making a fresh start with all sides eligible to participate in the work
ahead.69

Finally, it is possible that amnesty is not merely the distasteful price of
compromise. At least in instances when it is endorsed by most of the
population (Uruguay) or their legitimate representatives (South Africa),
it represents an expression of mercy and is a gift of those who have suf-
fered.70 Whereas it may abridge the rights of the suffering to grant am-
nesty of expediency, so too would it abridge the rights of those who
suffered to deny them the right to be merciful.

Whether for reasons of force majeure or other considerations, imper-
fect justice is often tolerated in the name of societal order.71 What justice
is secured is usually achieved through extensive truth telling, material
reparations for some victims, and limited prosecutions of individuals,
with punishment being loss of impunity, reputation, moral standing, of-
fice, or privileges, more often than incarceration.

Commitment to a Renewed but Different Relationship
Finally, each case of order-restoring reconciliation was accompanied by
a national commitment to a new social relationship that transcended the
antagonism of the war years. Legislatures passed solemn resolutions,
peace accords were signed and embraces exchanged by heads of formerly
rival groups, statues and monuments to the tragedy were erected, text-
books were rewritten, and a thousand other actions, large and small, were
undertaken to underscore the notion that the past was different and the
future more hopeful.

Conclusion

These findings are significant from theoretical and practical perspectives,
points we will return to in chapters 4 and 5. For now, our study illustrates
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that a key political challenge at the start of this century—resolving civil
conflict and obtaining or restoring social stability and peace through rec-
onciliation—cannot be understood, and patterns of human behavior that
explain sociality cannot be fully perceived, using a rational choice signal-
ing model. Negotiation among self-interested players was a part, but only
a part, of a much deeper, more protracted, more emotive pattern of be-
havior that can be recognized and understood only through a different
model based on different assumptions about human nature. Assumptions
of evolutionary psychology, a theory of the mind and human behavior
that looks for evolved, emotionally directed, mental processes and pat-
terns of behavior, allows us to generate a forgiveness hypothesis that car-
ries more insight as to why and how national reconciliation serves as a
mechanism for restoring social order after civil war. This approach inte-
grates human rationality and human emotion in a hypothesis of social
behavior that is more efficacious with regard to understanding the impor-
tant political problem of national reconciliation.

This finding, which neither proves nor disproves either model or their
paradigmatic assumptions, is a challenge to rational choice as the only
foundational approach to the study of politics. It also questions its role
as the scientific approach to politics. Rational choice is scientific in the
sense of making its assumptions explicit and following the scientific
method of generating and testing hypotheses. On the other hand, it may
be unscientific in that it is not wholly consistent with the most widely
accepted scientific finding of the past two centuries: humans, like all spe-
cies, are the product of an evolutionary process that shaped our physical
features and characteristics, including the structure and, in some measure,
function of our minds. We must ask if a theory can be scientific if it rests
on assumptions about the human mind and human behavior that are not
well supported by the majority of evidence generated by other fields of
human inquiry; in this case by modern biology and neuroscience. We
consider this question in chapter 4.

Many, ourselves included, can accept this limitation when rational
choice models provide useful insights into explaining political behavior,
and in many instances they do. But even as a heuristic device, rational
choice may not always be appropriate. As illustrated in this analysis of
civil war and reconciliation, excessive reliance on its assumptions can be
limiting for those seeking explanations of important political phenomena.
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An evolutionary biological foundation for generating political hypoth-
eses has its own strengths and weaknesses, some theoretical, some meth-
odological, and some historical, although some critiques are misguided.
But it is equally as or more scientific in the explicitness and accuracy of
its assumptions and its amenability to the scientific method. Moreover,
it is consistent with established facts and predominant theories in the
natural sciences—a basic problem for most social science. Evolutionary
psychology integrates emotion and specific rational processes, currently
our best understanding of the human mind, rather than leaving those
findings outside the model and substituting an assumption of general ra-
tionality in generating hypotheses (we discuss these and other broad ques-
tions in chapter 4). Furthermore, as a heuristic it provides a foundation
for a model that illuminates and helps explain a critical question not ex-
plicable by a rational choice approach: why and how does reconciliation
often work to restore civil order?



3
International War and Reconciliation

As man advances in civilization, and small tribes are united into larger communi-
ties, the simplest reason would tell each individual that he ought to extend his
social instincts and sympathies to all the members of the same nation, though
personally unknown to him. This point being once reached, there is only an arti-
ficial barrier to prevent his sympathies extending to men of all nations and races.

—Charles Darwin1

What role, if any, do reconciliation events play in international relations?
For a variety of reasons, that question is rarely considered in the literature
of international relations.2 We saw in chapter 1, however, that belliger-
ents involved in international conflicts also engage in reconciliation events
and that, in some cases, those events appear to coincide with a reduction
in future bilateral conflict. Could the signaling or forgiveness models also
explain in some way postreconciliation conflict reduction between states?

That question presupposes the possibility of an international society,
that states exist in a social system that possesses many features of individ-
ual nations or small-scale societies.3 The presumption is a fundamental
point of contention in international relations theory.

The realist tradition in international relations generally denies the exis-
tence of an international society. Rather, states exist in an international
system4 that is fundamentally anarchic. At the other extreme, the commu-
nitarian tradition sees the fundamental unit, or goal, of international rela-
tions as the community of humankind. Both approaches have deep roots:
for realists, Hobbes, Machiavelli, and Thucydides; for communitarians,
Kant and Rousseau.

Between these extremes lies what writers since Grotius have described
as a middle way, an international society of states.5 This view holds that
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the anarchy of international relations and the actions of states, the most
important agents of the system, are tempered by a society that regulates
state behavior and to which states are committed to maintain. Hedley
Bull provides a succinct and widely cited definition:

A society of states (or international society) exists when a group of states, con-
scious of certain common interests and common values, form a society in the
sense that they conceive themselves to be bound by a common set of rules in their
relations with one another, and share in the workings of common institutions.6

International society reveals itself in institutions such as diplomacy, inter-
national law, the balance of power, the concert of powers, and accepted
norms of behavior7 for a particular historical and sociological context.8

The chief function of these institutions and principles is to maintain soci-
etal order.9 They are essential to the survival of the international system.

It is not our goal to resolve this long-standing theoretical dispute here,
only to note that its existence means that a plausible case can be made
that, despite differences in size, complexity, or decentralization of author-
ity, international society may be a society nonetheless. It is, Evan Luard
proposed, “at least an association of nations, groups, and individuals, in
regular communication with each other, engaging in formal and official
relationships as well as unofficial contacts, having economic, cultural,
and social, as well as military interrelationships, with its own traditions
of intercourse, expected norms of behavior, and its own institutions for
mutual discussion of common problems.”10 As such, it is appropriate to
consider the applicability of the models of reconciliation developed and
applied earlier to nations to the international arena. In so doing, we will
test the scope and utility of the models and perhaps shed additional light
on this debate.

We briefly examine the eight cases of international reconciliation cited
in chapter 1. Each one has been the subject of earlier study and some,
such as the Egyptian–Israeli case, have received extensive examination.
As in our discussion of civil conflicts, our goal is only to summarize suc-
cinctly the cases to assess the overall applicability of the contending mod-
els. In the findings section, we consider the relevance of the models to an
explanation of the cases. In our conclusion to this chapter we return to
the implications of these findings for this broad theoretical debate and to
the question of the reach and relevance of reconciliation in international
conflict resolution.
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Case Studies

USSR–West Germany
Russian–German relations have a long history of mistrust based on politi-
cal and ideological differences tempered by mutual admiration for ele-
ments of each other’s culture. Neither state has natural boundaries, so it
is perhaps inevitable that Russian desires for westward expansion and
inclusion in Europe and German desires for eastward expansion and uni-
fication of the Germanic people have resulted in conflict between the
nations.

Hitler’s fascist ideology was based largely on the concept of pan-
Germanism, that the German people had a special historical destiny. In
the 1930s, Hitler came to regard the Soviet’s Bolshevist government as
“Semitic” and an obstacle to the goal of pan-Germanism.11 Both he and
Stalin suspected that war between them was inevitable, but Hitler’s more
immediate concerns focused on full German rearmament and avoiding a
two-front war.

With little alternative in light of the weakened state of the Russian
military after the purges, Stalin concluded a nonaggression pact with Hit-
ler in 1939 to avoid military engagement, and, subsequently, a secret
treaty dividing Polish lands between them. Having bought peace, as he
believed, Stalin was unprepared for Hitler’s 1941 decision to attack Rus-
sia, resulting in the German army reaching Stalingrad and almost entering
Moscow. The Soviet counterattack drove Hitler back, and Soviet forces
eventually defeated the German army, resulting in the liberation of east-
ern Europe from the Third Reich. However, the cost was catastrophic.
Russian cities lay in rubble, and the final count of Russians dead from
combat or concentration and labor camps was over 27 million.

After giving part of its lands to Poland, Germany was divided in two,
with East Germany under Soviet occupation and West Germany under
the Western sphere of influence. Communism soon replaced Nazism as
the enemy in the eyes of the West. Western Europe threw its lot in with
the United States as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was
founded with the purpose of keeping the Communist threat confined.
From the Russian perspective, they had paid a terrible price to German
expansionist ambitions, and they were determined to keep Germany from
ever uniting again to prevent future attempts at pan-Germanism. Thus,
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its post-World War II goals placed the Soviet Union in an inherently trou-
bling position: keeping the Germans apart while trying to achieve normal
relations with West Germany and keep it from participating wholeheart-
edly in the American agenda. This goal was complicated further by two
factors: economic stagnation inside the USSR and Russian economic reli-
ance on West German trade.

The Soviet Union did not recognize the West German government for
several years, considering it an American puppet. West German Chancel-
lor Konrad Adenauer was struggling to effect rapprochement with the
West and to rebuild the state, so he had little interest in the East except
as it involved East Germany.12

It was not until 1967 that a crucial link to reconciliation was forged.
Social Democrat candidate for chancellor Willy Brandt had been West
German ambassador to the Soviet Union. He advocated improved ties
between West Germany and the USSR and eastern Europe to improve,
in turn, relations with East Germany. His Ostpolitik won him recognition
in the Kremlin.13

With Brandt’s accession as chancellor, relations between West Ger-
many and the USSR improved, although they were constrained by the
context of the Cold War and the East–West alliance structure. Nonethe-
less, Brandt and Foreign Affairs Minister Walter Scheel pursued negotia-
tions with the Soviets. Their efforts bore fruit in a reconciliation event
when the Soviet Union signed a treaty with West Germany, whereby,
in exchange for trade agreements and credits, the Soviets recognized the
existing borders of eastern European states. The USSR–West German
Renunciation of Force Treaty of 1970 rejected the use of force in their
bilateral relationship and called for respect for the territorial integrity of
the present European states. An amended letter to the treaty stated, how-
ever, that this renunciation did not conflict with German political obli-
gations to seek reunification.14 Of importance, this agreement allowed
Brandt to pursue his Ostpolitik with other eastern European countries.

In the 1980s, the domestic economic situation in the USSR was declin-
ing rapidly, and Moscow relied increasingly on its intra-German eco-
nomic relationship for technology and finished products. By decade’s end,
East Germans, realizing Moscow’s weakened economic state and disincli-
nation to use military force, took advantage of a window of opportunity
afforded by a new travel law to take a stand at the Berlin Wall and de-
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mand to be let through. As people on both sides of the wall became caught
up in the surge of emotion, they began to disassemble the barrier that had
been erected during the height of the Cold War. Faced with the realities of
the situation, Moscow conceded to the wishes of the German people to
be reunified, but demanded that the USSR have an integral part in the
negotiations for reunification and substantial reparations.

Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev initially believed that unification
should not be forced but should take place gradually.15 He and Soviet
Foreign Minister Eduard Sheverdnadze initially rejected a united Ger-
many in NATO, stressing that the idea of Germany allied with the West-
ern camp was unacceptable to the Soviets after they had sustained such
enormous losses during the Second World War.16 After the Berlin Wall
fell, however, the Soviet leadership had no clear concept of a unified Ger-
many or the rights of the former allied powers. After much debate during
the “Two Plus Four” talks, which included the two German states and the
four former allied powers, the Soviet government conceded to all terms of
unification desired by the Germans, including the right to choose which
alliance system they would join.17 In exchange, the Germans promised to
honor all trade and debt obligations between the Soviets and the German
Democratic Republic, increase future trade, extend more than eight bil-
lion in Deutsche marks (DM) loans, and provide more than DM 15 bil-
lion in compensation for troop withdrawal. The Germans also agreed to
the concept of reparations for Soviet victims of Nazi Germany.18

The German desire for rapid troop withdrawal and the willingness of
the Soviets to bring their troops home in exchange for additional compen-
sation helped the nations cooperate. In September 1990, the two nations
signed a twenty-year friendship treaty that agreed “to finally be done
with the past, and to use understanding and reconciliation to achieve an
important contribution toward the overcoming of Europe’s division.”19

This reconciliation event is the first of its kind since the one negotiated
by Brandt in 1970, and maintains that neither side will use force against
the other and that both will honor the territorial integrity of the current
borders of all European states. It also calls for greater technological ex-
change and trade as well as protecting Soviet war memorials and banning
the National Socialist (Nazi) movement.

The war and reconciliation between these countries was profoundly
influenced by domestic factors—the civil conflict and partition of the
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German people—and international systemic factors—the Cold War and
the bipolar East–West alliance structure. Nonetheless, it is possible to
focus on the applicability of the two models to the relationship. We find
a strong fit between the expectations of the signaling hypothesis and im-
provement in bilateral relations. The reconciliation events were character-
ized by costly concessions on both sides (for example, Soviet concessions
left leaders vulnerable to charges of ideological weakness and threatened
to undermine the internal alliance relations of the Communist bloc),
novel breaks with the past (particularly Brandt’s Ostpolitik), and largely
voluntary and irrevocable commitments, all leading to lasting improve-
ment in the relationship. In contrast, factors associated with forgive-
ness—truth telling, partial justice, redefinition of identity, and the call
for a new relationship—were not pronounced. Neither country has fully
explored the truths of the wartime years, especially in the East, as archives
are only recently available. Russia has not secured formal reparations for
the war. A fundamental redefinition of identities was not possible within
the alliance structure of the Cold War and is only recently a possibility
as Germany is reunified, the Soviet Union dissolved, and Russia democra-
tized. The 1990 Friendship Treaty does represent a call for a new relation-
ship, however.

India–China
Sino–Indian relations during the twentieth century were characterized by
regional competition for power, distrust, and political miscalculation.
The cause of the brief border war in 1962 was a territorial dispute, under-
lying which were their respective regional and international roles. China’s
desire to be a world power and regional leader clashed with Indian aspira-
tions for regional leadership and economic development.

Colonialism sowed the seeds of the dispute. In 1914, at the Simla Con-
vention, British and Tibetans established a Himalayan border that gave
a strategically advantaged position to British India; this became known
as the MacMahon Line. China, the dominant power in Tibet, never rati-
fied the agreement, however, and refused to recognize the new border.
Historically, eastern countries had seldom concerned themselves with
designating precise borders, many of which were imposed by western
nations as they raced to define the extent of their imperial holdings.20

However, with the departure of the British from India in 1949, and de-
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spite mutual desires for neighborly relations, China and India found
themselves in the midst of a boundary dispute fueled by nationalism and
conflicting strategic interests.21

The initial British boundary agreements served the purpose of placing
a buffer state, Tibet, between China and India. The Chinese held suzer-
ainty, but not sovereignty, over this region. India and China in the post-
imperialist era agreed that the concept of a buffer state was a remnant
of imperial politics and therefore undesirable. Nevertheless, neither coun-
try was willing to give up its claim to these disputed border lands. To
China, Tibet rightfully belonged to it, and negotiations made with the
British under imperial domination were seen as void, especially since
the Simla Convention agreement neglected to obtain Chinese consent to
the MacMahon Line.22

In 1950, China’s People’s Liberation Army (PLA) invaded Tibet, occu-
pying the land and exercising direct control over the Tibetan government
in contravention of Indian interests in limited Chinese control. The Indian
government, recognizing it could do nothing to dislodge the PLA, worked
to improve relations with China bilaterally while courting other Himala-
yan nations such as Sikkim, Nepal, and Bhutan.23 These efforts culmi-
nated in China and India signing the Panch Sheel (Five Principles) Treaty
in 1954. These principles were nonencroachment of territory, noninter-
ference in each other’s internal affairs, nonaggression, peaceful coexis-
tence, and equality of status for mutual benefit. By design, the treaty was
bound to fail because the two nations had not agreed on their borders
and, hence, what was considered an internal affair. Indian Prime Minister
Jawaharlal Nehru hoped the treaty and his country’s acquiescence on the
Tibet issue would lead China to reciprocate by granting India’s border
claim to the MacMahon Line.

Such efforts to placate China were undermined by Indian public opin-
ion, which was far more outspoken than the government regarding Chi-
na’s occupation of Tibet. India was home to more than 100,000 Tibetan
refugees, including Tibet’s head of state and spiritual leader, the Dalai
Lama. These refugees worked to raise awareness of their plight and oppo-
sition toward China’s policies in their country.24 Inflammatory comments
by the media and the public about China’s Tibet policy heightened ten-
sions with the Chinese government, who considered the rhetoric as med-
dling in its internal affairs. Despite the Panch Sheel Treaty, relations
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continued to worsen due to failure to resolve key territorial disputes. Five
years later Chinese and Indian troops exchanged fire on the border south
of Migytun, heralding the border war of 1962.

The war resulted in India suffering a quick and humiliating defeat and
China occupying 14,500 square miles of Indian territory and laying claim
to another 30,000 square miles. The conflict did nothing to settle the
dispute about the MacMahon Line, and it heightened hostility between
the countries to such an extent that negotiation was out of the question.

Postwar relations continued to be stormy as India supported Tibetan
autonomy and China supported insurgencies in the northeast of India
and West Bengal. In part because India felt threatened by China’s power
and influence in the region, it signed a treaty of friendship, coopera-
tion, and peace with the Soviet Union in August 1971. The Sino–Soviet
split made this treaty a source of Chinese concern.

The Indian government’s position on Tibet began to change after Ban-
gladesh (East Pakistan) liberated itself from Pakistan in 1971. The Indian
government, fearing Chinese support for independence movements in In-
dia, especially after India absorbed Sikkim in 1974, adopted the position
that Tibet was part of China.25 Although China did not recognize India’s
absorption of Sikkim, New Delhi’s change in posture diffused some of
the tension between the Asian giants.

Indian Prime Minister Indira Gandhi made a tentative first step toward
reconciliation in 1976 by restoring ambassador-level relations between
the countries. The deaths of Mao Zedong and Zhou Enlai, main archi-
tects of the 1962 war, facilitated this move. Relations suffered a setback
in 1979, however, when Indian Foreign Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee
toured Beijing to discuss normalization and the border dispute. His visit
became a source of political embarrassment for the Chinese and shock
for the Indians when China attacked Vietnam during his visit. Deng
Xiaoping, in a public address, compared the attack on Vietnam to Chi-
na’s punitive war with India, stating that China would “teach the Viet-
namese a lesson” just as it had India. This insensitivity was mirrored
eighteen months later by the Indians when Indira Gandhi recognized the
Vietnamese-imposed, Soviet-supported regime in Cambodia.26

Despite these political miscues, the two governments agreed to a series
of annual talks from 1981 until 1988 to discuss the border issue. The
talks accomplished little and were marred by an exchange of fire in 1987
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at the Sumdurong Chu border, which almost led to a second war. Never-
theless, the dialogue helped to pave the way for a major breakthrough in
diplomacy when Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi visited China in December
1988. This visit was the first to China by an Indian prime minister since
Jawarhalal Nehru visited Mao thirty-four years earlier. Deng Xiaoping
met with Ghandi as part of the reconciliation event and called for set-
ting aside differences between the countries and expanding cooperative
relations.27

Motives for the reconciliation event on both sides were varied, but in
1988, with the weakened state of the Soviet Union and the possibility
of Sino–Soviet rapprochement, reconciliation with China was a strategic
move for India. Moreover, a foreign policy success in the form of Sino–
Indian reconciliation could help quell domestic dissatisfaction and reverse
the tide of public opinion that was increasingly critical of Rajiv Gandhi’s
leadership. In addition, India was eager to tap into the enormous Chinese
market and expand its trade relationship. For China, reconciliation with
India would strengthen its influence in Asia at the expense of a declining
Soviet Union.28 China also saw India as a gateway through which it could
gain influence in the nonaligned movement and access to global forums
such as the G-77 and the G-15.29

The summit culminated in the establishment of a Joint Working Group
to deal exclusively with the border question, and it was partially success-
ful at bringing about a rapprochement. The visit, however, furnished new
fuel for the Indian public’s fire of disapproval for Rajiv Gandhi when he
stated that Tibet was an internal matter for the Chinese. India’s long-
standing sympathy for Tibet had increased over the years, so Gandhi’s
statement did not reflect the opinion of most Indians. The Chinese made
no reciprocal statement concerning Kashmir or Sikkim that might have
redeemed Gandhi’s concession.

China and India achieved partial reconciliation: the territorial dispute
remains unresolved, as does the underlying geopolitical rivalry, but diplo-
matic relations and trade between the countries have resumed, and a regu-
lar, high-level dialogue continues. Rajiv Gandhi’s visit to China and acts
immediately before and after it fit the rational actor signaling model
rather than the forgiveness model of reconciliation. The visit was not the
culmination of a process of forgiveness; it was a costly, novel, and volun-
tary signal of a desire for improved relations during a time when India
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sought to take advantage of strategic opportunities in a changing political
environment. Gandhi’s interests included domestic political motives for
securing a foreign policy victory and strategic reasons to avoid alienating
China in the wake of normal Sino–Soviet relations and a weakening So-
viet economy. China’s economic reform and liberalization increasingly
led the United States and other Western powers to treat China as a world
power, and with the regional balance of power in danger, India chose to
take a gamble on reconciliation rather than face a hostile China with full
global power status. An additional motive for the Indian government was
the hope that by diffusing hostilities between itself and China, its relations
with Pakistan would improve. Thus, although Rajiv Gandhi’s statement
that Tibet was an internal matter for China was criticized by the Indian
public and by his political opponents, it reassured China and symbolized
India’s dedication to maintain peaceful relations. Ghandi’s efforts were
novel, irrevocable, and costly, and even though the Indian government
hoped for a reciprocal act in the form of China’s recognizing Kashmir
or Sikkim as Indian territory, there was no assurance of that. As events
proved, China did not reciprocate the recognition, and the majority of
the Indian public does not support its government’s official attitude to-
ward Tibet.

Egypt–Israel
The uneasy peace that has existed for more than thirty years between
Egypt and Israel was the result of protracted negotiation after five wars.

War came almost immediately after the creation of Israel. Faced with
bankruptcy after World War II, Britain negotiated with Egypt to with-
draw its colonial presence provided the Suez Canal remained under its
protection. Britain also gave up its mandate over Palestine and, pursuant
to the Balfour Declaration, advised the U.N. General Assembly to parti-
tion Palestine into an Arab state (Transjordan) and a Jewish state. Arab
riots broke out in Palestine in response to the declaration, but thousands
of Jews continued to filter into Palestine from Europe. British withdrawal
from Palestine began in 1947, and Israel declared itself an independent,
sovereign Jewish state on May 14, 1948.

Egypt viewed the British-supported state of Transjordan and the Israeli
declaration of independence as challenges to the concept of pan-Arabism
and to its role as leader of the Arab world. Concerned that Britain and
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Transjordan would resolve matters in Palestine themselves, Egypt led the
Arab League in a preemptive strike to “liberate” Palestine and return the
land to the “local Arab populace.” Israeli forces faced Syrian, Iraqi, and
Egyptian armies on three fronts. The assault was costly to both Egypt
and Israel, and accomplished little except to wrest the Old City of Jerusa-
lem away from Israeli control. After a brief truce, fighting broke out again
until the United Nations could impose a second cease-fire.30

The outcome of the first war gave Israel 22 percent more land than
originally allotted in the U.N. Partition Resolution. The city of Jerusalem
was partitioned, and Egypt was able to retain the Gaza coastal strip and
the town of al-Auja and its vicinity, but negotiations stalled with failure
of the parties to come to an agreement over Palestinian refugees.

The second Egyptian–Israeli war, led by President Gamal Abd al-
Nasser of Egypt and Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion of Israel, widened
the conflict into an East–West struggle when Nasser concluded an arms
deal with the Soviet Union to procure modern weapons. International
pressure limited Israel’s full prosecution of the war, and the United Na-
tions demanded Israeli withdrawal from Gaza and Sinai after Britain’s
failed attempt to nationalize the Suez Canal in 1956. Israel, however, had
achieved its main objective by regaining access to the Strait of Tiran and
having the United Nations guarantee international access to the water-
way. Furthermore, the U.N. agreed to station its expeditionary force in
the Gaza Strip until an understanding could be reached for a permanent
settlement. Israel was careful to add that it reserved the right to take defen-
sive action in the event of renewal of threats against Israeli shipping.31

The third war was initiated by hostilities between Israel and Syria. Is-
rael, feeling threatened by increasingly provocative attacks at the Syrian
border, threatened to take decisive action to protect itself. When its coun-
terattacks became more aggressive, the Soviets urged Nasser to become
involved. Because of Egypt’s increasing reliance on Soviet arms and other
supplies, Nasser felt obliged to heed this request. He launched an attack
into the Sinai and ordered U.N. troops out of Egyptian territory and the
Gaza Strip. Diplomatic efforts by France, the Soviet Union, the United
States, and Great Britain failed, and the Arab countries rallied around
Egypt. Israeli troops responded by launching a tactical air strike that
wiped out Egypt’s air force and then targeted ground troops in the Sinai.
Within six days Israel had taken the Sinai Peninsula, the West Bank, and
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the Golan Heights, in all, 28,000 square miles of territory inhabited by
at least a million Arabs. For the first time, Israel was in a position to
dictate terms for peace.

The United Nations, after much deliberation, adopted Security Council
Resolution 242, which required Israel to withdraw its armed forces “from
territories occupied in the recent conflict” and for all parties to terminate
all hostilities and recognize the rights of sovereignty and peace for every
state in the region.32 The language of the document was so vague that
the Arabs understood it to mean complete Israeli withdrawal, whereas
the Israelis believed partial withdrawal would be sufficient. Nasser ig-
nored the cease-fire and, together with the other Arab nations, pledged
“no peace with Israel, no negotiations with Israel, no recognition of Is-
rael, and maintenance of the rights of the Palestinian people in their na-
tion.”33 The Egyptians mounted several offensives to breach the canal,
sunk Israeli destroyers, and engaged in sporadic outbursts of warfare that
were met with Israeli counterstrikes. The hostilities became known as
the War of Attrition. United States intervention and Moscow’s refusal to
provide more weapons forced Nasser to accept a cease-fire agreement.
New Israeli Prime Minister Golda Meir and her cabinet also acquiesced
to the plan after American pressure and offers of financial support.

After the death of Nasser, Vice President Anwar al-Sadat assumed the
presidency. At first his policies seemed to be a continuation of Nasser’s,
so Egypt–Israeli relations changed little. Later, Sadat began contacting
the United States, expressing a desire to “reduce tensions in the Middle
East.”34 He cautiously made an offer to the Israelis to open the canal in
return for withdrawal, but it was rejected. By signaling cooperation to
Washington, Sadat put Israel on the defensive and won a diplomatic and
propaganda victory. Because diplomacy had not brought about Israeli
withdrawal, Sadat turned to the military option and prepared a carefully
organized attack aimed at recapturing the Sinai during a decline in Israeli
preparedness.

At 2:00 p.m. on October 6, 1973, the Jewish Yom Kippur holiday,
Egyptian forces began shelling and bombing the eastern bank of the Suez
Canal, and Syrian forces did the same along the cease-fire line at the Go-
lan Heights. Egypt’s planes took out air bases and radar stations behind
enemy lines while its infantry moved across the canal in boats. Although
the Israelis tried to stop the amphibious assault with jets, antiaircraft
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weapons shot their planes down. Egyptian forces breached the Bar-Lev
defensive line and, when the Israeli counteroffensives failed, the Israeli
government stated it would be willing to consider a cease-fire. This time,
however, Egypt was unwilling to offer one.35

United States Secretary of State Henry Kissinger convinced the Nixon
administration to supply the struggling Israelis with weapons and equip-
ment, enabling them to launch a concerted attack to regain the Sinai.36

The Israeli counteroffensive brought the United States and the Soviet
Union to the bargaining table to fashion two proposals under U.N. Secu-
rity Council Resolutions 338 and 339. The latter called for an immediate
end to hostilities and the dispatch of U.N. monitors to the region.

After a failed negotiation effort and a protracted round of Kissinger’s
so-called shuttle diplomacy, the two countries signed a new, binding
cease-fire at Geneva. Further negotiations failed to bring results until Sa-
dat, driven by economic necessity, decided to reopen the Suez Canal and
rebuild the canal cities.37 Matching his “gesture of goodwill,” the Israelis
withdrew their tanks and troops eighteen to twenty-five miles from the
waterway. These acts defused tension between the Middle Eastern coun-
tries and between the United States and Israel, and led Israel to agree to
withdraw its forces past the Mital and Gidi passes and the southwestern
Sinai area of oil fields. As a result, Egypt acknowledged Israeli rights to
use the canal and promised to relax its boycott of foreign companies do-
ing business with Israel.

After a series of scandals in Israel, Prime Minister Itzakh Rabin re-
signed and was succeeded by Menachem Begin, a rightist from the Likud
party. Begin sent out feelers to Egypt that he was willing to strike a deal.
He delivered drafts of peace treaties to the United States that Sadat at
first disregarded as a ploy. Shortly thereafter, however, Israeli intelligence
intercepted a Libyan and Palestinian plot to assassinate Sadat, and Begin
not only ordered the information relayed to Egypt, but also indicated
that Israel would do nothing to disturb Egypt in the Sinai during its puni-
tive border war against Libya. These gestures won Sadat’s appreciation,
and he began to take Begin’s offers seriously.

Through intermediaries, the two governments discussed their main is-
sues for settlement. Sadat wanted the Sinai returned, all Israeli troops
withdrawn from Egyptian territory, and a settlement for the Palestinian
people that would link the West Bank and Gaza with Jordan. In return,
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Egypt would adhere to security guarantees and an agreement of nonbel-
ligerence. Israel was willing to restore Sinai to Egypt, but would not aban-
don its settlements in the northeast or the air base at the Gulf of Aqaba,
or withdraw troops and settlements from the West Bank and Gaza. De-
spite these disagreements, Americans continued to pressure the two na-
tions to sign a comprehensive peace agreement. At this point, Sadat made
the unanticipated announcement to the Egyptian People’s Assembly that
he himself would “go to the ends of the earth,” that is, to the Israeli
parliament (the Knesset), to discuss a settlement for withdrawal and for
Palestinian rights.38 Other Arab leaders reacted bitterly to what they con-
sidered betrayal of Arab brotherhood and the Palestinians. Sadat’s visit
to Israel was afforded full ceremonial honors as a visiting head of state.
His address to the Knesset was eloquent and poignant, proclaiming the
importance of peace as an objective for both Egypt and Israel.39

Although the speech was hailed as a breakthrough by the media, the
meeting between Begin and Sadat produced agreement on only three is-
sues: rejection of war between their countries, restoration of Egyptian
sovereignty over the Sinai, and demilitarization of the largest part of the
Sinai. Begin refused to compromise over Jewish possession of a unified
Jerusalem or his opposition to Palestinian self-determination on the West
Bank. Nevertheless, the two men agreed to continue talks. Growing ten-
sion over these issues and Israeli authorization of new settlements in Ju-
dea and Samaria prompted American involvement.40 President Jimmy
Carter did not wish to see the momentum of peace falter and invited both
Begin and Sadat to Camp David, the presidential retreat in the Maryland
mountains, to discuss proposals for a peace agreement.

After seven days of intense negotiations, a compromise was reached
among Carter, Sadat, and Begin. The three agreed to separate the settle-
ment with Egypt from a broader settlement in the Middle East.41 Begin
agreed to evacuate the Sinai fully and return it to Egypt, after Carter
persuaded Begin to give up the Sinai air base in exchange for two air
bases built in the Negev by the United States before full evacuation. Sadat
agreed to restore full diplomatic and commercial relations with Israel
only nine months after signing a peace treaty, and he made no precondi-
tions for Palestinian autonomy or the West Bank. Sadat also agreed to
use the Sinai airfields for civilian purposes only, and he guaranteed the
right of free passage for Israeli ships through the Gulf of Aqaba, Strait
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of Tiran, Suez Canal, and Gulf of Suez. A third agreement, subject to
approval from Jordan, concerned construction of a highway between Si-
nai and Jordan near Eilat, with freedom of passage for Egyptians and
Jordanians. Details for a phased withdrawal of Israeli troops from the
Sinai were worked out, together with other specifics governing the pres-
ence of Egyptian forces and U.N. troops.

On the Palestine problem, a three-step framework was established in-
volving participation from Israel, Egypt, Jordan, and representatives from
the Palestinian people. Its purpose was to determine guidelines for estab-
lishing an elected, self-governing authority in the West Bank and Gaza,
for withdrawal of Israeli troops during a five-year transition period, and
finally, for determining the final status of the administered areas.42 The
timetable was purposely vague, allowing the Israelis to postpone dealing
with the issue.

Efforts to forge a final peace treaty were endangered by renewal of
Israeli settlement-building in the West Bank and Gaza Strip and refusal
of the other Arab states to support the framework set up for Palestinian
self-determination. In fact, Sadat was thoroughly demoralized when the
Arab states decided to impose an embargo on Egyptian businesses and
withdraw financial support. Not wishing to see his diplomatic efforts go
to waste, President Carter pledged to go to Egypt and Israel himself to
oversee the negotiation and signing of a peace treaty. After wringing fur-
ther promises from Sadat and Begin to work on the Palestine issue and
other technical issues, the peace treaty was completed. Sadat and Begin
signed it at the White House on March 26, 1979, and it was ratified by
the parliaments of both countries.43

The peace treaty was the culmination of a step-by-step process of hard
bargaining consistent with a rational actor theory of cost-benefit analysis
and benefit maximization, and shows few signs of fitting the forgiveness
model. Sadat’s trip to the Knesset was a grand gesture of reconciliation
that imparted momentum to the process. This gesture was motivated by
both strategic and economic goals as well as a genuine desire that suffer-
ing from warfare should end. Strategically, Egypt wanted the United
States to fill the void created when the Soviets vacated their position as
Egypt’s great power sponsor. Sadat knew he would lose the support of
his Arab neighbors if he unilaterally pursued peace, but he thought that
with United States support and with domestic support from his own
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people, Egypt could survive this isolation. Regaining the Sinai Peninsula
and progressing a step toward a greater Middle East settlement, even if
the step was ambiguous, seemed worth the cost. For Sadat, friendship with
the United States could bring financial support, investment, and trade to
his country, which was suffering from the economic and psychological bur-
dens of the continuous war with Israel. In his calculation, the welfare of
Egypt took precedence over pan-Arabism.44 Moreover, he realized that to
cut through the fog of mistrust that characterized their relationship, he
would have to convince not only the Israeli leadership and public, but also
the rest of the world, including Egypt, that he was sincere in his desire for
peace.45 Sadat wrote, “I had reckoned that my Jerusalem trip would break
the vicious circle within which we had been caught up for years.”46

The act was one of voluntary public acknowledgment, for it involved
Sadat making a special trip to speak before the Israeli parliament that
would likely be broadcast around the world. It was novel; no Arab leader
had ever visited Israel or even acknowledged Israel’s right to exist. The
dramatic import of Sadat’s visit and his words to the Knesset played on
this concept of novelty and of just how far he was willing to go for peace.
It was a costly and vulnerable act because Sadat knew he could lose the
economic support of the Arab countries and risk his own political career
back home if it did not yield tangible results. He might even have risked
his own life, as Arab leaders who had shown flexibility toward Israel
before had faced assassination attempts from Palestinian extremists and
the Arab League. The visit was irrevocable because once Sadat pro-
claimed his serious intentions toward reconciliation, he put too much at
stake to back away from the attempt.

Begin also risked his own political standing and the security of his
country by taking Sadat’s intentions seriously and by pursuing a peace
settlement in which he agreed to return the Sinai Peninsula to Egypt and
withdraw all troops. He did so because he decided the benefit of being
able to guarantee that at least one of Israel’s neighbors would no longer
pose a security threat and would recognize the Israeli state as legitimate
far outweighed the costs of abandoning the Sinai, where Israel had devel-
oped numerous settlements, airfields, and oil wells totaling several million
dollars worth of investment.

The rational actor-signaling process resulted in a settlement that was
successful in bringing about improvement in postreconciliation relations
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because the parties abstained from warfare to solve their problems. The
outcome—improved relations—is therefore consistent with the reconcili-
ation process.

The forgiveness hypothesis fits poorly with the facts of the case. Neither
Egypt nor Israel engaged in truth telling to paint a clear picture of what
went on during the course of their five wars. On the contrary, each side,
up until the signing of the peace treaty, vilified the other and played down
its own role in provoking hostility. To a small extent, after the treaty was
signed, an exchange of civilian and military accounts provided some idea
of the injury they had inflicted on each other. Since the signing of the
treaty, bilateral relations suggest that Egypt’s identity has not significantly
changed, as the country still allies itself with the other Arab states and
considers itself obligated to stand up for Palestinian rights; and Israel still
fights against the notion of a Palestinian homeland within territory it
considers its own.47 The relationship thus continues to be thorny.

Vietnam–China
Historically, these neighbors have struggled for territory along their 796-
mile common border and in the waters of the South China Sea (the Ori-
ental Sea, to the Vietnamese) along the Tonkin Gulf and the Paracel and
Spratly Islands.48 In addition, Chinese support of the Western powers’
plan in the 1950s to divide Vietnam and create independent nation sta-
tus for Cambodia and Laos was a major obstacle in Sino–Vietnamese
relations.

Cambodia was the crux of the conflict between Vietnam and China.
Vietnam had good relations with Laos and signed a Treaty of Friendship
and Cooperation with them in 1977, but its relationship with Cambodia
was more distant. The Cambodian people resented Vietnam for interfer-
ing in their internal affairs and for past attempts to subjugate their nation.
Vietnam considered both states vital to its security and therefore, wanted
to keep anti-Vietnamese elements out of power in Cambodia. In 1974,
the Soviet Union recognized the Lon Nol government as the legitimate
government of Cambodia, whereas China recognized the Khmer Rouge,
an extreme militant arm of the Cambodian Communist Party (KCP). Nei-
ther the Soviet Union nor China had a special relationship with either
faction, except that the Lon Nol faction was vehemently anti-Chinese,
and the Khmer Rouge was anti-Vietnamese and anti-Soviet. A power
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struggle in Cambodia ensued as the two sides fought for control, with
Vietnam shipping supplies and aid to Lon Nol and China doing the same
for the Khmer Rouge.

The Vietnamese government could not afford to let the Khmer Rouge
gain control of Cambodia, so it invaded Cambodia on December 25,
1978. It launched a concerted attempt to influence Cambodian politics
by attempting to oust the Khmer Rouge militarily, capture Phnom Penh,
and install a puppet government under Heng Samrin.49 The Association
of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) called for immediate withdrawal
of Vietnamese forces, as did the United Nations. The Khmer Rouge re-
treated to the northwest highlands and regrouped to battle the Viet-
namese army. China denounced the attack by Vietnam and called for
international support in condemning it. Privately, China’s leadership dis-
cussed the need to teach Vietnam a lesson. In response to these de-
nouncements, Vietnam stated that it was willing to talk with China about
ceasing hostilities, settling boundary and territorial issues, and addressing
the issue of thousands of ethnic Chinese living in Vietnam. It made no
mention of the Cambodian crisis, however.

China’s antipathy toward Vietnam and its Cambodian policies had
been building for more than two years before Vietnam’s invasion. In April
1976, reports of fighting along the Sino–Vietnamese border began to cir-
culate. Despite a widening rift, the governments continued cautiously to
project an image of fraternity and goodwill. In April 1977, however, Viet-
nam’s Premier Pham Van Dong went to Beijing to request aid from Chi-
nese leaders. Memoranda of the meeting indicate that the talks were
“tense and heated,” as the Chinese expressed their concern over closer
links between Hanoi and Moscow and claimed the Vietnamese govern-
ment was inciting anti-China sentiment among the Vietnamese people.50

As relations deteriorated between these nations, the Cambodian power
struggle took on new dimensions. China’s support for Pol Pot, secretary
of the KCP and the real power behind the Khmer Rouge, angered the
Vietnamese. Hanoi strongly opposed the Khmer Rouge, although they
were not necessarily anti-KCP. China began making statements laying
the blame for the Cambodian conflict on Hanoi. Foreign press services
reported that Beijing was sending arms to Cambodia to resist Vietnamese
forces at the border and stave off an invasion. By 1978, the Khmer Rouge
had shifted its strategy to take the offensive by launching raids into Viet-
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namese territories.51 As fighting between Cambodia and Vietnam became
fiercer, relations between China and Vietnam approached a crisis.

As rumors of a China–Vietnam war began spreading, Hanoi imple-
mented policies directed against the ethnic Chinese living in Vietnam.
The postreunification Vietnamese government policy of collectivization
was particularly burdensome to the ethnic Chinese population. These
changes, in turn, triggered a refugee crisis,52 which spurred a series of
largely unproductive talks between the countries. By early 1979, an esti-
mated 1.4 million ethnic Chinese and Vietnamese had fled Vietnam (ap-
proximately 50,000 of these perished at sea), 725,000 of whom settled
in the United States.

Another source of Sino–Vietnamese friction was Vietnam’s close rela-
tionship with the Soviet Union. As financial aid from China decreased,
and it became clear that the United States had opted for normal relations
with China rather than Vietnam (closing off another possible source for
assistance), the Vietnamese government was forced to turn to the USSR
for help. To Moscow, a strong Vietnam allied with the Soviets and domi-
nating Laos and Cambodia was desirable because it gave the Soviets a
sphere of influence in an area of the world where it had little experience
and a strategic edge against the Chinese. In 1978, Vietnam joined the
Moscow-based economic organization, the Council for Mutual Eco-
nomic Assistance, giving Hanoi greater access to aid and technical assis-
tance, but also requiring the Vietnamese government to reciprocate by
giving greater consideration to Moscow’s aims. That same year Vietnam
signed a Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation with the Soviets. It stated
that in the event that either country was attacked or threatened with at-
tack, the other would be consulted and would be obligated to lend appro-
priate assistance. China saw this treaty as a direct military threat to itself
and a sign of Soviet and Vietnamese ambitions in Indochina.

On February 14, 1979, China invaded Vietnam, justifying the attack
by claiming Vietnamese troops had repeatedly crossed into Chinese terri-
tory and provoked those living along border areas. Although increased
tensions along the border may have contributed to the overall conflict,
this was probably just a legal justification for the invasion. Chinese forces
moved twenty-five miles into Vietnamese territory within nine days, but
the costliness of the invasion in terms of lives, and the unexpected
strength of Vietnamese resistance prompted China to suggest a truce.
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Vietnam agreed on condition that China withdraw all its troops from its
territory. The war continued, with China announcing on March 4 that
it had captured the town of Long Son and claimed that its campaign
had been a success. Vietnam also claimed victory. The next day China
announced a formal troop withdrawal. Vietnam followed with an an-
nouncement that if troops were actually withdrawn, Hanoi would be
ready to commence negotiations.53 The cost to both sides in lives had
been dear, and in areas where the Chinese invaded, almost 80 percent of
the infrastructure was destroyed.

Cambodian–Vietnamese negotiations began in 1979 but accomplished
very little because the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia was central to
the conflict between China and Vietnam, and both countries were actively
seeking to blame the other for that conflict. Vietnam continued its Cam-
bodian campaign despite mounting pressure to desist, but eventually,
domestic economic concerns and international isolation and sanctions
prompted Hanoi to compromise its position vis-à-vis Cambodia. Chinese
leaders also began sending signals indicating willingness to compromise.

In 1984, the People’s Republic of China announced that, although it
would not conduct direct talks with Hanoi as long as Vietnamese troops
remained in Cambodia, they would not object to other countries pursuing
direct talks with Vietnam. Thailand, in particular, began a process of
negotiation with Vietnam on settling the Indochina issue. In late 1986,
a younger, more liberal and reformist faction headed by Nguyen Van
Linh replaced the anti-China Vietnamese Communist Party (VCP) leader-
ship. Shortly after entering office they announced policies of economic
liberalization. This change in leadership was crucial to normalization be-
cause it allowed Vietnam to emphasize the importance of economic inter-
ests, and it presented China with negotiators who were not hard-line
Soviet supporters. In 1989, China and the Soviet Union developed normal
relations, and this encouraged several high-level meetings between Viet-
namese and Chinese deputy and vice foreign ministers that year. Vietnam
announced toward the end of the year that it would withdraw all of its
troops from Cambodia.

Beginning in 1990, several reconciliation events occurred that were de-
cisive to normalization. First, VCP Chief Nguyen Van Linh, Premier Do
Muoi, and former Premier Pham Van Dong met in China at a secret meet-
ing with Chinese Premier Li Peng and Communist Party General Secre-
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tary Jiang Zemin. The absence of Foreign Minister Nguyen Co Thach
from the meeting may have been a conciliatory signal toward China from
the Vietnamese leadership, who were aware of China’s dislike of the man.
Thach was later replaced, as was Interior Minister Mai Chi Tho, whom
the Chinese accused of being responsible for the expulsion of thousands
of ethnic Chinese from Vietnam.54 Scholars believe the secret meeting re-
sulted in some sort of understanding between the countries regarding the
Cambodian situation, for shortly thereafter, Vietnam signed the terms of
the Paris peace proposal on Cambodia, allowing for a provisional power-
sharing government made up of the Vietnam-backed Heng Samrin
government and representatives from all rival factions, which would be re-
placed by an elected government.55 Vietnam had to forego its opposition
to representatives from the Khmer Rouge in the provisional Cambodian
government and, consequently, its special relationship with Cambodia.

Relations also were helped by several other factors. The Chinese, af-
ter harsh international criticism for the Tiananmen Square massacre,
were facing diplomatic ostracism of their own and were seeking broader
international engagement. Furthermore, the Soviet Union was showing
alarming signs of economic weakness after Gorbachev’s Glasnost and
Perestroika partially opened the Soviet economy.56 Vietnam relied on the
USSR for subsidized oil, fertilizer, and loans in excess of two billion dol-
lars a year. With these sources of aid diminishing, Vietnam had to find
a replacement financial supporter, and China and the United States were
the obvious choices. The Economist noted that the Chinese had been hint-
ing at offers to replace the oil, fertilizer, and other goods supplied by the
Soviets in return for a satisfactory conclusion to the Cambodian situa-
tion.57 To gain the support of both nations, Vietnam was compelled to
withdraw troops from Cambodia.

The situation between Vietnam and China remained at a standstill until
1991, when the Paris Agreements on Cambodia were signed. Immediately
thereafter, Jiang Zemin and Li Peng invited Do Muoi and chairman of
the Council of Ministers, Vo Van Kiet, to a high-level talk in China for
five days in November. After the talks, a joint communique was issued
stating that the resultwasnormalrelationsbetween thecountries.Thecom-
munique spelled out principles for good neighborliness that would guide
the two countries; agreements to cooperate in scientific, economic, tech-
nological, cultural, trade, and other endeavors; agreements to continue
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work on the border and territory issues; acceptance of the Paris Agree-
ments; and promises on the part of both nations not to seek hegemony
in the region. Although this reconciliation event led to normal relations,
it did not end outstanding teritorial disputes concerning the Paracels,
Spratlys, and Gulf of Tonkin. Vietnam was forced to accede to Chinese
terms because of its weakened economic state. Its strategic security inter-
ests in Laos and Cambodia had not changed, but the government put
these issues on the back burner until the economy could recover from
the devastation wrought by the flight of ethnic Chinese, the Sino–
Vietnam war, international sanctions and isolation after the Cambodian
invasion, and the fall of the Soviet Union.

It appears that Vietnamese leaders conceded to China’s demands at the
negotiating table in Paris and Beijing in attempts to arrive at a rational
bargain. There were no truth telling, attempts at justice, or fundamental
redefinition of identities between parties. It is not apparent that all condi-
tions necessary for a successful, lasting restoration of order through nego-
tiation exist, yet relations have improved since 1991. The signaling
factors of costliness, vulnerability, novelty, and irrevocability do not per-
tain in this case despite what appears, thus far, to be a successful reconcili-
ation. Underlying issues of regional roles and disputes over territory and
resources remain beneath the surface.

West Germany–Poland
Poland’s geopolitical position, sandwiched between the two major powers
of Germany and Russia, contributed to a conflictual and often tragic his-
tory. During the past 400 years, German and Russian states partitioned
the lands of Poland four times. Although nominally maintaining its Polish
origins, the government was often run from either Germany or Russia.

The devastating effect of World War I resulted in the rise of an indepen-
dent Polish Republic. By 1939, Poland had signed similar treaties of non-
aggression with Hitler’s Germany and with the Soviets.58 The September
1939 invasion proved that Germany had not changed its historical goal
of expansion and domination of Poland. Stalin and Hitler had made a
secret pact to partition Poland between them as part of their nonag-
gression treaty. The Soviets would take the eastern half of the territory
consisting of Byelorussia and the West Ukraine, and the Germans would
absorb Pomerania, Posnania, and Silesia. The rest of the country was
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designated as the General–Government, a colony whose capital, Krakow,
would be run by Hitler’s cohort Hans Frank.

The historical animosity between Poles and Germans was further com-
plicated by atrocities committed by the Nazis during the war. The Soviet
government had also massacred thousands of Polish prisoners and sent
more than a million others to forced labor camps. More than six million
Poles died as a result of atrocities and serving in the Resistance.

In 1944, Polish Resistance forces staged the Warsaw uprising as Soviet
troops approached the Vistula to overthrow German forces, but they re-
ceived no help from Russian troops, who refused to let Allied planes land
on Russian airfields after supply drops. The uprising led to complete de-
struction of the city as Germans bombed Warsaw for almost 70 days.
The political and military institutions of the Polish underground were
decimated, opening the way for a Soviet takeover59 and exacerbating Pol-
ish antipathy for its eastern neighbor.

In return for Stalin’s cooperation, Britain and the United States agreed
to let the Russians profit from their invasion of Poland by keeping the
absorbed lands, about one-third of Polish territory. Germany was parti-
tioned and the eastern half came under Soviet control. The Polish people
were “awarded” all the German territory east of the Oder and Neisse
rivers, although the Poles themselves wanted to annex East Prussia, the
free city of Danzig (Gdansk), and Upper Silesia. The Western powers,
however, wanted a substantial buffer zone between themselves and the
Soviet Union. Poland was chosen as the sacrificial victim, and the Oder–
Neisse line was ostensibly selected as the western border of Poland.60

The postwar settlement left the Polish people feeling their interests had
again been sacrificed. They received little in the way of reparations or
aid from the Federal Republic of Germany or the West. Their economy
was in ruins; their historical, cultural, and artistic centers were either
looted or destroyed; and their population was devastated. Some of their
animosity was turned on Germans living in the country, many of whom
were expelled or subjected to repressive policies. These actions sowed the
seeds of continued discord with the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG).

In 1970, German Chancellor Willy Brandt made the first overture for
reconciliation with Poland. Having placed diplomats in Prague and War-
saw, Brandt took the opportunity to meet with the Polish people. His
visit to Warsaw culminated in an agreement in which West Germany
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recognized the Oder–Neisse line as the western border of the Polish state
and renounced all future German claims to Polish territory. Brandt went
further, demonstrating West German atonement for Nazi crimes by walk-
ing to the memorial for the Jewish victims of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising
and falling to his knees in a gesture of repentance and reconciliation. As
Brandt remarked, “No people can escape from their history.”61

Brandt’s actions were not met with universal approval at home, espe-
cially by some conservative West Germans who believed he had betrayed
his country. Nevertheless, he did not lose sight of his concrete politi-
cal goals. The Treaty of Warsaw, in which Germany gave the same as-
surances to Poland as it had given to the USSR in return for agreement
that ethnic Germans could emigrate to the FRG, was the culmination of
ten months of negotiation. Brandt also tied ratification of all the renun-
ciation of force treaties with eastern Europe to guarantees that West
Germans would have access to West Berlin by land. Although Brandt’s
actions did not lay to rest all issues of territory, reparations, aid, and the
treatment of the German minority in Poland, they did allow the govern-
ments of the two countries to commence a dialogue on reconciliation.62

In the late 1980s, German Chancellor Helmut Kohl made overtures
toward reconciliation with Polish Prime Minister Mieczyslav Rakowski.
The German government claimed it would be willing to accept normal
relations if the Polish government addressed certain issues. Particularly,
the German minority in Poland had to be granted dual citizenship and
greater rights to practice their culture and language.63

Poland’s elected Solidarity government was willing to meet all of these
demands in exchange for more lenient terms for debt repayment and var-
ious political and financial assistance measures to help the fledgling
democracy improve its dismal economic conditions and standard of liv-
ing. To guarantee the security of its borders, the Polish government also
wanted a proclamation from the West German government giving up all
claims, present and future, to lands awarded to Poland after World War
II. It sought war reparations for victims of Nazi concentration camps and
the return of valuable works of art. Despite the desire of political leaders
of both nations for normal relations, public opinion was mixed. Kohl
initially failed to meet his commitment to pursue an official declaration
to relinquish the Oder–Neisse territories, and the West German govern-
ment was unwilling to meet the expense of reparations.64
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Reflecting the split in public opinion, in 1989 Polish President Richard
von Weisacker, who had marched with German troops during the inva-
sion of Warsaw in World War II, planned to make a historic visit of
atonement on the fiftieth anniversary of the beginning of the war. His
plans were cancelled when West German finance minister, Theo Waigel,
made inflammatory comments about one-third of Poland still technically
belonging to Germany. The embarrassing situation stalled financial aid
to Warsaw and, for a time, further efforts at reconciliation.

During German reunification after the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989,
Kohl worked to reassure the Polish government as to the territorial in-
tegrity of their country. He delivered on his assurances when the na-
tions signed two treaties, one that officially revoked German claims to the
territory east of the Oder–Neisse known as The Boundary Treaty, and
The Friendship Treaty that officially implemented channels of commu-
nication, cooperation, and cultural exchange between the countries.65

Scholars generally recognize these two treaties as the second major recon-
ciliation event between Germany and Poland.66

This case is something of a hybrid: it contains traces of the forgiveness
model—notably, a public acknowledgment by Brandt—but lacks many
other elements of forgiveness. Viewed over the longer period encompass-
ing both Ostpolitik and the Boundary and Friendship Treaties of 1990–
1991, the case fits solidly within a rational choice-signaling explanation,
with the emotive dimension of reconciliation lagging behind bargaining
over interests.

Brandt’s initial reconciliation overture was a powerful symbolic gesture
that served as a form of acceptance by the West German government for
the part it played in World War II. It was not followed with policies
that addressed many of the issues in conflict, however. Most important,
although Brandt declared that the West German government would not
seek to reclaim its lost territories, the declaration was not accepted by
many in positions of power in West Germany, and, because of lack of
whole-hearted German acceptance, Poland did not regard Brandt’s decla-
ration as an official and final acknowledgment of its territorial rights.
Furthermore, the West German government refused the costly repara-
tions Poland had demanded. As a result, events of the 1970s did little to
change the Polish people’s views of themselves as victims, and for many,
the war was too recent to be able to forego the desire for revenge.
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The second major reconciliation event between these nations does,
however, meet most requirements for successful signaling. Concessions
made by Germany to give up its rights to territory without contingencies
and to offer aid to Poland by rescheduling and canceling several loan
obligations, as well as other forms of political and financial support, were
costly, voluntary, and irrevocable commitments. These concrete conces-
sions, after openings created by Brandt and others, led to improvement
in bilateral relations and gradual transformation of Polish identity into
a member of Western economic and security institutions, in this sense,
becoming a partner with its former adversary.

United Kingdom–Argentina
The 1982 conflict between the United Kingdom and Argentina over the
Falkland/Malvinas Islands had its roots in a centuries-old disagreement
about sovereignty. Control over the islands, which are located 300 miles
east of the Argentine coast, has resided with France, Spain, Argentina,
and the United Kingdom over the past 400 years. The United Kingdom
maintained control since 1833, when Argentine settlers were forced off
the eastern islands after the United States military destroyed their settle-
ment in retaliation for the arrest of three American ships by the Argentine
government. This episode ended Spain’s, and later Argentina’s, sixty-year
colonial presence on the islands.67

In 1982, a military dictatorship controlled Argentina’s government and
faced severe economic problems and internal discontent. The junta de-
cided to make a play for the islands as a way to draw attention away
from internal problems and to encourage the populace to solidify around
an issue of strong national sentiment.68

The conflict began with an attack by the Argentine Navy on the islands
and the small British battalion stationed there.69 After the attack, thou-
sands of Argentine troops were sent to occupy the islands. The British
responded by declaring a 200-mile war exclusion zone around the islands
and dispatching additional forces to the south Atlantic.70 International
and American attempts at mediation failed,71 and after several months
the violence ended when British troops defeated the Argentines at the
capital of Port Stanley on West Falkland Island. The conflict lasted from
early April to June 1982, and resulted in nearly 1000 deaths.72
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Initially, Argentina’s citizens supported the government’s attempt to
gain control of the islands. They were ill informed of the conduct of the
war, however, and surprised by the defeat. Thus, the conflict ultimately
undermined the military government and led to the ousting of General
Galtieri from the presidency and eventual restoration of civilian control.73

Immediately after the conflict, the relationship between Argentina and
the United Kingdom was highly antagonistic. Conflicting claims to the is-
lands were as intractable as ever, and the island inhabitants remained fully
committed to their British citizenship. The British removed a 200-mile
exclusion zone, but kept a 150-mile Falklands protection zone in place.
Diplomatic relations were severed, and the states imposed trade bans
on each other.74 They attempted to negotiate over sovereignty in Berne
in 1984, but failed.75 In 1985 and 1986, the United Kingdom built a mili-
tary airbase on the islands, which the Argentines viewed negatively.76

By the mid-1980s, the two nations took some initial steps toward im-
proving relations, but the question of sovereignty remained contentious.
In 1985, Britain lifted its ban on trade, hoping that this would spark a
similar action by the Argentine government.77 The two nations managed
to participate in a relatively peaceful quarter-final World Cup soccer
match in June 1986.78 In March 1988, Argentina filed a complaint with
the United Nations Security Council about British military maneuvers
being conducted on the islands, claiming that such actions undermined
and “disregarded negotiations as a basis for the settlement of disputes.”79

The Council took no action, but in a March 1988 resolution the U.N.
General Assembly urged the two parties to resolve problems about the
future of the islands.80

On March 11, 1989, Argentina’s new president, Carlos Menem, made
an opening for further discussion by announcing that, although Argentina
would continue to pursue its sovereignty over the islands as called for in
its constitution, it would renounce the use of force in achieving that
goal.81 That fall, negotiations began under an arrangement that placed
the issue of sovereignty under an umbrella and placing it to one side, so
other issues important to both parties, such as fishing rights and economic
cooperation, could be resolved.82

Negotiations in Madrid between October 1989 and February 1990
reestablished consular relations as a step toward resuming diplomatic
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relations, and direct air and sea links between Great Britain and Argen-
tina resumed. As a result of these high-level negotiations, Argentina lifted
financial and bureaucratic restrictions on British companies, and the
United Kingdom opened the 150-mile protection zone around the islands
to Argentine fishing vessels and permitted military ships and planes to
enter the area with advance notification.83 Both sides also agreed to pro-
vide advance notice of military maneuvers in the area surrounding the
islands and off the coast of Argentina.84 After this agreement, the two
nations publicly restored full diplomatic relations in March 1990.85

Following this reconciliation event the relationship was characterized by
a mix of positive and negative interactions. Decisions to allow visitation by
families of Argentine soldiers buried on the islands received a mixed re-
sponse from islanders,86 as did a later decision to allow Argentine tourists
to visit.87 The Argentine constitution of 1994 proclaimed that the islands
belonged to Argentina, a concept taught to the country’s schoolchildren.
Immediately after the reconciliation event, trade between the countries
grew rapidly, although in 1991 it was only one-tenth of the level before
the conflict.88 Military-to-military courtesy calls began again in 1994, and
in 1995, Great Britain and Argentina set up a joint commission to handle
issues regarding oil exploration in the waters surrounding the islands.89

Hopes for an improved relationship increased when Menem an-
nounced that he would visit England in 1998. During his visit, Menem
laid a wreath of flowers at a monument to fallen soldiers of the war,
expressed “regret” over the war, and held high-level and generally posi-
tive discussions with British Prime Minister Tony Blair and the Queen.
The visit was marred, however, by an argument over whether or not
an article released by Menem was an apology for the war.90 Both sides
noted that they would continue to agree to disagree about the islands’
sovereignty.

Menem’s visit concluded with plans for growing British investment in
Argentina’s recovering economy and expanding bilateral trade. In 1998,
the U.K. and Argentine defense ministers signed a memorandum of un-
derstanding and, in 1999, Great Britain relaxed its arms embargo against
Argentina, permitting sales on a case-by-case basis. That year, the two
countries negotiated an agreement to allow Argentine tourists to visit the
islands, although the requirement that they travel with passports contin-
ues to upset the Argentines.
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The reconciliation event is missing most features of the signaling or
forgiveness models necessary for a substantial improvement in long-term
relations. Regarding the signaling model, by leaving the sovereignty issue
outside the negotiations, the event was not particularly costly to either
side. Similarly, the movement to reestablish relations was not novel, as
months of negotiations preceded the final act, and restoration of diplo-
matic relations had been expected for nearly a year.91 Negotiations were
largely voluntary, but were not irrevocable, proceeding instead in a highly
contingent manner.92 In sum, the reconciliation event lacked many factors
that make signaling successful.

Similarly, it lacked most features required under the forgiveness model.
Initially, there was no public truth telling or recognition of harm. Neither
side admitted to having made a mistake, nor did either press for a public
reading of the events of the war.93 Limited justice was abandoned as both
sides decided in October 1989 that “neither would pursue claims for loss
or damage against the other.”94 Regarding a change in identity, the two
countries have moved away from wartime enmity toward normal trade
and diplomacy that existed before the war. The transformation of the
Argentine government from the wartime junta of the Falklands/Malvinas
war to a civilian democracy contributed to changed relations for the bet-
ter. With regard to islanders and the Argentines, little has changed in
their identities. The islanders view the Argentines as invaders and with
suspicion. Argentines maintain that the islands are a legitimate part of
their territory, although their leaders have attempted to reduce the island-
ers’ antipathy.95

The figure representing the relationship between the nations before and
after the reconciliation event shows no visual evidence of improvement.
The countries became closer economic partners after the reconciliation,
and stronger connections resulted when they lifted exclusions and bans.
However, their relationship is still hindered by their contradictory stances
on the issue of sovereignty. The issue is still debated in committees of the
U.K., and Argentina expresses its claim to sovereignty regularly.96

Cambodia–Vietnam
Cambodia’s history is dominated by the desire of its people to maintain
independence against foreign intervention and the inability of its govern-
ment to secure it. Cambodia’s historical relationship with Vietnam can
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be summarized as one of shared antagonism over issues of territory and
identity.

For example, when Cambodia was a protectorate of France, the French
encouraged Vietnamese immigration into the country the better to exploit
its commercial and agricultural potential.97 As Vietnamese and Chinese
minorities gained superior positions in Cambodia, the largely agrarian
Khmer majority developed an anti-West, anti-Vietnamese bias and an
extreme self-reliant attitude, reflected in the rise of several proindepen-
dence factions within the government.98

With the defeat of Japan at the end of the Second World War, British-
led Allied land forces arrived in Phnom Penh to take control of Japa-
nese forces and impose external authority over the country. A brief taste
of independence the Cambodians experienced in 1945 further strength-
ened the resolve of various internal factions to fight against a return to
colonialism.

Vietnamese-led forces spearheaded an Indo–Chinese resistance move-
ment against the French force struggling to regain their lost territories.
They also operated in Cambodia and Laos. France and North Vietnam
fought in the east of Cambodia, and a Thai-sponsored Free Khmer guer-
rilla movement set up a government in exile in the west. The two national-
ist factions eventually combined forces to try to oust both King Sihanouk
and the French.

In 1954, the Vietnamese Communists advanced from Laos to invade
parts of Cambodia. Cambodia then became embroiled in a military con-
flict that engulfed the whole region as North Vietnamese Communist
forces used Cambodia and Laos as staging areas for their war against
South Vietnam. To protect Cambodian sovereignty, Sihanouk made an
arrangement with North Vietnam to support the Viet Cong but projected
an overall nonaligned role for his country. Despite these measures, Cam-
bodian civil unrest increased, and a young dissident named Saloth Sar
(later Pol Pot) gained control of the radical wing of the Kampuchean or
Khmer Communist party and went underground with attacks against the
Cambodian government in the early 1960s.

In 1970, a new Khmer Republic government under Lon Nol proceeded
to fan anti-Vietnamese sentiment among the rural Khmer population and
called for the ouster of the Viet Cong from Cambodia. Paradoxically, a
United States and South Vietnamese offensive against the Viet Cong
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shortly thereafter drove the Viet Cong units farther inland instead of forc-
ing them off Cambodian territory. There they encountered ineffectual
Cambodian forces and swept them away.

North Vietnam undertook training of the Khmer Rouge guerrillas and
temporarily assumed the burden of keeping Khmer Republic forces at bay.
By 1973, the Khmer Rouge (an extreme arm of the Khmer Communist
party) was able to conduct military strikes against Phnom Penh by itself.

By 1975, Sar, now Pol Pot, led the Khmer Rouge into a full-scale offen-
sive against the Phnom Penh government. On wresting control over the
government, he pursued Cambodian self-sufficiency through accelerated
agricultural production and forced labor. The purges, atrocities, mal-
nourishment, and overwork of the rural Cambodian populace under the
Khmer Rouge led to the deaths of between 1 and 3 million people. The
regime’s xenophobia also led to further animosity toward the Vietnam-
ese, a relationship already inflamed by frequent cross-border transgres-
sions by both parties. While the Khmer Rouge felt compelled to combat
what they considered territorial violations by Hanoi, the North Vietnam-
ese were losing patience with having to commit larger and larger units
to defending the border.

Historic resentment between the nations was further heightened when
the Vietnamese government began to take note of the atrocities against
civilians committed by the Khmer Rouge, especially when ethnic Viet-
namese in Cambodia became targets. Some were forced into labor camps
and barbed wire compounds. Many were reportedly “killed in the cross-
fire.” The Cambodian government, fueled by the people’s anger toward
Vietnam, eventually instituted a pogrom in which thousands of civilians
were massacred by Cambodian soldiers, police, and civilians. The gov-
ernment in Saigon pleaded with the government of Cambodia and the
international community for repatriation of ethnic Vietnamese and inter-
vention in the atrocities. Eventually, the Cambodian government, faced
with international pressure, relented by evacuating 190,000 Vietnamese
Cambodians to Vietnam. The Vietnamese, in turn, exacted random re-
venge for the massacres by torturing and executing Cambodian citizens
under their control.99

In late 1978, Hanoi decided to mount a punitive expedition to Cambo-
dia. To legitimize this incursion, the Vietnamese sponsored the establish-
ment of an anti-Pol Pot movement called the Kampuchean (or Khmer)
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National United Front for National Salvation, made up of fugitive Cam-
bodians fleeing the Khmer Rouge. The attack was successful in dislodging
Pol Pot’s forces, and Phnom Penh fell in January 1979. The Khmer Rouge
was not defeated, however. It retreated to its bases of power in the coun-
tryside and began an insurgency.

The Vietnamese occupied Cambodia for ten years despite international
pressure. Eventually, changing international political conditions, in-
cluding international pressure and sanctions on both countries, and the
collapse of the USSR (Hanoi’s benefactor) led Hanoi to consider compro-
mise and withdrawal from Cambodia. Such a compromise required, in
turn, that China and Vietnam end their proxy war in Cambodia and de-
velop an acceptable solution to an interim government after Vietnamese
withdrawal. The Vietnamese refused to leave until the Cambodian gov-
ernment agreed to exclude the Khmer Rouge from future political partici-
pation, which the Cambodians refused to do on the basis of the Khmer
Rouge’s considerable political support.

At the prompting of Indonesian leaders, in July 1988, heads of the
warring Cambodian factions and of Vietnam met face to face and agreed
to extend their meetings for “as long as it takes” to reach a solution
to the issues of Vietnamese withdrawal and an interim government.100

Vietnam had already agreed to withdraw 50,000 troops by the end of
the year and pulled its military command staff from Phnom Penh in June.
In 1989, it agreed to final withdrawal of its troops.101

A peace treaty was finally signed in October 1991. This reconciliation
event allowed the Khmer Rouge to play a limited role in Cambodia’s
political structure. The quadripartite government allowed all major war-
ring factions as well as Vietnamese-supported leaders a say in the future
of Cambodian politics. This arrangement was obviously unsatisfactory
to the millions of surviving victims of Pol Pot’s atrocities as well as the
Vietnamese, for it threatened to undermine the stability of all other ar-
rangements, with the prospect of the Khmer Rouge returning to power.102

Neither the border issue nor the issue of the ethnic Vietnamese has
been settled to either country’s satisfaction, but the Vietnamese are hope-
ful that Cambodia’s entry into ASEAN in 1997 would give the two na-
tions a forum for diplomacy rather than hostile actions.103 The United
Nations recommended creating an international tribunal for the perpetra-
tors of genocide but gave no specific recommendation as to what form
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this judicial process should take. Far from hailing Vietnam as their rescu-
ers, many Cambodians suspect that Vietnam masterminded the Pol Pot
genocide. The U.N. suggested a truth commission in Cambodia as well,
but the Cambodian government has been unwilling to reopen that chap-
ter of their history, so the truth remains untold and the perpetrators re-
main unpunished.104

Postreconciliation relations between the nations are cautious, formal,
and wary. As recently as June 1999, Vietnam’s Secretary General Le Kha
Phieu paid a state visit to Phnom Penh aimed at reducing tensions be-
tween the countries and finding solutions to immigration and border is-
sues, but the visit was plagued by anti-Vietnamese protests.105 Although
the countries signed a peace treaty in Paris, it failed to stabilize Cambo-
dian politics or address the major issues of contention between Vietnam
and Cambodia—the border dispute and treatment of ethnic Vietnamese
in Cambodia.

Concerning the two contending hypotheses, this case corresponds more
closely to the signaling model. The Paris accords generally lacked costly
commitments, except perhaps Vietnam’s willingness to accept a power-
sharing arrangement that included participation by the Khmer Rouge.
Concessions made were the product of substantial external pressure
and were not irrevocable. It is not surprising, therefore, that little im-
provement in bilateral relations has occurred, as the negotiations neither
fulfill the requirements of a costly bargain nor reflect any elements of
forgiveness.

El Salvador–Honduras
El Salvador and Honduras were both colonies of Spain beginning in the
early 1500s, and later members of the Central American Federation es-
tablished in 1824 with Guatemala, Nicaragua, Mexico, and Costa Rica.
By the 1860s, El Salvador’s Liberal Party, in close collaboration with
powerful plantation families, came to power and ruled the country for
seventy years. This arrangement ended with the worldwide depression of
the 1930s. A coup installed General Maximiliano Hernandez Martinez
as president in 1931, beginning a succession of military governments that
controlled the nation through 1979.

Honduras, fully independent since 1838, has had a stormy history of
civilian, strongman, and military governments punctuated by United
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States intervention in the early part of the twentieth century. At the time
of the war with El Salvador, a military government headed by Colonel
Osvaldo Lopez Arellano controlled Honduras.

The war of 1969 revolved around a long-standing border dispute.106

Hondurans also resented what they perceived as an inequitable distri-
bution of trade benefits under the Central American Common Market
(CACM) of which both countries were members. The most critical issue
was the 300,000 Salvadorans who had migrated to Honduras in search
of land or jobs and who, in 1969, found themselves threatened by an
involuntary repatriation program begun by the Honduran government.107

The pattern of Salvadoran emigration to Honduras in search of land
and employment led to increased pressures on the Honduran government
by peasant organizations to enforce the 1962 Agrarian Reform Bill that
called for repatriation of lands to Hondurans and a reversal in migration
patterns. Adding to bilateral tensions, the ruling Honduran Nationalist
Party tolerated vigilante tactics in evicting Salvadorans from land and
stoked the anti-Salvadoran mood that prevailed throughout the country
by the late 1960s. When El Salvador won a World Cup soccer match
against Honduras in San Salvador, the mood worsened and thousands
more Salvadorans were evicted from Honduras, thus destabilizing the
political situation in El Salvador.108

El Salvador responded by sealing its borders with Honduras, hoping
to force Honduras to resettle the migrant Salvadorans. The policy failed,
and, spurred by reports of mistreatment of refugees, the Salvadoran gov-
ernment opened hostilities on July 14, 1969, sending troops into Hon-
duras to “defend the human rights of their countrymen.” The countries
broke diplomatic relations, and hostilities lasted for four days.109 El Salva-
dor’s goal was to capture territory quickly and use it as a negotiating
tool. The Honduran armed forces held their own, however, as the conflict
galvanized them in defense of their territory.

A cease-fire took effect on July 18, but El Salvador continued actions
until the Organization of American States (OAS) threatened economic
sanctions against the country unless fighting ceased. The brief war cost
several thousand lives.

At the end of January 1970, tensions along the Honduran border again
erupted into large-scale fighting. Honduras claimed that the Salvadoran
army had attacked border villages. The OAS began talks with both sides
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in Washington, but these collapsed by May. There were additional
clashes in 1971 and 1972. Newly elected governments in 1972, however,
created an opportunity for renewed efforts for peace. A secret meeting
between foreign ministers of the two countries produced an eight-point
agenda for resolution of the conflict, but these negotiations also broke
down in December 1972 over the issue of the boundary line. Sporadic
fighting continued until 1976 when a series of violent incidents alarmed
both sides, compelling the foreign ministers to meet in July of that year.
On August 9, the two sides agreed to the Act of Managua that called for
demilitarization of areas of conflict along the border. By the end of the
decade, the borders had been reopened and Hondurans could move freely
between the countries, but no Salvadorans could recross the border into
Honduras.

In 1978, the two countries accepted a mediation effort by the Interna-
tional Court of Justice (ICJ) under the guidance of Jose Luis Busta-
monte.110 The mediation proceeded in fits and starts because of different
conceptions of the scope of a treaty (Honduras favored a comprehensive
solution that would resolve the border dispute, El Salvador was willing
to leave the border issue for later) and because of the civil war in El
Salvador. Nonetheless, by October 1980, the two sides successfully nego-
tiated and quickly ratified a treaty. They were urged on by the United
States, which was concerned about the occupation of demilitarized zones
on the border by Salvadoran guerrillas. The treaty left the border to be
defined at a later date.

Bustamonte insisted that both countries put aside their remaining dif-
ferences and make a gesture of reconciliation. The reconciliation cere-
mony took place at the government palace in Lima, Peru, with high
representatives from El Salvador and Honduras and several foreign minis-
ters of the OAS. The two countries agreed to a joint commission to resolve
the border dispute, reopen diplomatic consular missions, open border
traffic, and maintain nonaggression in future relations. They also commit-
ted to revitalizing the CACM and to remilitarizing disputed pockets of
territory. Both governments wanted to eradicate these areas as they were
sanctuaries for Salvadoran guerrillas.111

In September 1992, the ICJ awarded most of the disputed border terri-
tory to Honduras.112 In January 1998, the countries signed a border de-
marcation treaty that would implement the terms of the court’s decree.
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The treaty awaits ratification in both countries. To date, Honduras and
El Salvador maintain normal diplomatic relations, but relations after the
reconciliation event of 1980 have not substantially improved.

Recall that the events data picture for this case also offered little evi-
dence of improvement in bilateral relations subsequent to the reconcil-
iation event. El Salvador–Honduras is a case that adheres closely to a
rational, negotiated bargain between actors. Although a settlement was
negotiated, the process lacked successful elements posited in the signaling
hypothesis. The negotiations and agreement were not especially costly to
the parties, nor did they expose either country to significant vulnerabili-
ties. Similarly, the agreement was not wholly voluntary, as both parties
faced considerable pressure from the United States and other OAS mem-
bers to find a negotiated solution. The agreement was not a surprise or
a novel endeavor either, as it had been an effort that continued for a
decade. Finally, it was not irrevocable, as it did not include the critical
issue of land disputes at the border. Instead, it rested on a narrow base
of shared interests: a desire for improved trade between the countries
and among members of the CACM, and an attempt on the part of both
governments to eradicate guerrilla strongholds in areas along the disputed
border.

There is scant evidence of forgiveness in this case. Neither side ac-
knowledged culpability for the war or sought to uncover the truth behind
allegations and counter-allegations associated with the war. Honduras
secured a measure of justice from the ICJ regarding the land dispute.
Although bitterness between the countries subsided after the war as each
was preoccupied with its own political stability during a time of regional
upheaval, identities did not substantially change. The call for reconcilia-
tion and new relations was both superficial and largely coerced.

Findings

This brief review of international conflicts, reconciliation events, and out-
comes leads to very different findings from those suggested by the civil
conflicts. In the civil conflict cases the forgiveness model provided a strong
explanation for why and how reconciliations succeed or fail. Specifically,
when the belligerents underwent a process of national forgiveness charac-
terized by truth telling, redefinition of identities, limited justice, and a
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call for a new relationship, they restored lasting social order. Parties that
entered into a negotiated bargain only (even if the conditions for effective
signaling were met) did not restore enduring domestic peace.

At the start of this chapter we posed the question, “does the process
of societal forgiveness or costly signaling hypothesized in chapter 1 ex-
tend to explanations of postconflict reduction between states?” In light
of the case studies above, the answer appears to be no and yes. No, in
that there is scant evidence of forgiveness operating as a conflict resolu-
tion process in international society. Yes, in that international reconcilia-
tion events can be a powerful signal in a negotiated bargain that leads
to improvement in bilateral relations. As predicted by the rational choice
signaling model, in every case in which the reconciliation signals were
costly, novel, voluntary, and irrevocable, the negotiated bargain resulted
in substantially improved relations. In three of the four cases in which
the signals met none of those criteria, however, no substantial improve-
ment in relations occurred.

These results suggest that the role of reconciliation events as a means
for conflict resolution is substantially different between nations than it
is within nations. Factors associated with forgiveness that act to restore
order in civil conflict cases are largely absent in international cases. Yet,
unlike the civil conflict cases, negotiated bargains can work to restore
order between nations when reconciliation events constitute effective sig-
nals of a desire for improved relations by their costly, novel, voluntary,
and irrevocable nature.

What accounts for this marked difference in the role of reconciliation
events between civil and international conflicts? A broader look reveals
some crucial features.

Absence of Forgiveness Factors
The international cases suggest that national actors lack the motivation
and mechanisms that would allow for exploration of truth; expeditious
redefinition of the actors’ identities through legal, constitutional, or insti-
tutional means; or application of limited justice. Table 3.1 summarizes
the presence or absence of forgiveness factors in the eight cases. Although
the parties may have called for a new relationship rhetorically, they gener-
ally did not take the difficult steps of forgiveness through public truth
telling, redefinition of identities, or limited justice.
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Table 3.1
Presence of Forgiveness Factors and Outcome

Public Truth Call for
Telling or Redefinition Partial a New

Country Dyads Acknowledgment of Identities Justice Relationship Outcome

USSR–West Germany No No No Yes Improved relations
India–China No No No Yes Improved relations
Egypt–Israel Partial No No Yes Improved relations
China–Vietnam No No No Yes Improved relations
Poland–West Germany Yes No No Yes Improved relations
U.K.–Argentina No No No No No substantial

improvement
Cambodia–Vietnam No No No No No substantial

improvement
Honduras–El Salvador No No Yes No No substantial

improvement
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There are some limited exceptions to this rule. Two cases, Poland–
West Germany and Egypt–Israel, evidenced some public truth telling
through a dramatic act of acknowledgment by one of the national leaders.
Even in those cases, however, no systematic investigation of the war or
determination of culpability for acts committed during the war followed
the initial gesture.

A fundamental redefinition of identities was lacking in virtually all of
the cases, although Poland and Germany have inched toward such a
transformation. Often, identity change was limited by the dictates of
overriding regional or international roles of the conflicting parties. For
example, the competition for influence over Cambodia between China
and Vietnam or for regional supremacy between India and China limited
the extent of potential cooperation.

The Honduran–Salvadoran dispute had a measure of justice. The OAS
threatened sanctions against El Salvador for failure to comply with terms
of a cease-fire, and the ICJ resolved certain territorial disputes in favor
of Honduras.

At most, in some cases an element of forgiveness may have contributed
indirectly to a successful bargain leading to a pattern of improved rela-
tions between belligerents. For example, Brandt used the tool of public
acknowledgment and apology (the initial step in truth telling) to under-
score the costly, novel, and credible nature of his commitment to im-
proved German–Polish relations. Sadat’s dramatic address to the Israeli
Knesset produced a similar effect. Both of these important symbolic ac-
knowledgments of harm took place at the beginning of the reconciliation
process, much like the civil conflict cases. We can assume that they per-
formed a similar function too, that is, to open a space for the possibility
of additional steps toward reconciliation. As noted, however, these ges-
tures did not become part of an extensive truth-telling process or become
part of a larger forgiveness procedure.

In these two examples and in the other international cases, there was
insufficient motivation, inadequate mechanisms, or insurmountable ob-
stacles for a sustained and constructive exploration of the truth, redefini-
tion of the actors’ identities, and resolution of guilt and the application
of limited justice. With regard to motivation, it is revealing, perhaps, that
all but one of the international cases (U.K.–Argentina) that emerged from
our survey as including a reconciliation event involved nations that are
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geographically contiguous. In addition, in all cases, territory and border
disputes were important causes of war. These observations imply that
only nations that must share space with another nation, much like groups
within a national territory, even attempt to reconcile. The sense of shared
society or affinity that exists within a country is much more limited in
international society. It appears that a natural affinity does not yet extend
to people of all nations as Darwin hoped, at least not enough to permit
forgiveness to operate. Although bordering nations often share space, the
intensity of the contact is less than that of groups within nations, and
they may move at a much more protracted pace in addressing borderland
disputes. As the El Salvador–Honduras case suggests, domestic concerns
take precedence over international disputes, which can linger unresolved
for decades as internal affairs become priorities.

Concerning mechanisms for reconciliation, this study suggests that in-
ternational society, although a society of sorts, is not the kind that pre-
vails in most nations, even those that temporarily resemble international
anarchy during civil war. International society is qualitatively different
from national society in its institutional and legal structures. Its institu-
tional and legal shortcomings may make the pursuit of truth and justice
largely unavailable to international belligerents. For example, the Viet-
namese had nowhere to turn to get to the truth about the genocidal activi-
ties of the Pol Pot regime or to seek redress for Vietnamese citizens in
Cambodia who suffered at the hands of that regime. Both realist and ide-
alist interpreters of international relations can find solace in this finding.
For realists, it confirms the distinctive institutional anarchy of interna-
tional relations. For idealists, lack of institutions to secure some measure
of truth and justice and the utility of these processes in resolving conflict
at the national level point to the need for new institutions to resolve
international conflicts; an international criminal court, for example.

Belligerents’ identities evolved over time in international cases, but
lacking the need to redefine themselves formally in a new or amended
constitution, and having fewer legal and institutional forums for their role
redefinition generally, this process appeared to occur extremely slowly, if
at all. In the German–Polish case, the long-time aggressor and victim are
only now, after more than fifty years, about to embark on relationship
as partners and peers through institutions such as NATO and the legal
and institutional framework of the European Union. Although not a case
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study here, the Franco–German relationship in the last half of the twenti-
eth century also illustrates both the possibility and the protracted nature
of identity redefinition between nations formerly engaged in war. Further-
more, comparison between Germany’s postwar relations with its former
European adversaries and Japan’s relationship with its Asian adversaries
suggest that acknowledgment of harm and attempts at atonement may
be important aspects of the painstaking process of redefining identities.

Obstacles facing national and international belligerents may be some-
what different also. For subnational belligerents, the intimacy and ines-
capability of the relationship appear to create, simultaneously, a barrier
and an impetus to settlement because of the actors’ intense vulnerabil-
ity. Paradoxically, perhaps, civil war disputants may find it both more
difficult to negotiate a settlement through sending costly and credible sig-
nals and more necessary and possible to forgive as a way out of conflict,
compared with international, disputes. Barbara Walter identified what
may be a critical deterrent to a negotiated solution to civil conflicts—
the ability to make credible commitments. She maintains “that civil war
negotiations rarely end in successful peace settlements because credible
guarantees on the terms of the settlement are almost impossible to arrange
by the combatants.”113 Ultimately, negotiations fail because the adversar-
ies cannot maintain their independent armed forces, and they face unac-
ceptable vulnerability if they lay down their weapons at a time of great
uncertainty. Walter stated:

In the end, negotiated settlements in civil wars perish under their own unique
demands. Incumbent governments and rebels cannot structure the agreement so
that it will, at worst, allow each side to return as close as possible to the status
quo should one party decide to cheat. And as long as both factions understand
that cooperation will leave them vulnerable and they have no means to avoid this
condition, they will prefer to continue fighting rather than risk possible attack.114

Yet, as chapter 2 suggests, at the same time, civil war combatants, because
of the longevity, intimacy, vulnerability, and inescapability associated
with the relationship, may have greater motivation and preexisting insti-
tutional mechanisms to forgive as a means of settlement. Our case studies
suggest that the step-by-step process of forgiveness can overcome the
acute cooperation dilemma in this situation precisely because of the
shared sense of society and desire for affinity.

Nation-to-nation reconciliation was often obstructed because it was
embedded in a larger international context that included third-party allies
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and adversaries, systemic features, and because of civil conflicts within
the nations. Third-party nations were important in nearly all the cases;
for example, Russia’s role in the India–China relationship and China’s
role in the Cambodian–Vietnamese conflict. International system con-
straints were most evident in the Cold War cases of the USSR–West Ger-
many and Poland–West Germany. Furthermore, both of those cases and
the El Salvador–Honduras and Cambodia–Vietnam cases illustrate that
internal conflict or division within one of the parties to a bilateral rela-
tionship often complicates and constrains the process of reconciliation.
Analogous problems exist in some participants to civil conflict reconcil-
iation. For example, the civil war in El Salvador was influenced by the
wider conflict in the region and the intervention of the United States.
Also, many civil conflict cases face factional infighting within the ranks
of one of the parties. But the subnational and supranational stresses were
less ubiquitous than in the bilateral disputes.

The Relevance of Reconciliation Events as a Costly Signal in
International Disputes
Although the forgiveness model does little to explain the outcome of in-
ternational cases, the rational choice, signaling model is useful in identi-
fying which reconciliation events are likely to lead to improvement in
bilateral relations. Table 3.2 summarizes the presence or absence of those
factors and the actual outcome in each case.

In cases in which reconciliation was a costly, novel, voluntary, and
irrevocable signal, relations substantially improved after the reconcilia-
tion event. Similarly, with only one exception, when the signaling process
was not marked by such actions, relations showed little or no substantial
improvement. The one exception is China–Vietnam, where commitments
failed to meet all the tests for an effective bargain, yet the two parties
appear, thus far, to have established a better relationship. The caveat is
that only a relatively short period of time has transpired since the rec-
onciliation event. The fact that costly commitments were not made and
that underlying issues remain unresolved suggest that improvement in
relations between these countries should be closely watched for future
stresses.

In sum, international conflict case studies support the relevance of
the rational, signal-sending, bargaining explanation for why and when
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Table 3.2
Presence of Signaling Factors and Outcomes

Costliness/ Irrevocable/
Country Dyads Vulnerability Novelty Voluntary Noncontingent Outcome

USSR–West Germany Yes Yes Yes Yes Improved relations
India–China Yes Yes Yes No Improved relations
Egypt–Israel Yes Yes Yes Yes Improved relations
China–Vietnam Yes No Yes No Improved relations
Poland–West Germany Yes Yes Yes Yes Improved relations
U.K.–Argentina No No Yes No No substantial

improvement
Cambodia–Vietnam No No No No No substantial

improvement
Honduras–El Salvador No No No No No substantial

improvement
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reconciliation events lead to improvement in postwar relations in some,
but not all, instances.

Why are international reconciliation events likely to be part of an effec-
tive bargaining process and not part of a forgiveness process? Ironically,
perhaps, the less intimate, more arms’-length negotiations between, as
opposed to within, nations reduce the immediacy of the vulnerability the
parties face and thus make credible commitments in an international envi-
ronment easier to secure than in civil conflicts. Commitment problems
facing disputants may be more surmountable because the parties are more
distant and, although international war raises the passions at one level,115

it does not compel the parties to share one space with one military force.
Therefore, conflicts between nations are more likely to overcome the
cooperation-commitment problem necessary to move from belligerency
to normal relations through negotiated settlement. On the other hand,
lack of intimacy and inescapability in the relationship and dearth of inter-
national legal and institutional means for conflict resolution undercut
motivations and reduce the mechanisms available for forgiveness to oper-
ate meaningfully in international disputes, except in a diluted and deliber-
ate fashion.

Conclusion

These case studies and findings add fuel to the fire of the debate among
international relations scholars over the existence, robustness, and poten-
tial of international society. For realists, the very different role of reconcil-
iation events between national and international disputants and the lack
of motivations and mechanisms for the operation of forgiveness at the
international level confirm their belief in the existence of an international
system, rather than society. For proponents of international society, the
cases and findings of this chapter suggest that elements of society exist
in both settings, but are generally far weaker or more immature at the
international level. Idealists, in turn, can take heart in the power of for-
giveness at the level of civil conflict and extrapolate its institutional and
legal mechanisms for truth telling, justice, and actor redefinition of self
and other to the international level where, presumably, one day, it will
operate to reduce conflict. In short, the debate about international society
is stimulated but not swayed by the findings in this chapter.
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More important, one can see that the significance of reconciliation
events extends to international relations, although for different reasons
than in domestic national relations. Reconciliation events in international
society often represent turning points in the relations of the belligerents.
They are likely to constitute a meaningful signal of a desire for improved
relations that breaks through past animosity and sets the stage for better
future relations when they are costly, novel, voluntary, and irrevocable.
This outcome is markedly different from civil conflict cases in which rec-
onciliation events succeeded in reducing conflict, not because they oper-
ated as an effective signal in a negotiated bargain, but because they were
part of the process of forgiveness characterized by truth telling, partial
justice, and redefinition of identities.
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4
Rethinking Rationality in Social Theory

Reason alone can never produce any action or give rise to volition. . . . Reason
is, and ought to be, the slave of the passions, and can never pretend to any other
office than to serve and obey them.1

—David Hume

A rational choice signaling model does a good job of explaining why and
how international reconciliation events often, but not universally, lead
to an improvement in relations between belligerents. We also saw in chap-
ter 2, however, that this model failed to explain why and how reconcilia-
tion events produce a similar effect within countries. In civil conflict cases,
a forgiveness model was more useful.

There is a reason rational choice cannot grasp the forgiveness process.
Its foundational assumptions about what constitutes rational problem
solving does not include the emotive dimension of the mind and of human
behavior. For all its strengths and many uses, rational choice rests on a
microfoundation that is, essentially, folk psychology. That is, it assumes,
but does not examine, that the mind is a general-purpose, universally
logical, problem-solving mechanism. The human mind allegedly applies
the same rational processes to all problems. The origins of this marvelous
apparatus and its actual structure and functions are not questioned. Fur-
thermore, rationality is defined to include conscious reasoning processes
only and to exclude emotion or emotional processes and any processes
that take place outside conscious awareness. Indeed, emotion is seen as
an impediment to rational decision making and problem solving.

In light of both the surprisingly strong fit between the forgiveness
model and civil reconciliation cases and a wealth of recent research on
the nature and operation of the mind in the natural sciences, this chapter
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suggests that it is time to examine those rational choice microfounda-
tional assumptions. It is time to ask whether there is another way to think
about the underlying assumptions of social theory that would allow ratio-
nality to include both emotion and cold-blooded calculation. To do so
requires reaching beyond the discipline of political science to existing and
emerging findings in biology and neuroscience.

Using a biologically based understanding of the human mind in place
of general rationality assumptions offers certain advantages and disad-
vantages as an approach to social theory. Perhaps the greatest advantage
of such a perspective is that it can include emotion in rationality rather
than excluding it. As discussed below, an evolutionary, biological under-
standing of the mind (although itself beset with problems and challenges)
integrates emotion and logic in a different, sometimes more useful, and
more scientifically sound definition of rationality.

Returning emotion to rationality is not a panacea for social theory,
however. This chapter, in addition to explaining how the natural sciences
can help us overcome certain limitations of rational choice by integrating
emotion with logic, also discusses how this biologically based microfoun-
dation of the mind shares certain theoretical and methodological chal-
lenges with rational choice assumptions. It assesses the differences and
possibility for effective partnership between this new perspective and so-
cial constructivism.

Finally, this chapter frankly assesses problems and perversions asso-
ciated with bringing a biological dimension into social science theory.
Many such attempts were deeply flawed and unquestionably dangerous
when applied to policy. These failings are not inherent in the integration
process, however. Rather, they stem from misapplication of biological
ideas or disregard of cultural and social explanations. These failings warn
us to tread carefully when applying natural science findings to social sci-
ence. Conversely, however, rapid developments in neuroscience and biol-
ogy make it problematic for social scientists to ignore developments in
those fields and the relevance they may have for assumptions about ratio-
nality and human nature and the models and hypotheses that flow from
such assumptions. Although social scientists must be extraordinarily care-
ful in integrating other scientific insights into their work, the greater dan-
ger may be to continue to operate apart from, or contrary to, findings in
other scientific disciplines.
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Rethinking Rationality: Once More, with Emotion

As discussed in chapter 1, evolutionary psychology introduces the notion
of specific rationalities or problem-solving circuitry in the human mind.
This characterization is consistent with both the brain’s evolutionary de-
velopment and a growing body of scientific evidence that suggests mod-
ularity in the brain.2 Equally important, an evolutionary perspective,
unlike rational choice, allows for integration of emotion with reason in
purposeful decision making and behavior. This inclusion is critically im-
portant because, we may, as shown in chapter 2, generate new models
to explain important social puzzles and arrive at a more realistic under-
standing of human motivations that is consistent with an expanding body
of knowledge in other scientific fields.

The Enlightenment is largely responsible for separating emotion and
reason in our current understanding of the human mind. Drawing on
classical Greek notions of a struggle within the mind between emotion
and reason, philosophy made emotion inferior to logic. This alleged an-
tagonism can be traced most directly to Cartesian dualism. Descartes saw
reason as a specific manifestation of the human soul, whereas emotions
were the expression of bodily processes we shared with animals. The goal
of reason was to oppose and control emotion. Descartes also defined the
mind’s operations to include conscious thought only, thought of which
we are aware.

By the start of the twentieth century, Charles Darwin, William James,
and Sigmund Freud had suggested the possibility of holding emotion in
rationality and expanding the realm of the mind’s operation beyond con-
scious reasoning.3 But, David Hume notwithstanding, these insights were
largely ignored in philosophy, psychology, and social theory. Behavior-
ism and later cognitive science, both with exclusive emphasis on logic,
dominated the field of psychology, and the Smithian notion of a rational
utility maximizer prevailed in much of the social sciences. In international
relations theory, “emotions virtually dropped from the radar screen” by
the 1950s.4

At the start of the twenty-first century, rapprochement between cogni-
tion and emotion is again possible. Assisted by new technologies, such
as functional neuroimaging and neural track tracing methods, questions
of the interplay of emotion and logic in rationality are amenable to new
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forms of empirical research.5 Although we stand on the near shore of
these discoveries, results of much of this research suggest that emotion
and logic are inextricably linked, and that appraisal can occur outside
conscious awareness. Mounting evidence about the architecture, chemis-
try, and electrical pathways of the brain undermine the notion of separa-
tion of emotion and reason. Rather, as discussed below, recent research
indicates that emotion and reason cooperate and that “cognition would
be rudderless without the accompaniment of emotion, just as emotion
would be primitive without the participation of cognition.”6 It appears
that emotions assist reasoning in several distinctive and critical ways, es-
pecially in areas of personal and social matters involving risk and conflict.
This assertion is not to maintain that emotion is somehow a substitute
for reason, that excess emotions cannot lead to problems in making deci-
sions, or that emotions govern our decision making. Instead, we suggest
that growing evidence points to the likelihood that “well-tuned and de-
ployed emotion . . . is necessary for the edifice of reason to operate prop-
erly.”7 Emotion and reason are not generally antagonistic; they are
complementary, interactive systems of a problem-solving brain. Emotions
may make us better problem solvers and generally more, not less, rational
in the sense of identifying and securing our preferences. Furthermore,
making decisions with emotions is not an unfortunate exception; it may
be the rule.

Specifically, current research suggests that emotions, in the right mea-
sure, facilitate, and, indeed, may be necessary for rational decision mak-
ing because they:

1. Give priorities to sensory data and sustain attention
2. Identify problems and preferences and create meaning
3. Motivate, direct, and accelerate strategic reasoning8

4. Help store and retrieve memories

Before discussing each of these functions in some detail, we explain briefly
what emotions are in a biological sense and how they operate in the brain
and body.

What Are Emotions?
Physiologically, emotions are dispositions to action.9 They are part of the
bioregulatory devices that enable us to survive.10 Emotions are generated
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from biologically automated pathways in the brain. They are functions
of our nervous system. They are complicated systems of chemical and neu-
ral responses in the brain and body whose physiological role is to antic-
ipate and respond behaviorally to various, archetypal, life-challenging
situations emanating from the environment. External stimuli do not cre-
ate emotions, per se; rather they trigger neurophysiological processes in
the brain.

Emotions have a profound influence over a person’s behavior and men-
tal activity by changing sensory, perceptual, and cognitive processing and
by initiating a host of synchronized physiological tendencies that energize
and guide behavior. “Emotion,” said Antonio Damasio, “is about move-
ment, about externalized behavior, about certain orchestrations of reac-
tions to a given cause, within a given environment.”11 Indeed, the word
“emotion” stems from the Latin verb motere, “to move,” suggesting that
action is implicit in every emotion.12

Neuroscientists usually distinguish between emotions and feelings.
Feelings are our conscious thoughts about our emotions.13 They consist
of mental images arising from neural patterns that represent changes in
body and brain that make up an emotion. Feelings alert us to problems
our emotions have already begun to solve and they “extend the reach of
emotions by facilitating the planning of novel and customized forms of
adaptive response.”14 Unlike conscious awareness of our emotions (feel-
ings), emotions are, for the most part, generated unconsciously. This dis-
tinction is important. For neuroscience, emotion is not merely a collection
of thoughts about a situation; it is a biological process triggered by our
environment that we might, or might not, consciously recognize as feel-
ings.15 Emotions can be defined by their neural attributes, not simply by
descriptions of their external manifestations or our conscious awareness
of them.

At the neural level, each emotion system consists of a set of inputs, an
appraisal mechanism, and a set of physical and chemical outputs.16 Some
would add to these a fourth component in humans: conscious recognition
of an emotional state in the brain and body (i.e., feelings). Emotions begin
with a cognitive component: detecting certain input or trigger stimuli that
are relevant to the functioning of the emotional network. The cognitive
detection mechanism can also learn to respond to stimuli associated with
natural triggers, so-called learned triggers. Both types of triggers elicit
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behavioral and physiological responses. The triggers can lead to the sec-
ond component: a patterned, coherent action plan, or appraisal, useful
in addressing such situations.17 Third, emotions involve a somatic com-
ponent: activation of the autonomic and central nervous systems with
their visceral and musculoskeletal effects. It should be noted that a whole
range of neurochemical and neuroanatomical processes is necessary to
make emotions possible. Finally, emotions may include a subjective-
experiential component: conscious awareness of a change in the body,
or the feeling of an emotion.18

Although the human mind is capable of recognizing and describing
subtle emotional states that reflect one’s particular society and culture,
so-called basic emotions may be universal. Some neuroscientists, psychol-
ogists, and biologists suggest that humans possess a suite of emotions
that are expressed in a similar fashion, in the nature of the antecedent
events that call them forth, and perhaps, in the appraisal process, across
cultures.19 Basic emotion theorists do not deny that emotions are labeled
or expressed differently across cultures and among individuals within a
culture. Simply, some emotions and their expressions are relatively con-
stant in all persons. The exact number and terminology used to describe
these universal emotions vary by study20 but generally include joy (plea-
sure), fear, anger, and sadness. Each of these appears to be mediated by
a separate neural system that has evolved for a particular reason. “The
system we use to defend against danger is different from the one we use
in procreation, and the feelings that result from activating these sys-
tems—fear and sexual pleasure—do not have a common origin.”21 We
cannot be certain how many basic emotional systems exist in the brain,
but neuroscience has identified several distinctive ones and their proxi-
mate locations and neural pathways.22 The existence of several emotional
systems rather than one should not be surprising. The brain, for example,
does not have one system dedicated to perception. We see, hear, and smell
through different visual, auditory, and olfactory systems. Each of these
systems solves different sorts of perceptual problems, and similarly, each
emotional system has a different functional purpose. As neuroscientist
Joseph LeDoux concluded, “The most practical working hypothesis is
that different classes of emotional behavior represent different kinds of
functions that take care of different kinds of problems . . . and have differ-
ent brain systems devoted to them.”23 Although distinctive in their neural
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pathways, emotions have numerous features in common that are useful
to group together for this discussion.24

As adaptive mechanisms that help us deal with important events,25 the
function of emotions is twofold: to induce a specific reaction to a situ-
ation, and to regulate our internal state so that we can be prepared to
act.26 An emotional system, on detecting a significant event, narrows the
range of response options available to a few—freeze, fly, or fight in re-
sponse to a fear stimulus, for example. This link from appraisal to re-
sponse is rapid, tightly coupled, and relatively automatic. These features
contrast with brain systems involved primarily in reasoning, which are
not as tightly coupled with response control systems. Cognitive reasoning
follows the emotions, but it presents us with more choices and greater
response flexibility.27

This difference makes good sense when you think about it. In a danger-
ous environment, time can be of the essence, and you may have to make
split-second decisions; prolonged evaluation and contemplation could
cost you your life. LeDoux argued that, in biological and evolutionary
terms, emotions as such, are “the distillation of wisdom; the critical sur-
vival lessons of life hardwired into our DNA over evolutionary time. Hu-
mans have been biologically shaped to be fearful, sad, angry, and joyful.
Emotions are a critical source of information for problem solving and
learning,” processes previously thought to be exclusively cognitive.28

Emotions guide us in facing important, recurrent predicaments: react-
ing to potential physical danger, bonding with a mate, raising children,
and, perhaps, settling societal disputes. Different emotions prepare us to
act in efficacious ways to life’s recurrent challenges.29 “What,” asked
LeDoux, “is irrational about responding to danger with evolutionarily
perfected reactions?”30 Derailed emotions (those unmediated by reason)
could be irrational and harmful, but emotions generally are an aid to
rational decisions. Although we are aware of them by our conscious feel-
ings, our emotions did not evolve as feelings; they evolved as behavioral
and physiological responses controlled by our brain.31

This emotional appraisal and response system, although acting inde-
pendently, rapidly, and largely unconsciously, also acts cooperatively
with our cortex, the locus of our conscious reasoning processes. Emotions
animate and inform our reasoning, which refines, strategizes, and some-
times vetoes the inputs of emotions. It appears that the thinking cortex
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creates greater response flexibility and prevents the inappropriate re-
sponse more than it acts to initiate the appropriate response.32 For exam-
ple, our fear response may tell us to freeze while hiking when we suddenly
discover a long slender object in our path, but our reasoning may tell us,
on a moment’s reflection, that the object is a stick not a snake, and that we
need not flee, but can step safely over it. Our best current understanding is
that emotional and rational appraisals are semiindependent but intercon-
nected functions of the brain.

How Do Emotions Arise in the Brain-Body?
Paul MacLean used the concept of a “triune brain” as a didactic device
for understanding the evolutionary progression of three strata in the
brain.33 In simple terms, the human brain was built in three stages: first,
a primitive brain stem at the top of our spinal cord, which we share with
all species that possess a central nervous system. Its role is to control
basic life functions such as breathing and metabolism. From that stem
emerged the brain’s emotional centers, clustered in what is sometimes
called the midbrain or limbic system (a misnomer because, as noted, it
is not one system, but many). The emotional brain systems are localized
and organized primarily subcortically, with strong links to the cortex and
weaker feedback links from the cortex to these emotional regions. These
regions include the brain stem, hypothalamus, amygdala, periaqueductal
gray, and others. Millions of years later, our neocortex (“neo” because
it evolved later), the so-called thinking brain, literally grew atop our emo-
tional brain centers. An emotional brain existed long before higher rea-
soning developed. Thus the brain’s emotional systems are interposed
between basic regulatory devices and high reason.

How do emotions work? Typically, certain preset neural systems re-
lated to emotions send commands to other regions of the brain and
throughout the body in reaction to an environmental trigger. The com-
mands are sent out electrochemically along neural pathways that act on
neurons,34 muscle fibers, or organs and through the blood stream in the
form of chemicals that act on our tissues’ receptor cells.35 The sum of
these neural and chemical commands is a global change in our physical
state and in the subsequent operations of our brain.36 Although billions
of neurons in the brain make trillions of connections, scientists have de-
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tected and traced very systematic patterns of interactions between neu-
rons in various brain areas.37 These natural patterns are the inner cause
of behavior.

The neocortex adds conscious reasoning about external stimuli, includ-
ing thoughts about emotions (feelings), the use of complex ideas, images,
and symbols, and the ability to generate a range of possible responses to
problems. These capabilities made enormous advancements in our ability
to solve problems and to survive and flourish as a species. But they did
not divorce us from our basic emotional repertoire and reactions and
our emotional appraisal and problem-solving capabilities. Instead they
enhanced and refined them.

Research on fear helps us see the interaction of emotion and reason.
LeDoux found a dual neural path for fear stimuli, one cortical (involving
the cortex) and one subcortical (focused in the emotive brain centers).
Specifically, with regard to fear, the sensory thalamus activates the amyg-
dala (a midbrain emotive center) at about the same time as it activates
the cortex. In addition, this thalamic pathway is far faster than the linkage
to the neocortex, permitting an emotional response to begin before the
cortex can resolve completely what it is reacting to. Some sensory infor-
mation will receive emotional priority before measured thinking takes
place. Neural fibers from the amygdala activate the brain’s sympathetic,
autonomic system and release chemicals such as epinephrine, vasopressin,
and cortisol. This potent chemical bath, in turn, immediately changes the
way we think and feel.38 These chemicals linger and dominate our system,
often as moods or affective states.39 This subcortical fear system allows
the defense networks of the amygdala to influence attention, perception,
and memory in situations posing danger.

LeDoux found that there are far more neural inputs from the amygdala
into the cortex than the reverse, although information flows both ways.
Thus, in responding to a fearful stimulus, mental design ensures that the
impact of emotion on conscious reasoning will usually be greater than
lesser. It is emotional stimuli that color and animate our thoughts. It is
not easy for the cortex to shut off these influences. You can experience
this set of priorities the next time a strong emotional response such as
anger or fear is triggered. Note how difficult it is and how long it may
take for cognitive messages to assuage these emotional appraisals and the
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physical states they create. Conversely, it is laborious to summon a strong
emotional state through conscious thoughts about such emotions; that
ability we associate with actors who move us.

This dual system, with greater speed and strength emanating from the
emotional centers, makes evolutionary sense in a fearful situation: it per-
mits rapid, if not fully thought-out responses. LeDoux surmised that this
dual system is useful because “Failing to respond to danger is more costly
than responding inappropriately to a benign stimulus.”40 But we are not
limited to an emotional response. Our reason works on problems our
emotions first identified and animated us to solve.

How Do Emotions Aid in Decision Making?
Emotions are not divorced from reasoning. They have important func-
tions that are indisputably cognitive, related to activities such as atten-
tion, perception, planning, and memory.41 It is important to appreciate
their extensive involvement in these elements of rational decision making.

The Role of Emotion: Focusing Attention and Creating Meaning Emo-
tions help us give priorities to data from a universe of stimuli. They propel
our attention, focusing and sustaining our concentration on selected stim-
uli relevant to our drives and goals.42 In complex cognitive tasks, people
often experience information overload and have to select a narrow sub-
sample of the range of information available for further processing. Emo-
tion helps us narrow our choices to significant aspects of our environment
so that reason can operate selectively on a manageable task.43 Emotion-
ally significant data take priority, bumping mundane events out of aware-
ness at an early, preattentive state of processing.44 As Richard Lazarus
explained, “emotions focus attention on some concerns and, by the same
token, distract attention from other concerns.”45 The converse is not true,
mere thoughts do not as easily displace emotions from awareness—“wish-
ing that anxiety or depression would go away is usually not enough.”46

Hence, emotions significantly determine the focus of our attention.
Furthermore, emotions are one, nearly instantaneous, source of mean-

ing; fear generated by the rapid approach of a large predator, even before
the approaching object can be identified, for example. In ancient times,
humans who responded appropriately with a fearful freezing and then
flight or fight reaction probably had a much greater survival rate than
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those who waited for conscious appraisal and reason to guide their ac-
tions. Chemicals released in an emotional reaction carry an important,
meaning-creating signal: they tell us “this is important,” “pay attention,”
“keep this.”47 Emotions begin to create meaning and animate us, and set
the motivational tone for the kinds of experiences we expect and seek.
They communicate these intentions and expectations simply, efficiently,
and accurately, despite their limited vocabulary relative to thought.

The Role of Emotion: Identifying Preferences and Directing the Selection
of Strategies As noted, the emotional meaning of a stimulus can be ap-
praised by the brain’s emotional circuitry before the perceptual systems
have fully processed the stimulus. Strange as it might sound, the brain
can begin to tell you something is good or bad, dangerous or desirable,
before it is certain what that something is.

Emotions recognize challenges and opportunities in our environment,
and they identify our preferences. Rational choice tells us that individuals
pursue preferences logically, but it does not tell us, at an individual level,
what preferences are or where they come from. This void exists because
emotion is left out of the mix. Preferences begin as emotional reactions
that can be formed with little conscious registration of the stimuli. Experi-
ments by Robert Zajonc led him to conclude “affective judgments may
be fairly independent of, and precede in time, the sorts of perceptual and
cognitive operations commonly assumed to be the basis of affective judg-
ments. Emotional reactions to stimuli are often the very first reactions of
the organism. . . . [They] can occur without extensive perceptual and
cognitive encoding, are made with greater confidence than cognitive judg-
ments and can be made sooner.”48 This early emotional appraisal is gross
and vague (approach-avoidance distinctions, for example), but it substan-
tially influences ensuing cognitive processes. In short, thanks to our emo-
tional circuitry, we may actually begin to know what we want before we
know fully what that is.49

Emotions not only animate us and guide preferences; they also make
devising strategies to achieve those preferences manageable, helping solve
the dilemma of combinatorial explosion noted in chapter 1. Researchers
have found that the prefrontal cortex—the area of the brain linked to
planning, reasoning, and decision making—relies on matches between
complex external stimuli and the emotional state associated with those
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stimuli (the somatosensory pattern) in making decisions. Specifically, the
somatosensory pattern constrains the process of reasoning over multiple
options and multiple future outcomes. Images of future examples are
marked, and thus “qualified” or “judged” by the juxtaposed images of
the somatic state. In complex decision making, this process greatly facili-
tates the operation of logical reasoning. So-called somatic markers allow
certain option-outcome pairs to be rapidly endorsed or rejected, render-
ing the decision-making space more manageable for a subsequent cost-
benefit analysis based on overtly logical reasoning. In situations with a
high degree of uncertainty as to the future and/or the optimal course of
action, constraints imposed by somatic markers allow individuals to de-
cide within reasonable time intervals. This advantage would apply to
many complex social situations and to the mental processing required for
navigating them.50 For patients with damage to their emotional centers
and impaired somatic marking capability, response options and outcomes
are more or less equal. Decision making in subjects unable to use their
affective experience becomes extremely slow and laborious, limited to
logical consideration over many potential alternatives, themselves lacking
somatic markers. “As a result, decision making may fail to be timely,
accurate, and propitious,” or, lacking affective guidance, “it becomes
random and impulsive.”51

The Role of Emotion: Memory Storage and Retrieval Emotions gener-
ally assist us in storing and retrieving memories required for making de-
cisions. Memory is the creation of persistent change in the brain by a
transitory stimulus. Most researchers believe the physical evidence of
memory is stored as changes in neurons along specific pathways in the
brain. Mechanisms through which memories of emotional significance
are registered, stored, and retrieved are different from those through
which cognitive memories of the same stimulus are processed and stored.
The brain has many memory systems, each dedicated to a different kind
of learning and memory function.52 Numerous studies demonstrate that
we tend to remember what is most emotionally laden because all emo-
tional events receive preferential processing.53 Our vernacular reflects
these priorities when we speak of knowing (remembering) something by
heart. Emotional events carry greater implications for an individual’s
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sense of self and integrity than nonemotional or neutral events. It is no
coincidence, therefore, that one often remembers an emotional experi-
ence vividly or in great detail. Many Americans, for example, inevitably
know when and where they learned that President Kennedy had been
shot.54 Generally, the more intense the emotional arousal, the stronger
the memory imprint.55 This is not to suggest that emotional memories
are flawless, only that certain core information, the gist of the event, and
perhaps certain collateral details are likely to be imprinted and sustained
in memory.56

Emotion and Logic Together
The idea of separation of logic and emotion is yielding to experimental
facts pointing to the importance of emotional structures and processes
as critical to reasoning.57 Work by Antonio Damasio and others suggests
that emotion is necessary to the proper function of our logical capabili-
ties. Patients in whom the frontal lobe (the area of highest reasoning) is
removed to extract an invasive tumor, generally recover well and retain
their thinking skills as measured on standard tests of intelligence. In con-
trast, patients who had their amygdala (a seat of many emotional apprais-
als) removed fared far worse, losing the capacity for imagination, decision
making, creativity, and emotional expression and nuance.58 Although still
capable of using the instruments of their rationality in logical applica-
tions, those with damage to their emotional centers repeatedly made irra-
tional and disadvantageous personal and social decisions in situations
involving risk and conflict.59 Damasio concluded that “selected reduction
of emotion is at least as prejudicial for rationality as excessive emotion,”
and “reason does not stand to benefit from operating without the leverage
of emotion.”60

In sum, separation of emotion from decision making and denigration
of emotion as an impediment to reason are increasingly suspect as foun-
dations for scientific social theory. Affective reactions are primary in phi-
logeny (our brain’s evolution) and in ontogeny; children express emotion
long before they express the instruments of their reason.61 Emotions were
and are useful to our survival; thus, in biological terms, it is improbable
that reason operates independently and without their aid. When some
preexisting system is useful, evolution does not make it indirect or entirely
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dependent on a newly evolved capability. Rather, it is much more likely
that our affective system allies with our later-evolving reasoning capabili-
ties to carry out problem-solving functions jointly.62 The neocortex and
its profound reasoning ability open our emotional circuitry to alternative
behavioral responses and conscious choices.63 But, as David Hume sus-
pected, these strategies serve an emotional master. Emotions are fast, ef-
fective guides to behavior that are part and parcel of what people think
or do. Contrary to rational choice theory, Zajonc maintained, “people
do not get married or divorced, commit murder or suicide, or lay down
their lives for freedom upon a detailed cognitive analysis of the pros and
cons of their actions.”64 Leaving emotion outside decision making makes
little sense.

Moreover, leaving emotion out of rationality defies our human nature.
As one pair of researchers from neuroscience and the humanities warned:
“Nature is more ingenious than we are. And we stand to miss all that
power and ingenuity unless we attend to neurobiological plausibility.”65

We suggest that it is plausible that a new model of rational decision mak-
ing merging emotion and reason could result in useful social science hy-
potheses in some cases.

Commonalties of Rational Choice and Evolutionary Psychology

For better or worse, rational choice and evolutionary psychology have
a great deal in common. Like rational choice approaches, a hypothesis
grounded in evolutionary psychology is deductive and permits free in-
terchange of human actors. Evolutionary approaches share with ratio-
nal choice the scientific pursuit of patterns and probabilities in human
interaction.

On the other hand, evolutionary approaches are less concerned than
rational choice with applying equilibrium analysis to human interaction
and more interested in identifying probabilities or frequencies of potential
outcomes. The analogy would be to say evolutionary thinkers are more
like geneticists and less like physicists. According to rational choice, social
equilibria result when individuals choose an outcome they would not
wish to depart from, given available information and choices of other
actors. Unless such equilibria can be discovered, “law-like statements—
from which predictive hypotheses are derived—cannot be developed.”66
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Without a specific equilibrium, rational choice models become indetermi-
nate.67 Evolutionary analysis is more comfortable with the possibility of
multiple equilibria in interactions, searching for patterns and probable
outcomes or paths rather than specifically correct predictions.

Although scientific in approach, an evolutionary perspective, by raising
a new, biological dimension in explaining human behavior, may be less
parsimonious than rational choice models.68 Moreover, its application to
social theorizing is new, and our understanding of the human mind is
rudimentary. Thus an enormous amount of work is required to see what
insights, if any, an evolutionary perspective can produce about how the
nature of humans’ adapted reasoning interacts with today’s social and
political environments. It is fair to ask, is the candle worth the contest?,
especially given the legacy of past attempts to align social theory with
developments in the natural sciences, an issue we consider later in this
chapter. Below, we present several theoretical challenges that an evolu-
tionary approach shares with rational choice models.

Theoretical Challenges Shared with Rational Choice: Explaining
Altruism
Like rational choice, the assumptions of human motivation used in evolu-
tionary psychology must wrestle with the dilemma of altruistic behavior
despite the assumption of self-interested individuals. That is, evolutionary
theory posits that organisms are selfish in a biological sense,69 reproduc-
tion maximizers rather than rational choice’s utility maximizers. If so,
individuals should not perform any behaviors that are altruistic, that are
for the good of other members of the species rather than for themselves.70

An individual organism competes primarily with others of its own species
for “scarce resources that are convertible into the ultimate currency of
biological evolution: fitness—defined as reproductive success.”71 Natural
selection favors selfish behavior because any truly altruistic act increases
the recipient’s reproductive success while lowering the donor’s. If the or-
ganism is the exclusive unit of natural selection, then evolution should
work against the development of altruism.72 If cooperation generally en-
tails some cost to the individual, how can we show that individuals might
actually gain from cooperation rather than from unbridled self-interest?

The evolutionary perspective addresses this problem in several ways.
Perhaps the dominant approaches are through concepts of inclusive
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fitness and reciprocity. Fitness, the ability to transfer one’s genes to pos-
terity, can sometimes be furthered not simply by mating or seizing re-
sources that will make this possible, but by assisting others. William D.
Hamilton pointed out that reproductive success must be expanded to in-
clude benefits to related organisms, close kin who share part of one’s
genetic makeup, discounted by their coefficient of relatedness. For Hamil-
ton, the measure of reproductive success is described as “inclusive fit-
ness,” that is, reproductive success including both an individual and that
individual’s close kin.73

Work by Robert Axelrod and Hamilton,74 Robert L. Trivers,75 and oth-
ers explains how, through the mechanism of reciprocity, this domain of
cooperative relations might expand beyond kin to other individuals. So-
cial cooperation can occur in cases of mutual benefit, such as those
marked by reciprocity in relations. Thus, despite egoistic motivations,
if cooperation by two or more organisms could be mutually beneficial,
evolution might select for a capacity to make, in effect, cost-benefit calcu-
lations in social exchange.76 Inclusive fitness and reciprocity provide some
support for a countervailing tendency away from competition and toward
cooperation that might have evolved in a species that experienced pro-
longed helplessness in infancy, poor defenses against predators, scarcity
of food requiring cooperative hunting and food sharing, and similar envi-
ronmental challenges.77

Theoretical Challenges Shared with Rational Choice: Reifying
Collectives
Another shared difficulty is that evolutionary psychology and rational
choice reify collectives; that is, they assume that group actions, like
reconciliation, can be explained from assumptions about individuals’
decision-making processes. Treating the polity as a unitary rational actor
is widespread in international relations theory, for example.78 In this
study, both signaling and forgiveness models assume that subnational
or national entities can be expected to behave like rational individuals
(although they differ regarding the underlying assumptions about what
constitutes rationality).

Both approaches treat large groups as unitary actors or assume that
individuals ultimately make decisions for a larger group. But to the extent
that one concludes that organizations, bureaucracies, cultures, societies,
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or nations have their own attributes, an aggregation problem arises in
moving from individual choice to policy outcomes of larger groups. Gen-
erally, there are three broad critiques: rationality becomes bounded and
imperfect as one moves from individual choice to organizational proce-
dure79; personal choice may be dictated by external cultural norms; and
individual agents are shaped by their institutional and societal settings,
thereby altering preferences and choices.80 Thus, it is legitimate to ques-
tion whether rational choice and evolutionary psychology models of
choice hold more relevance for individual rather than group behavior.

Rational choice theorists have wrestled with this dilemma and offered
a number of useful but not wholly satisfying solutions. One approach
suggests there is no way to build theory other than to reduce to individual
choice. James M. Buchanan and Gordon Tullock, for example, held that
collective action is only “the action of individuals when they choose to
accomplish purposes collectively rather than individually.”81 Because
groups, whether a family, society, or state, cannot have preferences, theo-
rists must assume the existence of individual preference orderings and
choice.82 This does not fully solve the conundrum of explaining collective
outcomes by reference to the maximizing actions of individuals, nor does
it rebut the charge of reductionism in theorizing.

Several literatures attempt to fill the gap between the individual and the
collective in explaining policy choice. To make the leap from individual
to collective, some contend that organizations also operate rationally.83

Indeed, some maintain that certain decisions can be made more efficiently
by organizations rather than by individuals because of reduced transac-
tion costs.84 Others developed nonrational models of organizational or
bureaucratic behavior. In foreign policy, Graham Allison’s may be the
best-known.85

This theoretic challenge clearly faces an attempt to explain reconcil-
iation among groups. Forgiveness and reconciliation between political
collectives is generally thought to require the active intervention of a prin-
cipal, an authoritative deputy who represents the collectivity because,
however real and powerful a collective entity, it cannot speak or act on
its own. Such deputies, however, serve not only as autonomous individu-
als, as Buchanan and Tullock would have it, but as agents or emissaries
of the larger group. By virtue of their institutional office or position, these
individuals are both empowered to speak for the many and circumscribed
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by collective goals and interests. In affecting reconciliation, therefore,
their role may be less a sincere expression of personal views and more
public acknowledgment of the conflict, promise that similar acts will not
be repeated (forsaking revenge), and commitment on behalf of the many
to the future of the relationship. As such, the deputies embody collective
decisions in part.

Nonetheless, Buchanan and Tullock and others raise a good point. In
articulating and affecting the pattern of intergroup relations, leaders also
have the power to shape the beliefs of the group they represent as part
of an iterated process of change.86 Furthermore, to the extent authorita-
tive policy decisions are delegated to an individual or a relatively small
elite, the assumption of individual rationality may be appropriate. In con-
sidering this question, Jack S. Levy conceded that the unitary rational
actor model also applies to more pluralistic regimes on crisis issues “in
which threats and interests are unambiguous.”87

Our study cannot fully resolve the reification question. It can only ac-
knowledge that both approaches must, at a minimum, recognize this fea-
ture, question its appropriateness to particular situations, and, at some
point, develop better understanding of how theories of individual ratio-
nality translate into collective policy choice.

Theoretical Challenges Shared with Rational Choice: Falsifiability
Another problem of evolutionary psychology is that its motivational as-
sumptions are not immediately falsifiable. If the mind is viewed as a final
cause of behavior and its shape the product of an ancient evolutionary
history, neither its particular effects nor its origin is directly visible.88 Al-
exander Rosenberg stated that an evolutionary perspective on human be-
havior is silent on immediate or proximate causation. Particular behavior
may be the result of intentions, socialization, conditioning, or deep psy-
chological design. “The evolutionary perspective is that of ultimate causes
. . . leav[ing] to others the proximate explanation of how the rule gets
expressed and how it gets enforced from society to society.”89

This critique is true, but it is equally valid as applied to the underlying
assumptions of most broad deductive theories such as rational choice
models. The motivational and behavioral assumptions of evolutionary
psychology are merely a paradigmatic foundation for generating hy-
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potheses in a scientifically consistent way; they are not, in themselves,
an explanation for anything. Rather, like rational choice assumptions,
evolutionary, biological theories of the mind are necessary to provide a
complete explanation of social behavior and are not narrowly falsifi-
able.90 Rosenberg’s point is a good one because it reminds us that before
an evolutionary paradigm bears fruit in explaining social phenomena,
the hard work of generating useful models and hypotheses for important
problems is required (including specifying the role of cultural and institu-
tional variables). Tests must be devised and implemented, results must
be assessed and reassessed, et cetera, all before one makes a claim of
explanation.

Constructivism and a Biological Perspective: Common Ground?

A social constructivist viewpoint (one that explains phenomena by ref-
erence to social interactions) would appear to start from a very differ-
ent vantage point than that of evolutionary psychology in searching for
explanations. In the extreme, a constructivist explanation would main-
tain that society and societal phenomena, like the resolution of conflict
through reconciliation, can be understood solely as intersubjective reality;
that is, a product of social interaction. Similarly, emotions and behavior
associated with them are social constructs, infinitely labile, learned, and
reinforced through social discourse.91 In contrast, evolutionary psycholo-
gists maintain that an important component of emotion and behavior is
universal, biological, and intrasubjective; that is, partially a function of
biology. Unlike constructivists, evolutionary theorists assume a world of
extant phenomena that presents organisms with certain cognitive chal-
lenges that must be understood to reproduce and survive. This perspective
can accept the constructivist insight that human symbolic representation
of reality is subjective and may be posed in alternative forms. Unlike con-
structivists, evolutionists would not go so far as to say that the structure
of all phenomena is primarily or solely dependent on the cognitive system
that developed it, that our thinking about material reality (including the
mind) is necessarily transcendent to that reality. Rather, our thoughts, in
part, are a response to certain material, environmental conditions and
challenges facing the organism itself.
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Neta C. Crawford’s work on emotion and politics posits a balance
between the approaches, noting that biological and constructivist ex-
planations are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Instead, “biological,
cognitive, and social constructivist approaches to emotion account for
findings at different levels (cellular, behavioral, social, etc.) . . . no one
theoretical approach will likely be able to account for the complex rela-
tionships between experience, perception, cognition, culture, and biol-
ogy.”92 This ecumenical approach is laudable and workable.

To illustrate, our study places great emphasis on the role of identity
and identity change as an essential component of forgiveness. Identity—
“the state of being similar to some actors and different from others in a
particular circumstance”93—is best understood as having both internal
and external dimensions. It is possible, of course, to argue that identities
are given and immutable or, alternatively, that they are constantly chang-
ing products of social interactions. But these extreme positions would do
better to acknowledge that identities are both susceptible to social mold-
ing and, nonetheless, relatively stable. Identity is a tool for managing and
organizing information about oneself and one’s relationship to the envi-
ronment. As such, it must be resistant to constant change to be internally
cohesive and useful. At the same time, it must be susceptible to modifi-
cation in reaction to its environment to be efficacious. Identity is shaped
by internal cues such as perception and emotions and by environment
and social artifacts such as roles, norms, and values. The interaction
among these factors is extraordinarily complex.94

Similarly, emotions have a clear biological basis but are not limited to
biology. Although the machinery for emotional appraisal is largely preset,
inducers or triggers for emotional arousal are not part of it. Some emo-
tional triggers are clearly the result of conditioning or learning. Most
important, social and cultural environments strongly influence aspects
of emotional expression. Environmental forces shape the cognition and
behavior that follow deployment of emotion.95

Some Additional Cautions before Using an Evolutionary Perspective in
Social Theory

Many problems of adding a biological, evolutionary perspective to social
theory are the result of self-inflicted wounds. Adding a biological element
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to the study of politics has a dark history. As a result, this perspective is
taboo in most social science and will typically provoke certain accusa-
tions that have to be acknowledged but are not, per se, a failing of the
perspective, only its past applications.

Biological theories and concepts have been used from the midnine-
teenth century to the present in nefarious ways to promote or justify so-
cial pathologies such as colonialism, racism, and fascism. In the 1920s,
for example, genetics was used to support racist immigration policies in
the United States. The Nazis carried the notion of genetic superiority to
its greatest extreme beginning in the 1930s with its eugenic programs of
sterilization and extermination.96 It is understandable that for the past
fifty years social scientists have avoided the natural sciences in part be-
cause of the pseudo-certainty these approaches bestowed on several social
evils. This experience encouraged social science to divorce itself from nat-
ural science. In anthropology the prevailing view is that humans are “cul-
tural animals,” with virtually all emphasis on culture and its variability97

and little or no consideration of the animal with its patterned responses
and universal characteristics.98 The divorce from the natural sciences also
prevails overwhelmingly in international relations theory, whether con-
structivist or rational-realist. The rational choice conception of the hu-
man mind as a blank slate composed of certain elemental drives and an
ability to learn or think rationally is consistent with this separation of
the natural and social worlds. Most social constructivists go even farther.
In the extreme, they contend that emotions are solely the products of
society, not biology.99

Thus, although the human organism clearly is not exempt from the
evolutionary process, virtually all social scientists study humans as cut
off from their biological inheritance. The resulting explanations for social
behavior thus focus on the importance of culture, learning, institutions,
language, and other human artifacts (although recent work questions hu-
mans’ monopoly over some of these attributes). Evolutionary principles
are seen as having minimal relevance to understanding the structure and
operation of society (or culture). Social phenomena, therefore, can be
understood from the outside in, as a product of changing environmental
conditions or cultural factors. As for the possibility of an internal biologi-
cal dimension to human motives or behavior, it is easier to avoid, deny, or
assume it away because of historically based antipathies that it provokes.
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We raise doubt as to whether, in divorcing itself from other scientific
disciplines, political science may be missing important insights. It may be
time to ask whether developments in understanding the mind from biol-
ogy and neuroscience intrude on rational choice premises that the mind
is an all-purpose logical calculator, or the constructivist assumption that
social expressions are infinitely plastic. What if important patterns of hu-
man behavior, such as reconciliation, can, in some social-cultural settings,
be better understood through hypotheses that draw on neuroscience find-
ings of the constructive role of emotion in decision making and the pat-
terned, evolved, specific problem-solving capabilities of the human mind?
What if fears and misconceptions surrounding the implications of inte-
grating biological notions into social science could be held at bay long
enough to consider the relevance of such an approach? This requires re-
jecting several failings of those who attempted to raise biological factors
in social explanations that we consider next.

Reductionism
Deriving social hypotheses consistent with modern biology should not
be biologically reductionist. Integrating biological, behavioral, and social
sciences in a consistent way should not imply reduction in the complexity
of explanation through assimilation of one field by the other. Recognizing
that evolutionary pressures may have sculpted our minds is not in itself
a theory of psychology, much less one of politics. In fact, rather than
reducing explanations, by tracing the principles of one field to those of
another, additional principles may be suggested; in this case the model
of reconciliation as forgiveness.100 Suggesting an evolved component of
human motives does not necessarily preclude or denigrate other cultural
or social structural factors.101 Attempts to link biology and social theory
by Edward O. Wilson and other sociobiologists have often been criti-
cized, perhaps correctly, for stressing the centrality of genetics in de-
termining human social behavior.102 Although efforts that included
biological factors in social theory may be guilty of reductionism or genetic
determinism, reductionism vulgarizes an approach that is willing to con-
sider the possible relevance of those factors.

Whereas this approach does not imply a reduction in variables or disci-
plinary imperialism of the natural sciences, it also does not accept that
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all societal outcomes are equally possible (an interpretivist-constructivist
approach) or that they are solely the subject of conscious, contemporary
human reasoning (rational choice model). Instead, it asserts the possibil-
ity of uncovering certain predictable relationships between individuals
and their environments traceable in part to the mind’s emotive, adaptive,
problem-solving capabilities.

Simple Dichotomies
Second, an evolutionary psychology approach should not become an-
other iteration of the popular nature versus nurture debate, or academic
dichotomies such as instinct versus reasoning, biology versus culture, or
innate versus learned. These simple dualities should be rejected in favor
of a search for complex interactions among biological, institutional, polit-
ical, economic, social, cultural, and other variables. Any particular mani-
festation of social behavior is a product of basic motivations and the
environment. Nature and nurture, biology and society, provide different
skills for addressing life’s challenges. Nature can provide us with intrinsic
potentials and nurture the opportunity to manifest these potentials in
various ways. Personality research involving identical twins, for example,
supports the notion of heritability and learned traits as roughly equal in
shaping behavior.103

Oversimplifying Human Nature
Third, an evolutionary perspective should not be an argument that hu-
mankind is basically aggressive or fundamentally cooperative. Instead, as
this investigation of reconciliation reveals, aggression and cooperation
can be viewed as recurrent social behaviors, and we can safely assume
that both are partly innate and partly learned. Joshua S. Goldstein cap-
tured this point in his rejection of sociobiological assertions of human’s
aggressiveness: “Human beings have both nonviolent and aggressive be-
havior in their repertoire, and both behaviors probably have biological
roots. We all have both capacities—to cooperate and to kill—and we
have minds to think about such choices.”104 Furthermore, there is every
reason to believe that our early ancestors lived in small groups character-
ized by a similar combination of cooperation and rivalry. As suggested
in the introduction of this book, the more relevant question is, how is
social cooperation restored despite aggression?
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Genetic Determinism and Behavioral Genetics
Fourth, an evolutionary perspective should not be conflated with an argu-
ment for genetic determinism or an ideological justification for the status
quo. Instead, by recognizing the interplay of culture, social structures,
and other variables with evolved habits of mind, “one can therefore avoid
the twin dangers of assuming either that humans are merely animal or
that we are in no way an animal species.”105

Furthermore, this approach should not be confused with behavioral
genetics, which, in contrast, is “interested in the extent to which differ-
ences between people in a given environment can be accounted for by
differences in their genes.”106 Although no two individuals share the exact
same genetic makeup (except for identical twins), the genetic basis for
the human mental architecture is universal. An evolutionary perspective
suggests what these universal, shared features of the mind might be; for
example, the emotion fear or the ability to use language. It then examines
how these features might help us understand certain social phenomena,
not to search for imagined genetic differences. For the same reason, an
evolutionary perspective should not support genetic racism. Viewed in
evolutionary terms, we are one species. Variations in morphology, such
as skin color, are inconsequential, a product of 0.01 percent of our genetic
makeup. As leading genetic researcher J. Craig Venter explained: “Race
is a social concept, not a scientific one. We all evolved in the last 100,000
years from the same small number of tribes that migrated out of Africa
and colonized the world.”107 Although we may be keenly attuned to dif-
ferences in appearance, we all have the same species-specific biological
endowment.

Sociobiology
Finally, an evolutionary perspective should not become synonymous
with sociobiology as that term is generally applied or adopted. Although
a sociobiologist might be comfortable with evolutionary biological ideas,
the converse is not necessarily true. Many works that are called or call
themselves sociobiological are biologically reductionist; they ignore or
slight the role of culture and society, make erroneous claims about the
biological essence of human nature as inherently aggressive, or worse
still, subdivide the human species into racial categories or other biologi-
cally unsupported subgroups. An evolutionary perspective shares with
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sociobiology a belief that human adaptation is an important factor in
shaping the mind, but it does not, and should not, repeat the errors of
sociobiologists.

Specifically, evolutionary perspectives should not embrace the claim of
some sociobiologists that today’s individuals in their contemporary soci-
ety are “fitness maximizers” or “inclusive fitness maximizers”; that is,
the goal of extant human behavior is to maximize gene representation in
subsequent generations relative to our contemporaries. David Buss la-
beled this assertion the “sociobiological fallacy” because it conflates a
theory of the origins of mechanisms (inclusive fitness theory) with a the-
ory of the nature of those adaptive mechanisms.108 Instead, he recognized
that “once those [evolved] mechanism are in place, they can be activated
or executed in ways that may or may not lead to inclusive fitness in cur-
rent environments.”109 To illustrate, our evolved ability to taste sweet
foods may have been adaptive because it helped early humans to identify
safe, ripe, and nutritious fruits. In today’s environment characterized by
an overabundance of processed sweet foods, this preference may be mal-
adaptive to the extent that it leads to obesity or diabetes. In short, the
contemporary value of adaptive mechanisms should not be confused with
the causal process that created them. Some sociobiologists make this mis-
take, however, going “directly from principles of evolution to patterns
of [contemporary] social organization.”110

Conclusion

It is critical to understand what evolutionary psychology is and is not. It
suggests that all humans have an evolved brain that integrates emotion
and logic, and that it is capable of identifying certain problems and de-
ploying reasoning and emotional abilities to resolve these problems in
certain ways. Chapter 2 presents intriguing evidence of the possibility
that forgiveness and reconciliation is one such evolved mechanism that,
in some settings, allows humans to address the fundamental problem of
sociality; that is, how to restore order and beneficial relationships in a
society after conflict. It is also possible that this mechanism operates at
many levels of social organization in certain patterned and predictable
ways, and thus may help us understand some cases of conflict and its
resolution.
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More broadly, an evolutionary approach has several strengths as an
orientation to generating social explanations that are useful to exploring
not only reconciliation, but also other important social puzzles. Its great-
est strength, we suggest, may be its ability to capture, again, emotion in
rationality and to bridge findings in the natural sciences with social sci-
ence theory. It has certain weaknesses, too, many of which are challenges
shared with rational choice models. Finally, it has an intellectual and
policy history that can at best be described as unfortunate, and at worst
abhorrent. Nonetheless, because something has been and can be misused
does not mean it cannot or should not be used in a manner that is con-
structive and cautious. An evolutionary approach may be applicable to
a variety of political questions as well as those in other social disciplines,
a topic we consider in the next chapter. But, it can be dangerous as ap-
plied to policy prescription if not handled with care.



5
Implications for Policy and Practice and
Avenues for Further Research

Many receive advice, few profit by it.

—Publilius Syrus (�100 b.c.)

This chapter offers concise and modest advice on the role of reconciliation
as a conflict-resolution tool for conflict resolution practitioners and policy
makers. It summarizes generic features, drawn from case studies, of fac-
tors associated with successful and unsuccessful reconciliation at the na-
tional and international levels. The chapter identifies avenues for future
research on reconciliation and conflict resolution, and suggests other po-
litical questions that might be amendable to the development of explana-
tions founded on a different view of rationality.

Implications for Policy

As noted in chapter 1, reconciliation is an undertheorized phenomenon
in studies of civil and international conflict resolution. This is unfortunate
because resolution of civil conflict is a more pronounced and critical pol-
icy issue today than ever before, and despite hopes for a new world order,
international war is still very much with us. This study offers a systematic,
theoretically informed, and theoretically innovative analysis of reconcilia-
tion. But can it speak meaningfully to policy makers and practitioners
facing the challenge of resolving civil or international conflicts? Well, yes,
but only in a general way.

Alexander George cautioned us to recognize that theoretical knowl-
edge is an aid to, not a substitute for, policy judgments that must be made
in the context of a particular situation.1 Policy makers and practitioners
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and their judgments can benefit from scholarship to the extent that re-
search provides a conceptual framework for different strategies and “ge-
neric knowledge”2 of strategies that identifies their uses, limitations, and
conditions required to implement them effectively.3

Although identifying numerous favoring and disfavoring conditions
runs contrary to the theorist’s search for parsimony, wrestling with such
complexities and ambiguities is a way of life for applied conflict resolu-
tion. By identifying conditions important to the success or failure of a
strategy as suggested by the case studies, the scholar can help the policy
maker assemble a list of considerations for assessing the feasibility or
desirability of that strategy in the policy maker’s present situation. That
list will be useful even if its conclusions are merely plausible (rather than
scientifically certain) and the analysis from which it is compiled is com-
plex or rich rather than parsimonious.

Civil Conflict
Conventional scholarly wisdom holds that civil conflicts rarely end in
peaceful settlement.4 Our study, which includes more recent data, also
found that most civil conflicts do not result in restoration of enduring
social order: the rate of recidivist conflict in nonreconciled cases exceeded
90 percent. But this study does provide new information that offers an
important and hopeful caveat to this conclusion, and it qualifies certain
previous judgments about the essential involvement of third parties.

Chapter 2 states that over the last two decades, countries wracked by
civil conflict, often protracted and horrendously violent, can peacefully
reach an enduring settlement through forgiveness and national reconcilia-
tion. In seven of the eleven cases involving a reconciliation event, through
forgiveness, the combatants reached a peaceful solution that produced
lasting social order and did not devolve into further conflict. This result
is a significant and very positive qualification to the general notion that
peaceful resolution of civil conflict is extraordinarily rare.

Each of those conflicts that succeeded in a peaceful and enduring reso-
lution went through a similar process of national forgiveness that almost
universally included four specific phases. First, a stage of truth telling,
public acknowledgment of the harms inflicted by the war, that serves as
a means of recognizing the humanity and legitimacy of both parties. Of-
ficial acknowledgment of injuries appears to carry greater force than pri-
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vate or unsanctioned efforts at reaching the truth. Truth telling, although
potentially socially destabilizing, contributes to other factors associated
with successful national forgiveness—redefinition of the identities of the
belligerents, limited justice, and the call for a new relationship. When the
pursuit of justice is constrained, officially sanctioned truth can serve, to
a degree, as a substitute for the realization of justice. Furthermore, by
recognizing the right of the other to the truth, it begins a process of re-
definition of identity of the other from enemy to potential partner in a
negotiated settlement and a new common future. Truth telling also strips
away the impunity of some individuals or groups and begins a reorienta-
tion of their role in a reconciled society. In fact, it is usually one of the
first, and most indispensable, elements of successful civil reconciliation.

Second, national reconciliation requires redefinition of the identities of
the belligerents. Each party has to restore a sense of self and a sense of
the other that are different from those of the war years. In the end, the
parties must see themselves and the other camp in a more holistic and
valued way. The method of changing identity varies. It often begins
through recognition necessary to conduct negotiations. Truth telling, in
turn, provides for a redefinition of identity. It allows the injured to tran-
scend the role of victim and assume a more complete identity as citizen,
and it punctures the aura of impunity of aggressors, thus beginning a
process of redefining their role.

Successful reconciliation also continues to redefine the roles and rela-
tionships of important social groups and institutions. Existing institutions
are rarely eliminated. Typically, certain prerogatives of the military or
other armed groups are constrained and the institutions of civil society
strengthened (especially the judiciary) through long-run legislative, con-
stitutional, or institutional reforms.

Third, national reconciliation typically includes limited justice, some-
thing less than full retribution for harms committed during the conflict.
Although frustrating to some, incomplete justice (often limited by a form
of amnesty to certain groups or individuals) reforms society and reaffirms
justice as a value without repeating the cycle of violence and retribution.
Often the inability to secure justice in full measure is a practical necessity
because of the weakness of judicial institutions after a civil war and the
residual power of particular groups implicated in the violence. But limited
justice may have hidden virtues. Limiting retribution for wrongs may be
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valuable for the society as a whole when so many share guilt for their
actions or inaction in wartime. To prosecute fully all the sins of omission
and commission committed during a civil conflict could destroy the soci-
ety it seeks to restore. Furthermore, in the fog of war, there will be situa-
tions in which culpability cannot be fully resolved, and more injustice
than good can result from attempts to punish the guilty. Finally, limited
justice encourages individuals or groups who have suffered to consider
extending the gift of mercy to former enemies as a powerful contribution
to a new social order.

Many practitioners ask, How much justice is enough? Our case studies
cannot answer that question in the abstract because the issue we are con-
cerned with is not justice qua justice, but restoration of social order.
Therefore, that is not a relevant question for this study because, consid-
ered alone, no injustice is tolerable. Rather, the question is, how much
justice is enough to contribute to lasting social order? The answer appears
to be enough to reestablish justice as a viable element of the new society
but not absolute justice, because, however desirable in theory, in practice
it either cannot be secured or seeking it would destroy the emerging social
order. The actual level of justice secured between this minimal and maxi-
mal point varies considerably from case to case, as do mechanisms and
obstacles for securing it.

Finally, at some point along the way, or at the end of the process, the
parties (typically their official representatives) call for a break with the
past and dedicate themselves to a new relationship. In this phase symbolic
words and gestures help mark the trajectory, but not the end point, of
the relationship.

Contrary to some findings on the possibility for peaceful termination
of civil war, these forgiveness processes were substantially “home grown”
rather than imposed from outside or under the tutelage of a more power-
ful third-party nation or organization. Drawing on earlier data, Barbara F.
Walter concluded that third-party intervention is both a necessary and suf-
ficient condition for the negotiated end to civil conflicts. She maintained

Groups fighting civil wars almost always choose to fight to the finish unless an
outside power stepped in to guarantee a peaceful agreement. If a third party did
not intervene, these talks usually failed. If a third party agreed to enforce the
terms of a peace treaty, negotiations always succeeded regardless of the initial
goals, ideology, or ethnicity of the participants.5
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Based on a reading of an earlier set of cases, she explained this result
using a rational choice, bargaining assumption. According to Walter, ne-
gotiations in civil conflicts are more prone to failure than international
conflicts because the warring parties cannot make “credible commit-
ments” to disarm and share power without the guarantee of future secu-
rity by an outside party. Simply put, they cannot both maintain their
independent armed forces if they decide to reconcile, and if they disarm,
they face unacceptable vulnerability at a time of great uncertainty. In
short, civil wars, with their acute anarchic conditions, pose a greater co-
operation dilemma than international wars.

Yet, in Argentina, Uruguay, Chile, Mozambique, and South Africa,
belligerents did reconcile without a guarantor of peace. Third-party in-
volvement from a larger power was a critical factor only in the Hondu-
ran and Salvadoran reconciliations, although it was helpful logistically
in others such as Mozambique. Furthermore, extensive and repeated
third-party involvement in the Chadian case did not lead to a negotiated
solution that created a lasting peace. Thus, the notion that third-party
guarantees are necessary and sufficient for negotiated civil war settle-
ments is not supported by these more recent cases. Third-party inter-
vention appears to be helpful either for reasons of making credible
commitments often through economic inducements or sanctions against
the parties, or because it supplies critical resources and expertise to imple-
ment commitments; that is, it bolsters capabilities more than intentions.
International support of Honduran efforts at truth telling and justice per-
haps best illustrate this point.

For policy and practice, the civil war settlement cases presented here
are both hopeful and cautious. Hopeful, in the sense that the process of
national forgiveness holds great promise in resolving such conflict, and
although the steps involved are extraordinarily difficult, they are both
knowable and possible. The findings are cautious in the sense that third-
party intervention may be less important than previously believed. The
belligerents themselves must do the heavy lifting to reach the truth, re-
define themselves and the other, and step back from vengeance. Third
parties can help, but they primarily can help those that help themselves.

These insights may be of interest both to parties directly involved
with, and third parties interested in, continuing or incipient cases of
national reconciliation. Although some believe we are entering an age of
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declining civil and ethnic conflicts,6 there are likely to be many challenges
ahead from northern Ireland to Korea to sub-Saharan Africa where the
general patterns emerging from these cases may be a general guide to
policy.

Although parties to conflict have the chief burden of reconciling
through forgiveness, third parties and the actions of conflict resolution
government and nongovernment organizations (NGOs) can and do play
critically important roles in encouraging, facilitating, and supporting
each step in the process. In truth telling, for example, internal and exter-
nal human rights organizations often play an important role in ferreting
out the truth. Argentina exemplifies the importance of internal groups;
in Uruguay, the importance of external human rights organizations is
seen. In redefining social identities, governments can encourage recogni-
tion and acknowledgment in convening negotiations through external
pressure on warring factions as in El Salvador and Honduras. They can
provide expertise and financial support to build or rebuild certain social
institutions and to decommission others, as in Mozambique. In achieving
a measure of justice, international judicial organizations can support or
temporarily supplement weakened judicial systems. Honduras best illus-
trates this point.

Civil reconciliation often involves the role of grass-roots organizations
(religious bodies and civil society groups) in initiating, sustaining, and/
or consolidating stages of national forgiveness. Mozambique’s reconcilia-
tion could not have been effected without the active role of organized
churches and village spiritual leaders; and civil society groups were criti-
cal in urging domestic leaders to undertake reconciliation efforts in El
Salvador and Argentina. Enlightened and often courageous leadership by
national elites can also be critical. The role of South Africa’s leadership,
particularly that of Nelson Mandela, may be the most compelling exam-
ple, but national leadership was also important in Argentina, Chile, and
elsewhere.

International War
Reconciliation events occur at the international level where they often
mark a turning point in relations, resulting in improvement in interac-
tions. But conflict resolution in these cases should not be understood as
forgiveness. There is little evidence of international forgiveness defined
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as a process that includes truth telling, redefinition of identity, limited
justice, and the call for a new relationship.

Instead, reconciliation events in international relations demarcated and
buttressed effective signal sending and negotiated solutions in bilateral
disputes. In cases in which relations improved after a reconciliation event,
it was because the event was part of an effective signaling effort of a
credible desire for improvement. Reconciliation events worked by helping
to improve relations between national belligerents when they were costly,
novel, voluntary, and irrevocable. They generally failed when they lacked
these four characteristics.

This finding is a cautiously optimistic one for policy makers and negoti-
ators. It is encouraging that negotiated bargains can end disputes between
former belligerents and lead to improved relations. The finding also sug-
gests that there is no free lunch: to make credible and effective signals
capable of furthering peacemaking and peacekeeping requires that the
parties voluntarily and irrevocably make novel and costly concessions.

A second caution is suggested by the absence of forgiveness factors in
international disputes. Namely, it would be naı̈ve to attempt to recreate
the forgiveness process that worked so well in resolving civil conflicts, at
least for the foreseeable future. That is not to say that the four elements
of the process are not partially apparent or potentially helpful. Rather,
the cases suggest that the presence of these factors—public acknowledg-
ment of harm, for example—helps to reinforce the costly, novel, and ir-
revocable nature of the signal and thus makes it more reliable. This
contribution is an indirect benefit to signaling and negotiation but is not
directly part of a forgiveness process. The international system generally
lacks institutional and legal mechanisms necessary to translate acts such
as acknowledgment into truth telling, redefinition of identity, and justice.
This fact, coupled with limited motivation to take such steps in interna-
tional society because of lower levels of affinity (what Arnold Wolfers
long ago identified as the lower level of amity in international relations),7

and the weaker nature of international society relative to domestic ones,
means that forgiveness is not yet a meaningful goal in international rela-
tions. It evolves only over long periods of time not available to policy
makers, if it occurs at all.

This conclusion implies that the role of NGOs and private actors may
be more diffuse or attenuated in restoring order than in civil conflicts.
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There is evidence of the beneficial role of NGOs in people-to-people rec-
onciliation efforts after international wars as a buttress to, or a precursor
of, a negotiated solution. Nonetheless, international reconciliation events
appear to originate more from elite initiatives rather than from grass-
root efforts. The most well-known of these were Brandt’s Ostpolitik and
the dramatic visit by Sadat to the Israeli Knesset.

Finally, the effects of third-party governments are equivocal in interna-
tional cases. Third-party actors often complicate conflict resolution by
limiting the variety or the value of concessions that disputants can make
and are generally less beneficial than in civil conflict reconciliation. Re-
gional roles or alliance commitments can prohibit the possibility of ne-
gotiations or concessions open to negotiators. This restraint was evident
in the Cold War cases such as Russian constraints on Polish–German
normal relations, for example. This is not always the case, however.
The role of the United States in providing resources necessary to con-
clude the Egypt-Israel peace treaty is a case in which third-party participa-
tion expanded the range of possible solutions. Third-party pressure was
also helpful in bringing national belligerents to the negotiating table in
Honduras–El Salvador.

Avenues for Future Research

On Reconciliation
Several avenues for additional research on reconciliation are suggested by
this study. In the international arena, recall that forgiveness was generally
absent in the time frame of our cases, but it is possible that it does occur
over longer periods of time. Dyadic relationships such as Germany and
France or Germany and Israel that, for one reason or the other, do not
fall within the selection parameters of our study may provide evidence
of this. Additional work on the role of forgiveness factors in international
conflict resolution and the interplay of forgiveness factors with signaling
may be warranted.

With regard to civil conflicts, additional case studies will likely qualify
and refine the findings presented here. The case studies suggest other vari-
ables—leadership, third-party intervention, the strength of preexisting
national institutions and social bonds, and a host of others—that may
be important determinants of the outcome of reconciliation attempts.
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Multivariate analysis might clarify which of these factors are important
to successful reconciliation and in what combinations. Policy makers and
practitioners will require more fine-grained study of individual civil con-
flicts and their resolutions, and will have to draw from country-specific
expertise to determine how certain factors, such as the quality of leader-
ship or leadership transitions, interact with the general forgiveness pro-
cess in producing successful reconciliations.

On Emotion as Part of Rationality in Generating Hypotheses in the
Social Sciences
Chapter 2 suggests that social scientists may be missing something by
excluding emotion and the possibility for specific, rather than general,
problem-solving capability in the study of reconciliation in conflict reso-
lution. If this is true, it is reasonable to ask, What other areas of political
inquiry might benefit from an evolutionary perspective on rationality; one
that includes emotion and does not assume that we solve all problems
the same way?

The possibilities are numerous, but we suggest a few in the areas of
foreign affairs and diplomacy. First, and perhaps most obvious, an evo-
lutionary perspective on rationality may explain the flip side of recon-
ciliation and conflict resolution: recidivist violence and the underlying
emotional forces of shame, anger, and aggression. It is time to ask how
these powerful emotions interact with reasoned choice in decision making
among groups or between nations. Although the emotional dimension of
vengeful violence is palpable, it is traditionally treated as an “irrational”
factor and is excluded from social scientific analysis.

There may be other ways to understand the role of anger in violence
or the desire for revenge in recurrent conflicts, however. Emile Durkheim
hinted at a deeper rationality of revenge when he wrote

It is an error to believe that vengeance is but useless cruelty. It is very possible
that, in itself, it consists of a mechanical and aimless reaction, in an emotional
and irrational movement, in an unintelligent need to destroy; but, in fact, what
it tends to destroy was a menace to us. It consists, then, in a veritable act of
defense, although an instinctive and unreflective one.8

In the future, we might explore how this emotionally led instinct interacts
with reason, when vengeance is and is not rational, what factors cause
the emotions associated with vengeance to overwhelm reason, and what
factors contribute to reasoned mediation of this emotion.
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Similarly, Robert Frank’s integration of emotion and reason argues for
long-term rational advantages of vengeance in solving commitment prob-
lems and avoiding cheating.9 If so, it is important to determine when and
how the possibility of vengeance facilitates reliable commitments, and
when it merely damages the trust and understanding necessary for reliable
commitments.

In general we can ask, How might our approach to the issue of vengeful
violence change if its emotive dimensions were integrated into a theory
of rational decision making? What new models can we form to account
for anomalies in existing explanations? How too would our proposed
solutions for avoiding or ending the cycles of violence and revenge change
in light of possible new insights?

Vengeful violence is but one of numerous other puzzles and concepts
in the study of politics that might benefit by hypotheses founded on an
alternative notion of rationality. An evolutionary perspective may be par-
ticularly appropriate and useful in areas in which the subject under con-
sideration has a pronounced emotive component; issues such as loyalty,
patriotism, nationalism, or, as discussed in chapter 4, identity. Similarly,
several literatures should reconsider the role and the power of fear in ra-
tional analyses of security, insecurity, threat perception, and deterrence.

Those areas closer to individual or small groups decision making also
may be particular fruitful areas for including the emotional dimension of
politics. Crisis decision making may be an arena in which emotions play
a critical role. Emotions are also likely to be important aspects of negotia-
tions between small groups or person-to-person interactions and efforts
to persuade.10

More fundamentally, emotion appears to be critically important to is-
sue identification, preference formation, choice, and memory. If so, what
constitutes rational problem solving would at least have to consider the
possible role of emotion and problem-specific logic in decision making
in most situations. To give one example, reasoning by analogy and the
role of memory in collective judgments may be understood differently if
emotion is included. As noted earlier, our minds tend to remember what
is most emotionally laden, and emotional events may be processed and
stored differently than nonemotional ones. How, then, does this fact de-
termine which collective memories are established and how historical
memories are applied to new situations?
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Conclusion

We hope that this book raises questions larger and more numerous than
it answers. If so, that is a good and useful contribution to inquiry. Our
study does not pretend to be the last word on the infinitely complex prob-
lems of reconciliation processes, civil and international conflict resolu-
tion, or the interplay of reason and emotion in rational human problem
solving.

Instead, it ranges broadly, looking at a critically important problem—
civil and international conflict resolution—and the possible relationship
between reconciliation events and resolution of these conflicts. It found
that reconciliation events are important to restoration of both civil and
international order, but for different reasons. When these events are part
of a four-part forgiveness process they can contribute to successful termi-
nation of civil conflict and social reconstruction. This finding is of great
importance theoretically and practically.

Reconciliation events can also contribute to international dispute set-
tlement when they are part of a negotiated bargain characterized by sig-
nals that are costly, voluntary, and irrevocable. Although less startling
than the finding of the importance of forgiveness in successful civil war
reconciliations, this is important in itself and for the distinction it draws
between national and international societies.

In a broader contribution, this book uses two different notions of ratio-
nality in wrestling with the critical question of how to restore sociality
after conflict. One set of assumptions—rational choice—is well known
and its utility as a foundation for social theory is widely accepted. In this
study, for example, it provides foundational assumptions for the signal-
ing model that was useful in understanding the process of international
reconciliation.

More controversially, this book also demonstrates the utility of a dif-
ferent concept of rationality, one consistent with evolutionary psychol-
ogy. This approach differs from rational choice in two key ways: it
maintains that the mind has many different problem-solving mechanisms
with different inferential patterns, not one general, universally logical
decision-making capability; and it integrates, rather than separates, emo-
tion and reason in rationality. As discussed in chapter 4, this approach has
a sound basis in the natural sciences and, as shown in chapter 2, it can be a
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viable foundation for generating useful social explanations—in this case,
understanding civil reconciliation through forgiveness. For those inter-
ested in broader questions about rationality assumptions in social theory,
this careful articulation and use of this new approach to rationality may
be an equally or more important and interesting contribution of this
book. As noted, importing findings from the natural sciences to social
science is fraught with problems, some theoretical, others historical.
Whether and how these problems are surmounted and to what extent
useful understandings of social phenomena emerge from reexamining ra-
tionality in this way remain to be seen. In the near term, the need to
reconsider rationality is likely to be treated as an unwelcome burden for
many seeking a scientific understanding of politics. But good science must
always be willing to challenge its assumptions based on findings in other
scientific fields if it is to advance.
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Civil War and Reconciliation

Recurrent
Country Reconciliation Date Conflict

Afghanistan Yes
Albania
Algeria Yes
Angola Yes
Anguila
Argentina Yes 1984 No
Austria
Bangladesh Yes
Bolivia
Bosnia
Brazil Yes
Brunei
Bulgaria
Burma Yes
Burundi Yes
Cambodia Yes
Cameroon
Chad Yes 1971–1992 Yes
Chile Yes 1991 No
China Yes
Colombia Yes 1957 Yes
Comoros
Congo Yes
Costa Rica
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Recurrent
Country Reconciliation Date Conflict

Cuba Yes
Croatia
Cyprus
Djibouti
Dominican Republic Yes
East Germany
Ecuador
Egypt
El Salvador Yes 1992 No
Equatorial Guinea
Ethiopia Yes
Finland
France
Gabon
Georgia Yes
Germany
Ghana
Great Britain
Greece
Guatamala
Guinea
Guinea–Bissau
Haiti Yes
Honduras Yes 1993 No
India Yes
Indonesia Yes
Iran Yes
Iraq Yes
Ireland
Italy
Jordan Yes
Kenya
Korea, North
Korea, South
Laos Yes
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Recurrent
Country Reconciliation Date Conflict

Lebanon Yes
Lesotho
Liberia Yes
Mexico Yes
Moldova
Morocco
Mozambique Yes 1992 No
Nepal
Netherlands
Nicaragua Yes
Niger Yes
Nigeria Yes
Oman Yes
Pakistan Yes
Panama Yes
Paraguay Yes
Peru Yes
Philippines Yes
Poland
Portugal Yes
Romania
Russia Yes
Rwanda Yes
Saudi Arabia
Serbia–Montenegro
Sierra Leone Yes
Somalia Yes
South Africa Yes 1992–1993 No
Soviet Union
Spain
Sri Lanka Yes
Sudan Yes
Syria Yes
Tadjikistan
Tanzania
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Recurrent
Country Reconciliation Date Conflict

Thailand
Turkey Yes
Uganda Yes
United States
Uruguay Yes 1985 No
Venezuela Yes
Vietnam, North
Vietnam, South Yes
Yemen Yes 1970 Yes
Yemen, South Yes
Yugoslavia Yes
Zaire Yes
Zambia Yes
Zimbabwe Yes



Appendix B
Interstate War and Reconciliation

The analytical approach of the preliminary investigation consisted of the
following five steps:

1. Identify the interstate wars that would have created belligerents that
might subsequently reconcile.
2. Identify pairs of countries that opposed each other to determine spe-
cific dyads that might reconcile.
3. Generate time series plots for each of those dyads.
4. Find any reconciliation events that occurred between members of the
dyads.
5. Demarcate the time of the reconciliation events on the appropriate
plots.

The result of executing these five steps is a before-and-after picture of
bilateral relations between former belligerents that experienced a recon-
ciliation event.

To accomplish those steps, we combined three sets of information. The
first was a catalogue of interstate wars from 1888 to 1991. This file con-
tains interstate wars that were fought in the time period potentially rele-
vant to our events databases, whose data span the period 1948 to 1992,
and participants of those wars. We obtained our list of wars and ma-
jor participants—and thus dyads—from the Militarized Interstate Dis-
putes (MIDS) data set (version 2.10) that is available on the Internet at
http://www.polsci.binghamton/edu/peace(s)/mid–data.

htm and whose nature is described in articles by Gochman and Moaz and
Gochman and Leng.1 From that data set we extracted a list of fifty-three
interstate wars. That list and the other lists generated for the preliminary
investigation are available from the authors or can be retrieved from the
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Internet at http://www.inta.gatech.edu/peter/reconcile.
html. From that list we identified 114 country dyads for whom reconcil-
iation was feasible at least in principle. Dyad members had to have fought
each other in at least one war. In many instances they had fought multiple
wars in the time frame of the study.

The time period 1888 to 1991 for the list of wars is not obvious and
merits explanation. We used it to address time lags. The end year was
chosen because a war had to have concluded before a reconciliation event,
and since the events data we had in all but a few cases ended in 1992,
1991 was the last practicable year. The start year was determined by first
selecting an upper limit in the time delay for what can be considered a
reconciliation. To make that selection, the question was, how far in the
past can a war have taken place for a reconciliation to be meaningful?
That the participants in the war had still to be alive is one possible crite-
rion. A gap of sixty years is a reasonable upper limit for participants in
a war still to be in positions to make a reconciliation for their countries
(18 years old as soldiers and 78 years old as statesmen). In that light,
sixty years is a plausible upper limit.2 Because our events data sets that
record bilateral relations begin at 1948, a sixty-year delay puts us back
to wars beginning as early as 1888.

The second set of information was reconciliation events. We assembled
a data set of these between countries in dyads identified from the MIDS
data set. These data were collected by the authors from historiographic
study of each of the countries and their relationships with their dyadic
partners subsequent to the wars between them. We then coded each dyad
for reconciliation or its absence.

The third set of information was the status or condition over time of
the relationship between dyad countries. This status is measured in terms
of the behavior of each country toward its partner. We obtained measures
of these relationships from four sources. The first two are the COPDAB
and WEIS data sets.3 Both are well known and have been used for a num-
ber of studies. They store in chronological sequence the history of re-
ported cooperative and hostile acts directed from individual countries to
other individual countries. COPDAB covers the period 1948–1978, and
WEIS 1966–1992. Although the data sets differ in many significant ways,
they are broadly similar in how they track the behavior of countries to-
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ward each other.4 With the advent of the Goldstein scale (1992) for the
WEIS coding scheme, both data sets now have numeric values for each
event that measures the degree of cooperativeness or hostility of the
event.5 Thanks to the numeric scales, it is a straightforward matter to
generate comparable time series plots for the relationships.

We accessed two additional, similar data sets to obtain data more recent
than 1992. The Levant data set (available at http://www.ukans.edu/
�keds/) contains a chronology of dyadic, interstate events in the Middle
East from April 1979 to February 1997 (at the time of this writing) con-
densed to their WEIS code values.6 An ancillary data file has those events
summed for each month and converted to Goldstein scale values. We used
the ancillary data set. In addition, we received data from the PANDA data
set pertaining to a number of dyads for the period 1984 to 1995.7 These
data for all but a small subset of events had been coded to the Goldstein
scale. One of the authors converted that subset manually; decisions made
regarding the coding of those events are available from the authors.

From these data sets we selected flows pertaining to conflict dyads that
we identified from the MIDS data set. In combination with reconciliation
events data, the time series of these flows provide the information with
which we generated plots and determine whether a reconciliation event
corresponded with a change in relations between countries. The task of
combining different kinds of data reduced the sample significantly. Table
1.2 identifies which dyads are addressed by any of the four chronological
events data sets and the reconciliation events data set.

To address our research question—does a reconcilation event apprecia-
bly change the level of conflict between former belligerents—our primary
goal in this first study was simple visual analysis. To obtain a picture of
the impact of reconciliation, our procedure was as follows: plot the dy-
adic relationships over time; for those cases that had reconciliations, de-
marcate the time of reconciliation on the plot; and visually inspect the
plots to determine if they indicate a change corresponding to the recon-
ciliation. Our reasoning was that if we (or anyone else) could not see a
change, it would be hard to convince anyone that a change had occurred
because of a reconciliation, and further investigation into whether and
why reconciliation has an impact on bilateral relations would be difficult
to justify.
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Method for Generating Visual Analysis Plots

One of the authors wrote FORTRAN programs to extract the appro-
priate data from three of the events data sets to generate time-series plots.
(The fourth data set, the data file ancillary to the Levant data set, already
had the data in the form required for analysis.) The programs effectively
accomplished two tasks. The first program extracted from data sets those
events that were directed from one selected country to another (for the
WEIS data set converted those events to numerical values using the
Goldstein scale),8 separately summed numerical values for cooperative
and conflictual events for each month, and calculated a monthly weighted
net conflict (conflict minus cooperation) measure. The result of running
this program would be a file containing monthly cooperation, conflict,
and net conflict flows from one country to another for those months for
which there were any events between countries.

The second program padded data files with zeros for those months for
which there were no reported events, so that the plots would be linear
from the first month of recorded events within the file to the last month
of recorded events.9 The padded data files were then imported into Excel
on a Macintosh, and the time series were plotted. For dyads for which
we found a reonciliation event, a line was drawn on the plots demarcating
the time of the event.

The resulting plots contain spikes or vertical bars that portray the level
or intensity of cooperative, conflictual, and net conflictual interaction for
each month for which interaction was reported. The figures we used pre-
sented plots of only the net conflictual measure. For the purpose of our
study, the scale of the vertical axis of the figures was not as important
as was any change in the nature of the spikes around the time of the
reconciliation event.

Limitations of Data Constraining Visual Analysis

Unfortunately, only a limited number of cases offered clear visual evi-
dence of the impact of reonciliation. The temporal span or window of
relationship data (primarily 1948–1992 with a few instances up to 1995
or 1997) was, in many instances, in the wrong place to allow for accu-
rate comparisons between preconflict and postconflict relations. Of the
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twenty-one reconciliation events in the period 1948–1995, nine occurred
in 1951–1952 (cases 3–11 in table 1.2) and two in 1994–1995 (cases
14 and 15 in table 1.2), periods effectively at the end of the time series
plots. In these cases we found it impossible to determine adequately
whether a change occurred in behavior between preconflict and postcon-
flict periods because observations were insufficient between 1948 and
1952 or after 1994 to provide a sound reference point for comparison.
Furthermore, of the ten remaining cases, two (cases 17 and 18 in table
1.2) had insufficient data to create a meaningful graphic representation
of the relationship.

As discussed in the text, despite these limitations, we found, through
visual inspection of the eight workable reconciliation cases, five dyads
for which a reconciliation event signaled improvement in bilateral rela-
tions (cases 1, 2, 12, 16, and 20 in table 1.2). See figures 1.2 to 1.6
(USSR–West Germany, India–China, Egypt–Israel, China–Vietnam, and
Poland–West Germany) for illustrations. Figure 1.3, although not a
strong case because of sparse data, does display a shift in the ratio of
conflictual as opposed to cooperative months when the reconciliation
event is used as a divider. Figure 1.4 provides strong evidence that the
reconciliation between Egypt and Israel led to improved relations. Peaks
of hostile relations between the countries before reconciliation far exceed
those for the months of hostile relations after that time. Figure 1.5 shows
that the relationship between reconciliation and dyadic relations may be
more complicated than a simple before-after step-down in net conflict.
Although net conflict is indeed lower after reconciliation, initial observa-
tion suggests that the improvement in relations really began considerably
(perhaps 30 months) earlier. This outcome may indicate that in some
instances a reconciliation event is only one step in a process of improving
relations, rather than a turning point or breakthrough. Also of interest
is figure 1.6, which portrays the relationship between Poland and West
Germany. It indicates that an improvement in relations corresponding
with reconciliation was followed by deterioration of relations, such that
by seven years later cooperative relations had vanished. This outcome is
of interest because it illustrates another possible facet of the relationship
between reconciliation and dyadic relations. A reconciliation event may
mark a breakthrough or turning point in relations, but the positive effect
of that event is not long lasting. Even figure 1.2, whereas it depicts a real
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improvement in relations after reconciliation, indicates that the impact
of reconciliation can erode over time.

Three dyads (cases 13, 18, and 21 in table 1.2) did not provide visual
evidence that reconciliation leads to reduced conflict between belligerents.
Figures 1.7 to 1.9 (United Kingdom–Argentina, Cambodia–Vietnam,
Honduras–El Salvador) give little or no indication that relations im-
proved or deteriorated after the reconciliation event.
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