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PREFACE: A PERSONAL ESSAY

This book presents the worldview and paradigm behind a comprehensive
process for transforming destructive and dysfunctional relationships into
constructive relationships to build peace and to advance social, economic,
and political development. We now call that body of thought and practice
the Sustained Dialogue® System. It comprises elements described fully in
Chapters One through Four.

Most of those elements are conceptualizations of my intense invelve-
ment in the Arab-Israeli peace process in the 1970s and, after I left
government in 1981, Cold War dialogue. Those conceptualizations
have been tested and refined through hundreds of hours of Sustained
Dialogue. This book now places those conceptualizations in the context
of extensive reading about the twentieth-century paradigim shifts in the
physical and life sciences that have fundamentally changed our Western
worldview.

First was my intensive involvement as a senior U.S. diplomat in the
Arab-Israeli peace process 1n the seven years after the 1973 Arab-Tsraeli
war, mentioned briefly in the Acknowledgments. A small U.S. team
under three presidents and secretaries of state mediated six Arab-Israeli
agreements, These included the three Kissinger “shuttle”™ interim agree-
ments of 197475, the two framework documents known together as
the Camp David accords in 1978, and the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty
in 1979.

The “shuttles” were the centerpiece of a relentless political process.
Trip after trip was made to the Middle East to prepare the ground for
intensive mediation in which we “shuttled” daily on Air Force Two
between Jerusalem and Cairo or Damascus and consulted in other Arab
capitals. On the Israeli-Syrian shuttle, we made twenty-six roundtrips
in thirty-five days. It was the only time in my life when [ asked myself
whether I could stay on my feet. We began by calling what we were
doing the “negotiating process.” When we saw how the first agree-
ment between Egypt and Israel in January 1974 and the persistent ULS.
commitment affected the political environment in the Middle East—
creating a sense of the possibility of change—we began calling it the
“peace process.”
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During those seven grueling years—and my wife had died in October
1973, the day before the war broke out-—I learned four lessons:

o The power of a continuous political process to transform
relationships.

e The importance of the human dimension of conflict. One could not
deal with the survivors of the Holocaust, the Palestinians who had
lost their homes in 1948, or the Arabs who had been humiliated in
two previous wars without realizing we were dealing with people in
pain.

¢ The importance not just of what governments do, but also of the
interaction of whole bodies politic. Sadat’s visit to Israel in November
1977 was not a trip to negotiate. I believe he said to himself: “The
stalemate results not from the inability of the U.S. to draft terms of
reference for a peace conference; the obstacle is that no Israeli believes
an Arab state will accept Israel as a Jewish state in the Middle East. In
the peroration of his speech to the Israch Knesset {(parliament) after
defining the issues that blocked agreement, he said:

Yet there remains another wall, This wall constitutes a psycho-
logical barrier between us, a barrier of suspicion, a barrier of
fear, of deception....It is this psychological barrier which I
described...as constituting 70 percent of the whole problem.

Today through my visit to you, I ask why don’t we stretch
out our hands with faith and sincerity so that together we might
destroy this barrier?!

T have always felt that this speech so affected the Israeli people that they
figuratively gave their government “permission” to explore negotia-
tion of peace with Egypt. Sadat had addressed the whole Israeli body
politic, not to mention that of the United States.

By the end of the decade as we turned to the Palestinian problem,
I recognized that a process like this unfolds in stages. Some things
need to be done before others are possible. As the Egyptian-Israeli
negotiations unfolded, observers became accustomed to diplomats
negotiating texts, soldiers working on maps to arrange redeployment
schedules, leaders signing agreements. When we began talks in the
spring of 1979 on creating the Palestinian authority envisioned in
the Camp David accords, journalists began asking, “When will the
negotiations begin?” My answer was, “Not soon; they don’t even
recognize each other’s existence yet.”

A fuller account of the Peace Process may be found in the new
Appendix.
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When I left government in 1981, the one thing I could take with me
was the idea of a “peace process.” As I began writing from my experience,
I reflected on the implications of that experience.

The first piece I published was a review in the Harvard Law Review of
the now classic book by the late Roger Fisher and Bill Ury, Geiting 1o
YES, a book on “principled negotiation.” My message was: “Negotiation
is an essential ool in resolving disputes, but it is only one part of a larger
process. Breaking through stubborn standoffs and getting to negotiation
may be even more difficult than ‘getting to yes’ once negotiation has
begun. ... the barriers to international agreement in the prenegotiation
phase—feclings of fear, suspicion, anger, and rejection—require differ-
ent treatment. Nations and peoples are divided not only by differences
over rationally definable interests, but also by deeply rooted convictions
about what they need to achieve: security, identity, dignity, honor, and
justice.”?

Then in 1985, I published my book on the Arab-Israell peace process.
I drew my title from Sadat’s speech to the Israeli Knesset: The Other Walls:
The Politics of the Arab-Israeli Peace Process.” It was not the story of negoti-
ated agreements. [t was a picture of the identities of the peoples involved
in the conflict—what they feared, what they hoped for, how those fears
blocked mediation and negotiation. [t was about the human dimensions of
the conflict. “If T ever forget that I am dealing with people in pain,” I had
said to myself at one particularly difficult moment in 1974, “1 will not be
doing my job as a diplomat.”

I described the peace process as a five-stage process and character—
ized it as a series of agreements between governments but embedded in
a larger political process. It was in that larger process that relationships
changed. It was the interaction between the official and public levels that
we on the Kissinger shuttles in early 1974 intended to capture in coining
the phrase, “peace process,” in contrast to our earlier phrase, “negotiat-
ing process.”

Beginning to probe the human dimension of the peace process in
that book, I wrote a chapter on each of the central parties to the Arab-
Israeli peace process to illustrate how focusing on human obstacles
might enrich the official peace process. At the same time, I published an
article building from my review of the Fisher-Ury book, “We Need a
Larger Theory of Negotiation: The Importance of the Pre-Negotiating
Phases,”™ emphasizing steps in the often-long periods before negotia-
tion that could overcome human obstacles to negotiation. This was
often work done in the nongovernmental arena, where I was gaining
experience.

Second, the Cold War dialogue took place in the context of the
Dartmouth Conference, the longest continuous bilateral dialogue between
Soviet, now Russian, and U.S. citizens, having begun in 1960.
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As of this writing, one hundred and thirty-five three-day meetings
have been held under the Dartmouth umbreila over fifty-three years.
1 have co-moderated some one hundred of them. They have included
a continuous Soviet/Russian-U.S. dialogue group focusing in one
form or another on the bilateral relationship. Between 1993 and 2005,
we conducted thirty-seven meetings of a dialogue among factions in
the civil war in Tajikistan, Between 2001 and 2005, we conducted
nine meetings of a dialogue engaging participants from Armenia,
Azerbaijan, and Nagorno Karabakh to address a long-standing con-
flict among them.

Those experiences moved me beyond the traditional so-called realist
paradigm and “politics is about power” mantra of late twentieth-cen-
tury U.S. political science, with power defined as coercion and control.
They triggered my broader reading to discover what confirming insights
1 might find for my own conceptualizations.

Between 1985 and 1991, 1 wrote a number of papers, articles, and
chapters developing a new paradigm that would include citizens outside
government in the peace process. I had concluded that until leaders and
citizens could see the world around them through lenses appropriate to
the changing world, they would not act differently. I shaped a concept of
relationship to give analytical and operational rigor to transforming the
dysfunctional relationships that often blocked peace.

In 1991, I began to think of dialogue sustained over time as develop-
ing through a discernible progression of experiences in which relation-
ships were transformed. In 1993, a Russian colleague and I published
the first version of the five-stage dialogue process under the title, “A
Public Peace Process,” to distinguish it as a citizens’ rather than an offi-
cial process.

In the mid-1990s, I began to speak of the “multilevel peace process”
to include both the official and the public processes but also to recog-
nize the key role of what we were by then calling “civil society.” A
precipitating moment came in 1996 in a dialogue among participants
from different factions in the civil war in the former Soviet republic of
Tajikistan. One participant, then 2 member of a joint (government and
opposition) commiission to oversee cease-fire agreements, described in
the dialogue how the commission had worked with field command-
ers, local notables, and municipal authorities in negotiating a regional
cease-fire. After his account, another participant reflected: “The reason
ceasefires have broken down is that they have been negotiated at the
highest political level without reference to local citizens with the guns
and the interests at stake. What we need is 2 multilevel peace process
that connects the local and the official levels.”

On a related track, [ had been associated since 1982 with the Kettering
Foundation in Dayton, Ohio, and Washington, DC, which focuses on
the politics of citizens outside government dealing with their commu-
nities” nroblems. Durine my covernment vears working with five U.S.
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presidents and other world leaders since 1961, I had become vividly
aware of the necessary sensitiviey of a president to what citizens regarded
as important. This was a level of politics that reached beyond parties and
legislatures—although obviously closely connected. That level of poli-
tics led me to the first subtitle of my book on the official peace process,
The Politics of the Arab-Israeli Peace Process. As I got to know the Kettering
Foundation in the 1980s, I saw in their work on citizens’ politics a con-
cept of politics that resonated strongly with my own experience.

In 1999, after almost two decades of intensive participation in nonoi-
ficial dialogues, I published A Public Peace Process: Sustained Dialogue fo
Transform Racial and Ethnic Conflicts.®

I conceptualized the “public peace process” as a five-stage process of
systematic dialogue over time among citizens enmeshed in “deep-rooted
human conflicts.” T presented this as the instrument of citizens outside
government—>Sustained Dialogue—for dealing with conflicts not ready
for formal mediation or negotiation. It is the citizens’ counterpart to
the formal instruments of statecraft—diplomacy, mediation, negotia-
tion. Participants are members of what I called “the policy-influencing
community —members of groups that could influence policy and the
course of events.

This is a book about “whele human beings in whole bodies politic.” It
states the need for a conceptual framework—a paradigin—for the study,
teaching, and practice of politics that includes all levels of the multilevel
political process, including citizens at the “grass roots.” To repeat, only
when leaders and citizens have lenses that bring events into focus will
they act effectively. The prevailing paradigm for the past two genera-
tions or more has focused on states and governments; it left out most of
the world’s people. This book suggests a wider angle lens—a broader
paradigm—to recognize citizens outside government as political actors.
I call it the relational paradigm.

Since 2002, this body of thought and practice calied the Sustained
Dialogue® System has been wvested in the International Imstitute for
Sustzined Dialogue, a not-for-profit organization that I incorporated in
collaboration with the Kettering Foundation. In addition to continuing
our work in the Dartmouth Conference task force, we have conducted one
dialogue involving five Americans, five western Europeans, and twelve
Muslim political reformers from the Near East and another dialogue
involving citizens from across the political spectrum in Iraq at the height
of their civil war. Between 2000 and 2005 we worked with the Institute
for Democracy in South Africa. One of the Sustained Dialogue Institute’s
programs, which began in 1999, is the Sustained Dialogue Campus
Network. As of this writing, the Campus Network works with students
on some forty college campuses in the United States, Central America, and
Africa who engage in dialogue on such divisive issues as race, cthnicity,
sexuzl orientation, gender, and religion. And we are beginming to work
in U.S. communities.
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As I reflect on my experience in the 1970s and 1980s, I can now iden-
tify more precisely roots of my present thinking, which is a conceptu-
alization of that experience repeatedly tested and deepened in the years
since.

The concept of relationship has been increasingly important in my
thinking since the early 1980s. Experience demonstrates that focusing on
relationship enlarges the frame for policymaking and action—whether
by officeholders or citizens outside government. 1 have tried to enlist the
help of scholars in probing the dynamic process of continuous interac-
tion within, between, and among groups—their relationships—as a focus
for research. Rarely have I found readiness to tackle interaction—relation-
ship—as something happening between the parties to an interaction and
worthy of focus in its own right. Yet, intensive experience in the Arab-
Israeli peace process in the 1970s and in sustained dialogues since taught
me that it is possible to conduct that process of interaction so as to change
conflictual and dysfunctional relationships. I am told that the winds of
change are blowing in the social sciences. I hope this book will bring
forward some allies.

My purpose is to introduce the relational paradigm and to offer evi-
dence that it makes a difference in the lives of citizens. I invite readers to
explore this proposition with me.

One further personal comment is necessary. The more I recognized my
purpose as introducing a new political paradigm, the more I needed to
understand how a paradigin shift takes place.

Since a major shift had taken place in physics at the turn of the
twentieth century, I read Thomas S. Kuhn's The Structure of Scientific
Revolutions.” Most exciting for me as | read more about twentieth-
century science was that physicists as well as biologists were replacing
the precepts of the worldview rooted in Newtonian and Enlightenment
thinking with principles very close to those that had emerged from my
experience in the Arab-Israeli peace process and subsequent nonofficial
dialogues. Since the broader cultural worldview is more likely than a
political paradigm to affect how citizens act, I felt it essential to devote a
chapter to “a proper world view, appropriate for its time.”® It turned out
to be the perfect introduction to the relational paradigm and the concept
of relationship that are central to this book. -

In including that chapter, I risk flak from all directions. A rigorous
analyst-practitioner [ try to be, but not a scientist. At the same time, since
our worldview underlies how we relate to each other, it seemed impor-
tant to be explicit about the worldview that lies behind the relational
paradigm. [ also found it affirming that insighes I had come to through
experience seemed parallel to insights from a quite different realm of
experience.

In taking this step, I found comfort in the words of physicist and Nobel
Laureate the late Richard Feynman in a public lecture in 1963: “In
tatking about the impact of ideas in one field on ideas in another field,
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one is always apt to make a fool of oneself.” Then he plowed ahead as a
“citizen-scientist” to speak about “how society looks to me.”? Perhaps
that is humanity at its most authentic—speaking from experience, both
personal and professional.

Let us—citizens all-—now turn the pages.

Haroio H. SAUNDERS

International Institute for Sustained
Bialogue and the Kettering Foundation
‘Washington, DC

October 1, 2013




INTRODUCTION

Meeting the Challenges of a World Divided:
Engaging Whole Bodies Politic

Our country and our world are deeply divided. Too many people have
fost the capacity to listen thoughtfuily, to talk respectfully, and to relace
constructively. A culture of dialogue generated and sustained over time
by citizens outside government is critical to peace and to equitable and
sustainable economic, political, and social development.

The challenges of our troubled world requize political—mnot just
technical—responses. In this book, I present an approach to political life
that taps humankind’s greatest untapped resource-—human beings them-
selves, the citizens of our world. Tts organizing insight is that some things
only governments can do—negotiate binding agreements, make and
enforce laws, provide for the common defense, fund public projects and
programs. But some things only citizens outside government can do—
transform conflictual human relationships, modify hurnan behavior, and
change political culture. As I'have often said, only governments can nego-
tiate peace treaties, but only people can make peace.

The prevalent approach to the study and practice of politics has been
to focus on the structures of power and their elites. Power has been
defined as control or the ability to coerce. I suggest ways for citizens
outside those structures to think about political life, peace, and sustain-
able development that enable them to find dignity and the capacity to
change what they need to change. I offer a human framework for citizens
to use in naming their problems and engaging fellow citizens in tackling
them. T describe instruments within their reach. These are the essence of
democracy.

“What is it that the poor reply when asked what might make the
greatest difference in their lives? They say, organizations of their own
so that they may negotiate with government, with traders, and with
nongovernmental organizations. Direct assistance through coOmMmMUnRIty-
driven programs so that they may shape their own destinies. Local own-
ership of funds, so that they may put a stop to corruption. They want
nongovernmental organizations and governments to be accountable to
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them. . .. These are strong voices, voices of dignity.”! These words intro-
duce a courageous World Bank study titled Voices of the Poor: Can Anyone
Hear Us? These are the voices of citizens outside normal power struc-
tures reaching for political engagement.

As John Gaventa writes so cogently in the Foreword, “At the heart of
this book 1s an important core proposition: when aware of their rights
and agency, and when organized with others, citizens have the power
and capacity to bring about fundamental and lasting change.” Looking
ahead to this book’s call for a new paradigm, he adds: “While the idea of
citizen-driven change has been around for 2 long time, it still stands in
sharp contrast to many other paradigms which dominate public affairs.”

The conceptual lenses we use to understand events determine how we
act. Achieving a fresh way of understanding the world around us requires
new conceptual lenses to bring a rapidly changing world inte focus. Thus
we must spend some time reflecting on how we think about politics.
Please bear with me. Finally, you will see the world through these new
lenses and will have new tools in your hands.

People ask why I as a political practitioner write about such things
as worldviews, paradigms, concepts, and political inscruments. These are
not as strange to us as they may sound; they are tools we all use daily to
make sense of what happens around us; we just do not use those names.
Working with five U.S. presidents and other world leaders convinced me
that the conceptual lenses that leaders wear determine how they act. So it
is for every citizen. '

To act more productively, we must change our way of understanding
how our public world works—a wortld that is falling behind in meeting
its challenges. Helping each of us see the world through new lenses and
demonstrating that these can change how we act are this book’ aims.

The Challenges

Five challenges top the human agenda at the beginning of the twenty-
first century. You may add vour own. Responses to all depend on citizens
outside government as well as on the governments they constitute.

First is whether and, if so, how people of different racial, ethaic, cul-
tural, historic, and economic backgrounds can coexist peacefully, justly,
and productively. Can they live and work together, or must they segre-
gate into different social and political entities? Large multiethnic units
have greater populations, land areas, resources, economies of scale, and
energy from diverse traditions. More homogenous single-ethnic units
offer comfort zones where people live with others like themselves.
Peoples in the twentieth century made vastly different choices, rang-
ing from Yugoslavia’s breakup to South Africa’s transformation and the
anxious but glacial consolidation of the European Union. Whatever the
specific arrangements, the choice is between a productive peace and
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dehumanization and destruction. How such choices are framed, made,
and executed is the essence of politics.

Second, the gap between the rich and the poor widens—both within
and between countries. Governments frame solutions in economic and
bureaucratic terms, not in political and human terms. Instead of collabo-
rating to channel the resources turned loose by globalization, demonstra-
tors simply rail against it, and managers do not see bevond their own
gain. Societies are increasingly fragmented, crime-ridden, and violent;
we neglect the power of citizens to build whole bodies politic worthy of
defining their identity. Countries clash, and we talk in diplomatic lan-
guage, not as citizens who care and want to try to change. Sustainable
and just economic development requires building productive relationships
within and across polities.

Third, ideological gulfs within and between societies widen and
deepen. The attacks in New York, Washington, and Pennsylvania on
September 11, 2001, in Israel, Indonesia, Spain, and a mounting number
of other countries demonstrate that alienation, hopelessness, ideological
extremism, and anger can be expressed in devastating ways by tightly
organized, committed, and marginalized individuals. Why do people
become terrorists? While often well-educated leaders pursue their own
ideological fanaticism, those who face this question daily say young people
are drawn into extremist groups by loss of hope—hope of meaningful
work, hope of a voice in their future, hope of dignity, inclusion, and pur-
pose. The challenge to polities is political—creating an environment that
offers dignity and realistic engagement to all. A violent response alone
cannot make the world either more peaceful or more just.

Fourth, we are taxing the earth beyond its ability to sustain us. Since
1972, periodic global conferences have placed the environment on the
globalagendaand urged multilateralism to protectit. Their cry: “Protection
of the environment is a noble endeavor in itself. But the survival of the
environment is also the strategic basis of human survival. ... The protec-
tion of Earth must go hand in hand with measures to fight poverty and
enhance human dignity and security. Development and environment are
intertinked.”?

Reports leading up to the Johannesburg summit in 2002 posed the
challenge:

Given current trends in production and consumption, social and
environmental strains threaten to derail development efforts and erode
living standards untess we design better policies and institutions. . . . If
we stay on the road we are on, the signs do not appear very encourag-
ing. By 2050 the world’s annual output of carbon dioxide will have
more than tripled, while 9 billion people—?3 billion more than we
have today and mostly living in developing countries—will be tap-
ping into the earth’s water, adding more stress on an already strained
water supply. Food needs will more than double....Globally 1.3 billion
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people already live on fragile land—arid zones, wetlands, and forests—
that cannot sustain them.’

The Rio summit in 1992 led to widespread national commitments “to
protect one of the planet’s most valuable natural resources: the tremendous
variety and diversity of plant and animal species.” Since, ... humanity
is squandering this biological bounty at such a high rate that scientists
describe the current era as the greatest period of mass extinction since
the period of the dinosaurs.”™ Enough to say that the challenge is without
adequate response. Technical remedies may meet some challenges, but we
lack political capacity to right the balance.

Fifth, some see the new century as a crossroads for humankind, but
governance falls far short of the challenge. In the words of Czech President
Viclav Havel: “It is not that we should simply seck new and better ways
of managing society, the economy, and the world. The point is that we
should fundamentally change how we behave.”™

The global project of the twenty-first century is political: to engage
citizens in and out of government in whole bodies politic in respond-
ing to these challenges. With some leap of faith, T have called this “The
Citizens’ Century.” Only citizens can change political culture. Only citi-
zens can decide to work and relate in different ways. Only by engaging the
resources of whole bodies politic can we as citizens meet our challenges.
Bodies politic that exclade or ignore much of their populations are not
whole, nor are they engaging the full richness of resources they need to
meet the challenges of this new century. Engaging whole bodies politic is
both a practical and a moral imperative. This book is for all who feel com-
pelled to engage in this project—beginning in our own communities.

Hear the words of United Nations Secretary General Kofit Annan
when he accepted the Nobel Peace Prize in 2001: “In the 21st century
[ believe the mission of the United Nations will be defined by a new,
more profound, awareness of the sanctity and dignity of every human
life, regardless of race or religion. This will require us to Jook beyond
the framework of states, and beneath the surface of nations or communi-
ties. We must focus, as never before, on improving the conditions of the
individual men and women who give the state or nation its richness and
character.”

If we are, in Havel’s words, to “fundamentally change how we behave,” we
must begin by seeing the world—and politics—differently. We must change
how we relate to others and deepen how we think about relationships.

Whole Bodies Politic

We need a way of understanding politics that embraces citizens both inside
and outside government since each have work that only they can do. If
we see them as parts of a whole dividing the labor, the challenge to each
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group is to enlarge their own capacities—and then to stretch those capaci-
ties by learning to work together to build whole bodies politic.

Concretely, governments face more and more problems both inter-
nally and across borders that no government can deal with alone.
Internally, they need new cooperation with and among their own citi-
zens. Across borders, problems such as global warming, drug eraffick-
ing, disease, terrorism, global trade and investment, and eavironmental
degradation require intergovernmental collaboration and the contribu-
tion of international nongovernmental groups. As a corollary, citizens
outside government increasingly influence the policies of their gov-
ernments and the interaction between bodies politic. The challenge
is to find more effective and fairer ways of conducting relationships
within and between bodies politic. The challenge is to develop, enrich,
and sustain the relationships needed to deal with problems that no one
group, government, or country can deal with alone and to overcome
differences—often violently expressed—that would undercut their
efforts.

Western democrartic thought has evolved along two lines of con-
cept and practice—not just one. One has focused on the machinery of
democracy: principles such as one person/one vote; free and fair elec-
tions; protection of the fundamental civil rights of citizens; free and
responsible media; checks and balances among units of government;
independent judiciary. The second tradition focuses on the citizen
as political actor--the citizen outside the structures of governmental
power. It starts with a simple human proposition: “We have a problem;
let’s talk about it.” It has roots in the forums of ancient Greece and
Rome. It comes to us in the United States through our early town meet-
ings and to peoples in other cultures and civilizations through their own
traditions of dialogue.

In the late 1980s, as a new wave in the ongoing democratic revo-
lution began, many of the political transformations resulted from citi-
zens working together-—f{rom the “vote no” campaign against Chilean
military dictator Augusto Pinochet to the demonstrations in Wenceslas
Square and then 2 decade later in Belgrade. But rather than building
political practices from that experience, these citizens—many of whom
had never known a free and fair election—understandably turned to the
machinery of democracy. They focused on written constitutions, politi-
cal parties, parliaments, electoral machinery, respect for basic human and
civil rights, and rule of law. This was understandable and important.

The great eye-opener of the mid-1990s, however, was the insight that
one tradition without the other will not work-—that both traditions must
work hand in hand. Barely five years after the installation of democratic
methods, we began to hear plaints such as the following from a woman
who had played a key role in the “vote no™ campaign in Chile: “When
we had Pinochet, we as citizens could work together against him. But
when we elected and installed a democratic government, those citizens
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went back to pursuing their own interests and their own competitions
with each other. Then they discovered that the goverament was not
solving their problems. How can we bring the citizens back into the life
of the country?™”’ ‘ _

This book weaves these two threads of democratic thought into one
tapestry depicting whole bodies politic. It statts from the second—citizens
organizing to meet their challenges-—but it certainty does not exclude
government. It enters politics through an old but recently neglected
door—the principle that citizens constitute government. This was the

founding principle of the democratic revolution.

Whole Human Beings in Whole Bodies Politic

The only form of politics that wili meet the challques_ we face 1s one
that engages whole human beings in all their complexities in whole bodies
politic.® Too often over the past two centuries we hlave thought of human
beings only in terms of part of who they are. Firse, we separated the
rational and the emotional or intuitive, glorifying the former. Then we
studied them as voters, consumers, managers, welfare recipients, Worker§,
politicians jousting for power, or members of one ethnic group or reli-
gious persuasion. N _

Citizens are whole persons with multifaceted identities and interests.
They have within them the capacity to commit the noblest acts and the
most horrible atrocities—sometimes rational and calculating, sometimes
far-seeing and compassionate, sometimes self~centered, narrow—m.inded,
irrational, and bestial. They pursue interests integrating the matertal _and
the spiritual. We must focus on the politics of these whole human beings
in and out of government interacting to meet life-and-death challenges
to the whole body politic.

The new wave in the democratic revolution is slowed by two
shoals. A purpose of this book is to help free that wave to realize its
potential. .

First, we do not have a large enough conceptual framework to bring
together the two main lines of Western democratic thought in the
right balance—the practices of democratic government and the poten-
tizlly powerful capacities and energies of whole human beings out51_de
government. In thinking about politics, people commonly focus heavily
on institutions and organizations struggling for power—mnot on whole
human beings as political actors or on the collaboration among these
whole human beings outside and inside government. _

Second, we are suffering a crisis in the conduct of relationships. Nezthfar
government nor civil society is sirong in its own right beca.use.citizens in
and out of government are not conducting their relationships in prpdl_lc—
tive ways.” They wrestle over competing interests rather than bu.11d1ng
relationships to meet their challenges. The 9/11 Commission spotlighted
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the failure of intelligence agencies to cooperate fully; in my view this was
a failure of human beings to relate—not primarily a structural problem
with structural solutions. The growing polarization and paralysis in the
United States Congress since 2009 and the government shutdown in
2013—not to mention the deepening divisions in the American body
politic—are dramatic examples. Relationships involve whole human
beings with multiple and even conflicting interests, who nevertheless
are willing to seek and find bases from which to work together for the
public good.

Some scholars have turned their attention to human motivation
and basic human needs and, eventually, to the implications of these
for resolving deep-rooted human conflict in political life. Psychologist
A. H. Maslow in the 1940s, for instance, called attention to basic human
needs such as physiological {food); safety; love, affection, belonging-
ness; self-respect and the esteem of others that grows from capacity and
achievement; and self-actualization (self~fulfillment).” From the late
1960s, John Burton, an Australian diplomat turned scholar, brought that
focus on basic human needs—rather than sole attention to interests—
into the budding field of conflict resolution as he and others developed
processes of dialogue to probe the human roots of conflict and enable
conflicting parties to transform their relationships.!

It 1s time to integrate the human dimension—whole human beings—
tully into the study of whole bodies politic. The study and practice of
politics today does not yet reflect the full range of thought and prac-
tice humanity requires to survive and to improve quality of life for all.
The present practice of politics—maostly through institutions—has-alien-
ated citizens outside these institutions in country after country. Citizens
too often do not relate peacefully or productively. This is a human or
political—not a structural—problem.

While this chapter was being drafted initially, a remarkable op-ed
piece appeared in the International Herald Tribune. It was written jointly by
the president of the Wotld Bank, the chairman and chief executive officer
of Conservation International, and the head of the Global Environment
Facility under the ttle, “How Biodiversity Can Be Preserved if We
Get Smart Together.” Three extracts underscore my point:

...overall we are failing to stem the lethal dynamic of chronic poverty
and growing population, which is destroying species a thousand
times faster than ever before. ...

...for poor people in the developing world...conserving bio-
diversity is not just about long-term welfare. It is about survival,
because so many of them depend on the habitats that support
biodiversity for their daily needs.

If we are to make a real difference, we must involve poor people
and communities more centrally in the management of their lives
and the stewardship of our shared natural resources.!?
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To paraphrase in the terms of this introduction, institutions alone will
not solve the problems of humanity; only if the human beings whose lives
are at stake become involved is there a chance of resolving them.

In the same International Herald Tribune, three of the six main front page
headlines were: “A Tamil Guerrilla’s Story, Searting at Age 7. topping a
picture of an attractive fourteen~year-old girl; “Digging for Roots of Youth
Racism in Eastern Germany”; and “American TV’s New Stars: Rapists
and Murderers.” These in one of the world’s outstanding and responsible
newspapers dramatize the violent dimension of failed politics.

A Conceptual Framework for Whole Human Beings in
Whole Bodies Politic

To repeat, the approach to the study and practice of politics prevalent
for two generations at the end of the twentieth century has focused on
government and other political institutions such as political parties and
interest groups— the structures and wietders of power. In internal affairs,
the mantra has been “politics is about power” with power defined as
control or the ability to coerce. In international politics, we have spoken
of the “realist paradigm” or “power politics model” focusing on states
pursuing objectively defined interests in zero-sum contests of power
with other nation-states.

This book presents new conceptual lenses—new assumptions about
how the world works, a new political paradigm, and an operational con-
cept with a practical instrument for putting that paradigm to practical use.
The paradigm and the assumptions behind it are the starting point for
changing how we act.

The proposed paradigm: politics is a cumulative, multilevel, and open-ended
process of continuous interaction over time engaging significant clusters of citizens
in and out of government and the relationships they form to solve public problems
in whole bodies politic across permeable borders, either within or between commu-
nities or countries. This focus on a multilevel process of continuous interaction
amiong citizens contrasts to the traditional focus on a linear sequence of
actions and reactions among institutions as in a chess game. Continuing
interactions are the essence of that process. What is important are the
interplay and inter-penetration between entities—not just the action by
one on another.

To capture this process of continuous interaction, I have used the
human word relationship, carefully defined in terms of five components.
It is a diagnostic ool because it enables practitioners to organize the
elements of complex interactions for analysis. It is an operational tool
because practitioners can get inside each component of relationship to
change it.

This paradigm and the concept of relationship bring human beings—
citizens ouiside as well as inside government and related institutions—into
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the study and practice of political life. That does not denigrate the impor-
tance of states and governments, I spent twenty-five years in government
and am proud of many of our accomplishments. Government remains
one of the most important instruments that citizens can build and use in
solving their problems. By itself, however, government is not enough.
Citizens need their own instruments. The paradigm, the concept of rela-
tionship, and the instrument of dialogue broaden our focus to include the
rich resources of whole bodies politic.

I am not alone in the search for a2 new paradigm. Underneath the sur-
face of the old paradigm, many social scientists and practitioners have
been working their way toward a new conceptual framework, building
from the realities they encountered and often instinctively using langunage
resonant with the paradigm proposed here.’® Listen to a few of the actors
whom you will meet in later chapters:

A citizen of Tajikistan, the poorest of the former Soviet republics:
“The government has neither the capacity nor the resources to put
every town in our country on its feet economically. If anyone is
going to do that job, the citizens of the towns themselves will have
to do it

A strategist of the resistance to apartheid in South Africa: “There
was a picture of change made up of more than just who sits in
power. There was a complex understanding about what the natare
of change would be. If you see your objective as dismantling one
system and replacing it with another, change is of a holistic order.
In the first instance, yes, you have to have access to political power;
in the second instance, that access would allow vou to have the
resources, the authority, and the legisiative means to introduce other
changes; third, that would have to be underpinned by changes in
the economy; fourthly, there would be a social element to this
change which involved a change in relationships—ithe development
of a nonracial culture, reconciliation of sorts between black and
white, introducing a new set of values which would enable people
to respect each other, to accept each other as equals, etc.”’'?

Or a citizen of West Virginia: “When people come together for
the common good, power springs up there.”’

In early 2012, one working group in the most comprehensive study
of East-West relations since the signing of the Helsinki Final Act in
1975—the Euro-Atlantic Security Initiative-—addressed the fundamen-
tal problem:

...an unprecedented pace of change...[has] transformed the
relationships between those who govern and those who are gov-
emned. .. thefse} changes have unleashed new energies and capacities
of citizens outside government. ...
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... the overail approach in both East and West has been to ignore the
need for the invoivement of civil society....Efforts...to build fruit-
ful cooperation through the tools of traditional diplomacy...have
fziled. ... Our most important recommendation is that...the vastly
changed social, economic, and political landscape brought about by
the emergence of new and rapidly expanding forms of civic par-
ticipation must take a central place in defining our efforts. ... There
is a clear need to go beyond governments...and to find means of
building support for peace among eclites and the wider publics of
conflicting parties...expansion of traditional diplomacy to include
Dartmouth-style Track II dialogue, “pext generation” meetings,
and use of social media to prepare the peoples involved for accom-
modation and development of a non zero-sum narrative should be
employed to alter the present dynamic."”

In this report, former foreign ministers, ambassadors, and senior private
sector executives said, in effect, that our traditional ways of thinking about
politics are inadequate.

This book is written with the hope that we can find common purpose
across this spectrum of scholars and practitioners in meeting the chal-
lenges humankind faces. The success of our attempt depends heavily on
recognizing that there is nothing more authentic than the experience of
whole human beings tackling their most difficult challenges in whole
bodies politic. Experience nurtures a different way of knowing. I have had
a career in which analytical rigor was demanded of me—writing options
papers for five presidents, drafting disengagement and peace agreements
between governments that parliaments ratified, and working in sustained
dialogues with those whose groups have hated, dehumanized, and killed
each other. I know of no fuller way to understand political life than to
plumb the complexity of human experience.

The formulation of a new paradigm reflects a broadening of approach
that embraces important thinking from the past; it does not reject past
concepts. It responds to new problems not earlier addressed. Albert
Einstein and his fellow physicists did not reject Newtonian physics; they
discovered that—while it remained accurate in addressing the visible
world—it did not explain the subatomic world. So today, past thinking
about institutional politics provides much insight into that part of politi-
cal life, but it is not broad enough to embrace whole human beings in
whole bodies politic.

A Concept of Governance in Whole Bodies Politic

Having proposed what I call the relational paradigm as a conceptual frame-
work for whole human beings interaciing in whole bodies politic, I want
to go one step further and introduce a concept to help us analyze and
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develop the effectiveness of those interactions. From experience in watch-
ing bodies politic fail to achieve their potential, I have taken a familiar
word and given it new meaning for the Citizens’ Century.

According to most dictionaries, the word governance is defined as
government. I have joined a few others to give it broader meaning as we
shift our attention to whole bodies politic.

As a framework for analysis, I suggest——and a few others are moving
in this direction—thinking of a body politic as embracing five compo-
nents: government, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), business,
informal associations that citizens form to pursue their interests, and the
norms and practices that govern the interactions among the other com-
ponents. The manner in which these elements interact defines the “gov-
ernance” of a body politic. The focus is on the inferaction. Do they act
in authoritarian, competitive, or conflictual ways? Or do they interact
in complementary or collaborative ways respecting such principles as
reciprocity? The question is not only whether government can attend
effectively to the needs of citizens but also whether citizens can inter-
act productively to do the work that only they can do. The norms and
practices that govern the totality of those interactions may grow out of
years of experience, or they may need to be negotiated as in the wake of
a revolation or the sudden overthrow of an anthoritarian regime.

Effective, creative, and just government is, of course, a key actor in
promoting development, but as the citizens in later chapters have said,
government cannot do it all. Sustainable, just, and equitable development
requires constructive interactions among all elements of a body politic—
good governance.

The Line of March in This Book

The author of the new Foreword, John Gaventa, sets the stage by throw-
ing a spotlight on “the notion of citizen-centered and citizen-driven
change” as “a core proposition” of this book. He writes from experience
at the Highlander Research and Education Center as an educator of work-
ers in the Civil Rights Movement and from vyears of research and now as
Director of the Coady International Institute educating men and women
around the world engaged in development. He prepares us for “a paradigm
that considers politics and power to be about broad citizen engagement in
the public sphere, not only about the coercive power of elites in relation
to the state.” This Introduction has used the language of “whole human
beings in whole bodies politic” instead of the traditional state-centered
language. This new edition is thus explicitly planted in the field of social,
political, and economic change and development broadly defined.

The Acknowledgments and Preface describe the roots of the thinking
in this book in my lifetime of learning from experience. The worldview
and paradigm presented here are my conceptualization of experience now
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planted through my study in the rich soil of the scientific revolutions of
the past century and a half.

To develop our insights, I pursue a progression of questions in the chap-
ters that follow. These questions shape the three parts through which the
book develops:

Following this Introduction’s posing of the challenge, chapters one and
two describe our starting points. Given the challenge, what is the think-
ing that has shaped our responses? In chapter one, how have scholars and
citizens outside government thought about politics? In chapter two, how
have other thinkers—especially the physical and life scientists and some
practitioners—shaped an alternative worldview?

Chapters three and four explain the new paradigm and the concept of rela-
tionship through which that paradigm reveals itself, is studied, and can be
put into practice. They are a conceptualization of experience in the last
third of the twentieth century. They offer the new lenses that I believe
are essential to ways of relating that are necessary to meet the challenges
of this century.

Chapters five through the new chapter eleven respond to the inevitable
questions: What difference does it make to think this way? How is dialogue
appropriate to this new way of thinking? Chapter five lays out a framework
for analysis built around the concept of relationship and identifies instru-
ments of change that citizens uniguely use within the relational paradigm
and the concept. Chapters six——cleven test the paradigm and the concept
of relationship against a range of significant recent experiences to suggest
both a systematic way of organizing analysis of real-world situations and
ways of using that analysis to change relationships.

The final chapter presents closing thoughts in reflecting on exactly
what makes this difference and on the effect of “a different way of thinking—
another way of relating.”

Because words such as worldview, paradigm, concept, and instrument are
often used in different ways, I want to explain the simple meanings that
T assign to them:.

Our worldview determines how we instinctively think about experi-
ence. It is the collection of assumptions about how the wotld and human
interaction work that most of us absorb in childhood and carry through
iife in our minds, almost without recognizing them. It is the mental filter
that helps human beings organize and give meaning to their experience.
Tt shapes our way of thinking about—interpreting—experience. It lies
behind the habits, customs, rules by which we conduct our lives together.
Often, we think of it as the culture that sarrounds us. 2o we see the world
as a series of discrete actions and reactions, each to be analyzed? Or do we
see a complex of interactions? Do we see a whole as a collection of parts
or as more than the sum of its parts? Because it reflects our view of what is
and what works, it shapes our view of truth. It provides a benchmark for
judging what is effective and what is right. Chapters one and two describe
tha nrevailine Western worldview at the end of the twentieth century
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along with the elements of an alternative worldview that is the starting
point for the paradigm proposed in chapters three and four.

A paradign: is a statement intended to provide a starting point for further
analysis and more effective practice in a significant area of research and
human life. What is the focus of research? What do we need to under-
stand more deeply in order to act more constructively? As one historian
of science suggests, it “defines the legitimate problems and methods of a
research field” and is “sufficiently open-ended to leave all sorts of prob-
lems for subsequent researchers to resolve.”™ For citizens, it can be the
guide in their minds to wheze it will be most useful to apply their ener-
gies to achieve their goals. Research could suggest more effective political
practices for citizens, or citizens’ experience could pose perceptions of
how politics works that call into question the starting point for scholarly
analysis. The paradigm presented in chapter three suggests a starting point
for research that would relate it more directly to the world that citizens
experience and a way of interacting to make the most effective use of
citizens’ energies and capacities. It is conceptualized from this experience
and continuously tested in it

A concept, as used here, is a carefully defined idea that captures the
essence of a paradigm in practical terms and provides a framework for
analyzing complex experience or data and for acting in relation to them.
The concept of relationship presented in chapter four—the centerpiece of
this book—is laid out in human terms that citizens can use to understand
everyday situations.

An instrument, in this discussion of political life, refers to possible waysin
which citizens may organize themselves and their work to effect change.
I think, for instance, of the Citizens” Political Process and the five-stage
dialogue process employed by the Sustained Dialogue System, which are
described later, as political instrutments uniquely available to citizens.

With these words of introduction, we now turn in the next chapter to
a fuller discussion of the traditional thinking about politics that the new
paradigm seeks to enlarge.



Our Starting Points

A grove of aspen trees is said to be one of the world’s largest organisms.
Above ground, we see individual trees. Below ground, they are connected
through one ever-spreading root systemn.

First glancing at the image above, we see a sturdy trunk carrying nour-
ishment from those roots through the limbs to the leaves above, which
in turn cleanse the surrounding atmosphere. On second lock, we see that
the lines defining the trunk also profile the faces of two persons in dia-
logue——a source of nourishment for social change. Aspens are often calied
“quaking aspens” because their leaves move constantly in the slightest
breeze. One could imagine this motion as the energy and excitement of
dialogue.

Qur experience in the perceptual shift from trunk to faces is similar to
the shock and struggle of shifting from one paradigm to another. We will
see the network grow as we read more deeply into the paradigm shift. At
the end, we will have trouble seeing anything but faces—dialogue.




CHAPTER ONE

Politics Is about...?

If we are to talk about a new paradigm, scholars and practitioners together
need to define our starting line—the prevailing paradigm’s contribu-
tions and shortcomings and its underlying assumptions. As Thomas
Kuhn says about paradigm shifts in science: “The decision to reject one
paradigm is always simultancously the decision to accept another, and
the judgment leading to that decision involves the comparison of both
paradigms with nature and with each other.” Starting points for think-
ing about the character of politics have varied widely. It is worth taking
a few moments to situate the paradigm presented here in that larger
spectrum.

On one side of the spectrum have been scholars of politics understand-
ably concerned to define the study of politics as an academic discipline.
Their need was to define their field rigorously so as to mzke research
manageable and to distinguish it from others. As noted in the introduc-
tion, the prevailing mantra has been “politics is about power” with power
defined as control or coercion. This approach led to a focus on institu-
tional politics. Others in the field argued for a broader approach. Many
in the field have defined problems in terms amenable to mathematical
analysis.

Across the spectrum have been some political and other social scientists,
philosophers, practitioners, and citizens at large who felt that the capac-
ity of citizens outside the structures of power to relate constructively has
been neglected, yet it is critical to human survival and progress. They
have relied more on description and conceptualization of experience than
on quantification.

I dare to suggest that the mantra of the second group might be “politics
is about relationship,” of which power is one component—only one and
frequently not the most important. But this is the subject of the dialogue
I hope this book will stimulate.

My own deep concern is that focus on the structures of power leaves out
most of the world’s citizens. Yet many of today’s conflicts and problems
are beyond the reach of governments acting alone. Power as traditionally
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itself 2 deadly principle around which to organize politics. It is divisive,
exclusive, and too often destructive.

That politics is 2 key to survival is captured elegantly by biologist John
Moore: “Human beings are now making such extraordinary demands on
the environment that the natural cycles can no longer provide a seemingly
unlimited supply of resources....And the waste products of civilization
now exceed the ability of the environment to deal with them effec-
tively... Very difficult decisions will have to be made if we are to have
a sustainzble human society in a sustainable environment.”® The char-
acter of politics will determine whether and how those “very difficult
decisions” will be made.

Al of us have an interest in conducting human affairs more produc-
tively. To engage in dialogue about a new paradigm, we need to lay out
the assumptions about politics that underlie these two approaches. They
are capsuled below.?

Politics Is about Power

This was the prevalent paradigm for much of two generations in the last
two-thirds of the twentieth century. Listen to the giants in the field:

Hans J. Morgenthau: “Domestic and international politics are but
two different manifestations of the same phenomenon: the struggle
for power”™ Oz “The political actor seeks power, that is to say, he
seeks to reduce his fellow man to a means for his ends.™ Or still
another: “When we speak of powet, we mean man'’s control over the
minds and actions of other men.”

Harold D. Lasswell: “The experiential data of political science
are acts considered as affecting or determining other acts, a rela-
tion embodied in the key concept of power. Political science, as
an empirical discipline, is the study of the shaping and sharing of
power,...”7 Or: “The study of politics is the study of influence
and the influential. ... The influential are those who get the most
of what there is to get.... Those who get the most are elite; the rest
are mass.”"® :

Bertrand Russell: “In the course of this book I shall be concerned
to prove that the fundamental concept in social science is Power, in
the same sense in which Energy is the fundamental concept in phys-
ics....Love of power, in its widest sense, is the desire to be able to
produce intended effects upon the outer world, whether human or
non-human.”

The political scientist differs from the practitioner partly in needing
to define a field of study distinct enough from others to allow rigor-
e ety wrherane Fhe sractiFinaner fAciies: o hismman relationshineg and
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practical problems. Even Hans Morgenthau cautions: “By making power
ics central concept, a theory of politics does not presame that none but
power relations control political action. What it must presume is the need
for a central concept which allows the observer to distinguish the field of
potitics from other social spheres, to orient himselfin the maze of empiri-
cal phenomena which make up that field, and to establish a measure of
rational order within it.”

Morgenthau's distinction between economics and politics shows the
scholar’s need to define disciplinary boundaries in focusing research: “As
economics is centered upon the concept of interest defined as wealth, its
accumulation and distribution, so political science is centered upon the
concept of interest defined as power, its accumulation, distribution, and
control. A central concept, such as power, then provides a kind of rational
outline of politics, a map of the political scene. Such a map does not pro-
vide a complete description of the political landscape as it is in a particular
period of history. It rather provides the timeless features of its geography
distinct from their ever changing historic setting.”*"

Toward the end of the twentieth century and beyond. some scholars—
often outside the mainstream of U.S. political science—defined power
more broadly. Listen to these different voices:

Kenneth Boulding, “an economist and a Quaker” with interestcs
reaching beyond any discipline: “My own interest in the problem
of power goes back to a very eatly interest in the integration of the
social sciences and the deep conviction that they are all studying
the same thing, which is the total social system, from somewhat dif-
ferent perspectives....In social systems and human behavior there
is a larger concept of power: To what extent, and how, can we get
what we want? Within this there is a smaller concept of power,
somewhat beloved by political scientists, which is our capacity to get
other people to do things that contribute to what we want [emphasis
added].”™!

Erwin A. Jaffe in a book with the buman title, Healing the Body
Politic: * .. . many Americans—including journalists and scholars—
equate power with control or domination or influence....1 do ask
the reader, however, to set aside the formula ‘power = control’
and consider an earlier one: ‘power = the ability, capacity, or fac-
ulty to do, to act, to accomplish something.’... The initiation
and foundation of a polity depends upon recognition and accep-
tance of human beings’ connections to one another. ... ‘Political
power’ is what human beings generate when they operate together
to get things done as choosing, selecting, evolving, transforming
beings.”!?

In the eatly 1990s, Joseph Nye coined the phrase “soft power™
“What 1s soft power? It is the ability to get what you want through
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attractiveness of a country’s culture, political ideals, and policies.
When our policies are seen as legitimate in the eyes of others, our
soft power is enhanced.”™?

Anne-Marie Slaughter citing Lani Guinier: “From ‘power over’
to ‘power with’ is precisely the transformation from hierarchy to
network, from hard power to soft power.”!*

Other political sclentists moved across a spectrum in arguing for an
even broader approach in defining their field of research. For instance:
“While the academic discipline of Politics tends in general to focus on the
narrowly ‘political’ institutions of government in a manner that may be
more analytical, it nonetheless leaves out most collective human activicies
within modern states as well as in historical and contemporary non-state
societies,” wrote British scholar Adrian Leftwich in 1984.1

In the field of international politics, scholars have concentrated on state
sovereignty, on governmernt, and on power narrowly defined. For two-
thirds of the twentieth century, events surrounding two world wars, a
great depression, and the Cold War between nuclear superpowers sup-
ported this thinking. Even democracies increasingly relied on big gov-
ernments to solve countries’ social and economic problems. Elsewhere,
authoritarian and totalitarian governments dominated.

The traditional paradigm in international affairs—the “power politics
model” or “realist paradigm”™—could be captured in a formulation iike
this: leaders of nation states amass economic and military power to pursue objec-
tively defined interests against other nation states in a zero-sum contest of material
power. The metaphor was the strategic chess game.

Three assumptions have been central to the realist paradigm. In the
words of Robert Keohane: (1) states {or city-states) are the key units of
action; (2) they seek power, either as an end in itself or as 2 means to other
ends; and (3} they behave in ways that are, by and large, rational, and
therefore comprehensible to outsiders in rational terms.”®®

As Keohane notes, an 1mportant thread in this approach to politics has
been the theory of the “rational actor” or “rational choice.” As onre scholar
puts the point: “Rational choice is a simple idea: Actors do what they
believe Is in their best interest at the time they must choose.”"” Argument
over how actors determine their best interest, what actions might support
that interest, what the consequences of those actions might be, and so on
has produced a mountain of literature and mathematical calculations in
both political science and economics.

Undeslying the prevalent political paradigm in the last half of the twen-
tieth century was a worldview rooted in the scientific revolution of the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, particularly in Newtonian physics.
The image of billiard balls colliding, exchanging energy with each col-
liston, and moving away from each other according to Newton’s laws
of motion has been used to convey the essence of Newtonian physics as
applied to the social and political world. “The balls are discrete, bounded
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objects; they have no permanent relationships; theirs is an individualistic
universe,” writes biologist Mary Clark.

What happened in the West was that this same understanding of
events as interactions between independent objects—so appropriate
for a game of billiards—was extrapolated to all events, everywhere
in the universe. ...

... It is relatively easy to frame an event in mathematical models if
only one or two objects (or conditions) are varying. . ..

It is so convenient, it has even become de riguenr for those who study
human societies and human nature. .. [in] disciplines that atzempt to
explain human behavior.. now lumped together as the “social sci-
ences.” And in the standard tradition of the billiard-ball aniverse
{also known as the “atomistic” or “individaalistic” universe) human
beings are imagined very much like independent, isolated, bounded
objects having a variety of cause-and-effect “collisions” with each
other.'®

States and governmental and nongovernmental institutions have been
the manageable units for study within the rules and methods of such a
worldview,

Increasingly toward the end of the twentieth century, however, we
recognized that governments alone cannot solve all problems, and the
political upheavals of 1989-1991 demonstrated that active citizenries as
critical parts of bodies politic can produce decisive change. Citizens out-
side government with no raw power toppled governments despite govern-
ments’ material power.

In the early years of the twenty-first century, many in and out of aca-
deme are formulating new assumptions. I must be open in stating my
own view: A paradigm that limits thinking about politics to the actions of govern-
ments and institutions is incomplete. A paradigm that builds thinking about politics
around the struggle for power defined as control cannot capture the complexity of
human efforts to act together peacefully and constructively. A paradigm that leaves
out most of the world’s people can only be of limited use. Most important, such a
paradigm ignores human resources critical to meeting the countless challenges to our
survival,

Politics Is about Relationship: Citizens® Capacity to Concert

Toward the other end of the range of approaches to the study of politics
1s another point of entry—and a different definition of power. This starts
with the cieizen—not the state, its leaders, and its institutions. Here we
find numberless citizens outside formal structares of power with vary-
ing capacities to concert—to act together or in complementary ways that
reinforce each other and can produce change.”
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At this end of the spectrum, politics is what happens when citizens out-
side government come together and build relationships to solve collective problems.
Power—their capacity to influence the course of events—is generated by their
capacity to concert. This seems quite different from governments’ power to
control, to coerce, or to impose punishment or sanctions. The capacity
to influence the course of events through an open-ended political process
seems sharply different from “producing intended results.”

In the words of one of the political scientists—Adrian Leftwich—who
has argued for a broader approach: “Politics is nof a separate realm of
public life and activity. On the contrary, politics involves all the activities
of cooperation and conflict, within and between societies, whereby the
human species goes about organizing the use, production and distribution
of human, natural and other resousces in the course of the production and
reproduction of its biological and social life.”*® Or, as David Mathews,
president of the Kettering Foundation, puts the point succinetly: “Politics
is not a separate area of life. It is not doing something different. It is doing
what we do every day differently.”?

Five ideas are basic to this view of politics: First is the concept of the citizen as
a political actor. Second is the concept of civil society as the comiplex of associations
that active citizens form and through which they interact with other groups to do
their work and to extend their reach. Third is the view that politics is a cumula-
tive, multilevel, open-ended process of continuous interaction—rot Just action and
reaction—involving these citizens and associations. Fourth, the interactions of
citizens around a particular problem seem to unfold and deepen thiough a progres-
sion of stages outlined below that I call the “Citizens’ Political Process.”*2 Fifth,
as I will discuss in move detail in chapter four, since citizens do not normally exer-
cise power in the form of coercion, power in their context must be defined as the
capacity through the relationships they form to influence the course of events,

Through the Citizens’ Political Process, a disparate collection of citi-
zens taking responsibility to deal with problems can form itself into an
engaged public with capacity to change the course of events. The process,
n effect, provides the public space in which citizens can come together to
make the choices and form the relationships and associations within the
civil society that they need to solve their problems in the larger body poli-
tic. That public space is the physical and psychological space where each
citizen can feel he or she belongs, which is not the territory of any single
faction. It is psychological in that participants experience the views and
feelings of other citizens in a way that creates a new context for personal
thought and a different way of relating, By working within that process,
citizens can generate their form of power, which lies partly in their effec-
tive conduct of the process.

Lest I be charged with idealizing this process or ignoring that many
citizens choose not to engage, let me say that this is a conceptualization
of the experience through which citizens seem to progress when they
tackle a problem together over time. In transforming their relationships,
they develop the capacity to talk, plan, and work together to accomplish
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goals on which they agree. This conceptualization is rooted in participa-
tion with and observation of countless groups that have chosen to engage.
Conceptualizing the process enables citizens to move it from one problem
to another and to teach it. I make no claim that this experience is nor-
mal; the stories in chapters six through ten, however, suggest that it is not
uncommeon, that it can be analyzed, and that it can be taught and spread.
1 describe it here as a way of saying that a framework for research at this
end of the spectrum exists.

The Citizens® Political Process

Following briefly are the stages through which the Citizens’ Political
Process seems to evolve. I present them as a vehicle for reflecting on the
process that citizens with no formal structures to rely on use to accom-
plish their goals. To speak of a sequence of stages is not to present a rigid
template for action. Citizens move back and forth through the stages to
rethink, to absorb new events or insights, to reframe problems, and to
Jjudge progress. Defining a process simply opens the door to studying how
citizens act together. Each stage reflects the broadening and deepening of
a process of interaction—relationships—among citizens.

Stage One: Coming Together around a Problem

This process begins when a citizen concludes that 2 situation hurts her
or his interests badly enough to require change. Seeing a connection
between personal interests and this situation, the citizen reaches out to
other citizens whose interests may also be hurt. Citizens with comparable
concerns talk informally. This can take time. The problem may seem
daunting; citizens may fear the reactions of those who oppose change;
widening circles of talk may be needed to create a critical mass who are
ready for systematic talk,

Beyond the internal interactions that define individual groups are the
interactions among groups. Much new thinking about politics recognizes
that many fundamental problems are problems of relationships. Some citi-
zens’ organizations have concluded that basic change can be made only
by fundamentally changing working relationships—how people habitu-
ally deal with one another. The idea is to construct relationships chat can
solve problems whether the individuals involved like and fully trust each
other or not.

The associations that citizens form are held together by the promises
citizens make to each other—their covenants. “A covenant,” writes David
Mathews, “contains certain principles for structuring the way people
work together. ... the partnerships are voluntary; no one can be forced.
Each party remains independent; no one is asked to merge her or his
identity into some collective melting pot. People are not asked. .. to like
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one another. They just have to be willing to work together. The [asso-
ciation’s purposes] have to be agreed upon mutually....The partners
‘own’ the association; they are not employees or clients. Partners need not
have equal resources....[Yet] everyone has to treat everyone else as an
equal...|blecause everyone is dependent on the agreement of others, and
everyone has a say in what the association’s purposes are.”*

Stage Tiwo: Mapping the Problem, Naming I, and Framing Cholzes

When the group meets, participants need to spend time talking about the
situation to identify its important dimensions, the relationships that cause
it, and the interests affected by it. I call this “mapping” the problem—laying
out its main elements. As participants say how the problem affects them,
they provide the ingredients for a definition—a naming—of the problem
from the citizen’s viewpoint, not the expert’s or the government’s.

An important task at this stage of their talk is to learn why and how
the problem threatens what these citizens value. Unless they name the
problem in a way that reflects their connection to it—why it hurts their
interests——their efforts to deal with it will not be as effective as they might
be. Naming the problem in a way that engages each participant is essential
in building the common ground necessary to start tackling the problem.

When the group has named the problem in this way, they need to
probe its dynamics in ways that help them frame the questions that enter
their minds about possible approaches, opportunities, and consequences
as they prepare themselves to weigh possible directions for dealing with
it. Citizens do not frame questions as experts do in terms of technical
approaches; they frame choices in terms of what they value. This stage
moves toward conclusion when participants have defined the problem
they must deal with.

In situations where tension and conflict divide participants, a second
challenge in this stage is to create space and conditions that encourage
them to “open up”—to be willing to share honestly some of their deeper
feelings. This sometimes requires them to make themselves vulnerable
by seeming to agree with the adversary. A breakthrough statement that is
essential to the beginning of genuine dialogue will show empathy in some
form: “1 don't agree with you, but if T had had your experience, I would
probably feel the same way you do.”

Stage Thee: Framing Choites, Deliberating, and Setting a Direction

As a bridge to systematic deliberation, participants will need to respond to
the obvious question: If this is the problem, what might we do about it?
What are our choices? Two approaches are possible.

In a more formal or less conflictual sitvation, they may stop and ask
a eroup or an experienced organization to provide an analysis of the
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problem and several options for dealing with it, even stating the pros and
cons for each approach. When that guide to the issues is available, they
may appoint someone to moderate the deliberation.

Next, participants deliberate. They weigh possible approaches in
light of what they value. To deliberate is not just to “talk about” prob-
lems; to deliberate is to agonize within oneself and with others over
the advantages and disadvantages—the consequences—of each possible
approach they have framed. Often more than one approach contains ele-
ments that a person values, so they must make difficult trade-offs. As
they weigh the approaches with others, they deepen their understand-
ing of the consequences of different approaches for themselves and for
those whose coaperation is critical in dealing with the problem. Their
deliberation gradually identifies common ground. This defines the start-
ing point for setting the broad direction in which they want to move
together to create a situation that all can live with. It does not signify
total agreement—just enough agreement to under-gird shared purpose
in a particular situation.

As citizens grapple with their questions and possible approaches
together, they begin to change the quality of their relationships. They
emerge with a sense of what is tolerable and intolerable for each actor-—-
and why. They consider their commitments to engage in the common
task of dealing with the problem. The mutual promises they make will
bind them in whatever associations they form to accomplish the task.

Deliberation involves choice. Citizens must choose before they can act.
Taking responsibility for their future begins with citizens recognizing that
they have choices. They remain subject to forces beyond their control, but
choices come partly from the way they deal with those circumstances.

David Mathews says that choices are made in two different ways. In one
case, politicians and government propose options that are often framed
in complicated technical terms. Cisizens are expected to choose among
themn. Alternatively, “the most basic choices citizens make are about what
kind of community and country they want. These choices aren’t the same
as preferences for one solution or another. People really can’t select a par-
ticular solution until they have made more fundamental choices about
purposes.”*® The alternative to making public choices is likely to be rela-
tively uninformed, knee-jerk reactions. We call the outcome of delibera-
tion “public judgment “not “public opinion,” which one practitioner calls
“what people think before they think.”*®

Deliberation leads to determining whether there is political will to pur-
sue the course chosen. The final choice is: do the consequences of doing
nothing outweigh the anticipated results of the chosen course, or notr
If the consequences of maintaining the status quo are more serious than
attempting the course chosen, there is presumably a tentative will to move
ahead. The most important resource in a community is often political
will: citizens commitment to pursue a problem until they have it under
concrol
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In a group that includes parties in deep-rooted conflict, the process of
framing an issue will not be so orderly. Participants will throw out pos-
sible approaches and argue their merits as they come up. Ultimately they
may settle down to a more systematic argument over pros and cons, but

that is not assured.
Whichever approach the group pursues, the outcome will be some

degree of agreement on a sense of the direction in which they “decide”
o move,

Stage Four: Planning a Course of Coniplementary

Actions—Scenario-Building

When citizens have determined the direction in which they want to move,
they must then decide how to get there. One way 15 to work through these
five steps:

s List resources they can marshal for tackling the problem. This step
has been reinforced and developed by the work of John McKnight
and John Kretzmann in what they call Asset-Based Community
Development. In the past, it has been normal for community devel-
opers to do “needs assessments.” McKnight and Kretzmann have,
in contrast, gone into communities and asked, “What can you do?
W hat assets do you have?” This approach has now been adopted by
the Coady Institute for International Development headed by John
Gaventz in Nova Scotia.*®

o List obstacles to moving in this direction. Responses include not just

physical obstacles but deep-rooted human resistance. Often cancer-

ous relationships are more serious than practical obstacles.

List steps for removing these obstacles. Again, these may include psy-

chological moves to change relationships as well as concrete actions

to remove material barriers.

List actors who can take such steps. The aim is to engage muiti-

ple actors who can generate momentur through complementary

actions.

s Try to comnect actions so they become mutually reinforcing and
encourage cooperation as one actor responds to a previous actor and
stimulates another to join the process.

Unlike the discrete actions of institutions, complementary actions are
not directed toward a single objective. Rather, they are more organic
and repeating, like a jazz group in which each player supports the others
within an overall theme but is free to improvise and express individual
style without following a conductor.

I call this building a “scenario” of interactive steps because it unfolds
much as a scene of a play might develop. Party A is asked whether it
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could take Step 1 and responds that it could do so but only if Party B
would respond constructively by taking Step 2. Party B agrees in prJinm
ciple but wants Party C to take supportive Step 3. And so on, until
more and more actors join and momentum for change builds and is
consclidated.

Stage Five: Acting Together

Once a scenario of complementary actions has been designed, the group
must decide whether and how it will put that scenario into action. The
options include moving insights from this small group out into the com-
munity through the associations to which members refate in order to
engage a complex of groups. If the group has not consulted with others
along the way, it may need to spend time within its own associations
sharing the experience in the deliberation with others and allowing time
for them to digest insights from the deliberation. The group mighkt even
engage others in a wider series of deliberations before surfacing an action
scenario.

An essential component of each stage, but particularly of Stage Five, 1s
taking stock: What did we set out to accomplish? How are we doing?

I have found that a relationship is not fully formed until parties to
it have asked and responded to these questions together. The process of
learning together—the systems analysts write of feedback—strengthens a
relatzonship. i

These five stages are not intended to be rigid or linear. A group can
at any point go back and reexamine initial assumptions or judgments in
light of new developments, learning, or insights. The human mind 1s not
always bound by a conclusion that has been reached; it often washes back
and forth through thoughts that are in formation or relationships that are
unfolding in unexpected ways.

Some have argued that thinking of this kind ignores a central concept
of politics: power. They ask how citizens get things done if they don’t
ac.cumulate powet. This framework does not ignore power; it recog-
nizes broader bases for power and defines power in terms less absolute
than control—as the capacity to make things happen that are within
the reach of the actors. As John Gaventa says in his Foreword, citizens’
capacities to influence the course of events have a different quality from
governments’ ability to coerce. I am not sure the Czechs, Serbs, or South
Africans forced their governments to back down; by acting together with
no apparatus of raw power they created conditions in which éovernment
could not function adequately. That is power defined differently.

I do not suggest that any group will necessarily follow the stages of the
Citizens’ Political Process exactly as described here. Experience does sug-
gest that these stages reflect a progression of interactions through whi?h
citizens seem to move in tackling a problem together. The processis a con-
ceptualization of experience—not a theoretical construct. The purpose of
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thinking of such a political process is to state that citizens outside formal
power structures can have their own systematic processes, practices, and
political strategies with a sense of direction, destination, and potential
accomplishment. Through such processes, they can generate the capacity
or power they need. Such a process is the citizens’ instrument for change,
their version of political instruments.

Focusing on citizens interacting in concert—human beings in relation-
ship—enables us to integrate whole human beings in whole bodies politic
into our view of politics. It includes the arena where political practitio-
ners work, the arena where many conflices are initiated and resolved, the
arena where citizens build spaces for resolving differences peacefully, the
arena where citizens improve the quality of their own lives. Above all, it
includes the arena where most human beings live!

Citizens’ Capacity to Concert as Social Capital

This view of politics as relationship—the citizens’ capacity to concert—
opens 2 door from politics to economics, particulazly economic develop-
ment. One exciting idea formulated in the 1990s was the concept named
“social capital.” This burst on the scene with Harvard professor Robert
Putnam’s 1993 book, Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern
Ttaly.”

As citizens interact through their associations, networks among these
groups develop. These networks nourish continuous interaction that
becomes the context for gradual development of what Putnam calls a
“normal generalized reciprocity.” As citizens observe the predictabiliry
and the reliability of how each interacts with others, trust grows, and the
glue of potential cooperation is added to the social mix. This reservoir of
predictable reciprocity becomes part of what Putnam calls “social capital.”
It is also essential to sound relationships.

More specifically, the economic premise underlying the concept of
social capital is that the economy of a community with dense civic inter-
actions is more likely to function effectively than one without. Citizens in
a community with a rich civic culture have developed broadly accepted
“rules” of interacting that provide the predictability of which Putnam
wrote. One might call these accepted practices “unwritten covenants.”
The assurance that people will do what they promise reduces the costs
of transactions. A consistent environment makes investors’ calculation of
risk more reliable than when economic behavior is unreliable or erratic.
Habitual civic behavior in tune with understood “rules” makes an eco-
nomic difference.

FEconomists at the World Bank, after analyzing this proposition in wide-
spread communities, have generally accepted this analysis. The problem
next is how to put the theory into practice. Michael Woolcock, then at the
Bank, has distinguished berween the “bonding” social capital of smaller,
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coherent communities or regions where inhabitants know each other and
“bridging” social capital when strangers interact.” In smaller regions,
people are likely to meet commitments because they believe that a favor
for 2 known person will be reciprocated or that a promise broken will be
“punished” in some way. The greater economic opportunity results when
communities of strangers develop shared rules of relating—covenants.

Major funders have difficulty “operationalizing” this theory because
only citizens outside government can grow or change political culture.
Big lenders feel they need to work through established organizations. To
use the graphic words of a young colleague, “the thick fingers of the
World Bank™ have trouble working with citizens. The Bank recognizes
that Jending at the wrong time or through the wrong channels can damage
or destroy growing sinews in a community where citizens are developing
their own capacity to concert. A project underwritten with development
assistance before a community has consolidated its capacity to concert is
likely not to be sustained when the external money rans out. In: this frus-
trating sitetation, some analysts at the World Bank have given currency to
medicine’s historic warning: at least, “do no harm.”

It is now clear that a long missing ingredient in economic develop-
ment theory is the citizens’ capacity to concert.”” Placed in the context
of the Citizens’ Political Process, the common practice of international
organizations providing development assistance has been to enter the
picture when a community has a problem. They bring experts, design a
solution for the problem as they define it, and offer money to implement
that solution. They ignore or short circuit these stages in the Citizens'
Political Process when people in the community name the problem
themselves and decide what needs to be done, utilizing methods and
materials consistent with their culture and skill level. International
grant-makers began to recognize in the mid-1990s that loans for big
projects had not produced the broadly based, sustainable development
that funders had anticipated.

Ramén Daubdn’s new Chapter Eleven provides a full analysis of the
relevance of the relational paradigm to the approach to development of
the large funding organizations as well as citizens’ organizations.

Dialogue: The Citizens’ Instrument

Those who say that politics is about power defined as control or coercion
focus on instruments that institations of state and government use—force,
economic sanctions, taxation, law enforcement, mediation, negotiation.
Those whose point of entry into the study and practice of politics is the
citizen as political actor focus on the instruments for change that citi-
zens use——their instruments of power. If citizens generate the capacity to
change through the relationships they form, the key to their generation of
that capacity is the instrument they use to form these relationships.
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At the heart of the Citizens' Political Process is dialogue in some form.
Tts exact form as a political instrument depends on the setting in which it
is used.

In some communities with well formed relationships, citizens can
talk together reasonably, even when they disagree sharply about how
to approach a problem. Relationships and political practices are strong
enough to enable citizens to resolve their differences collaboratively I refer
to an elaboration of dialogue in such settings as a defiberative or collaborative
process. Citizens work their way through the Citizens’ Political Process in
a more or less orderly way.

Toward the other end of the spectrum are communities that are
divided by deep-rooted human conflicts, ranging from violent inter-
communal wars to subsurface tensions not vet violent that neverthe-
less block collaboration. For these situations, we have developed a body
of thought and practice that we call the Sustained Dialogue® System to
transform relationships that block collaboration and must be changed if
citizens are to work together. The Sustained Dialogue System comprises
{five components:

o The relational paradigm, which will be introduced in Chapter
Three.

o The concept of relationship, which will be introduced in Chapter
Four.

e A five-stage dialogue process.

s A community of practitioners.

» The concept of governance defined in the Introduction.

The five-stage dialogue process is similar to the five stages of the
Citizens’ Political Process, but with distinctive attention to a dual agenda—
both the practical problems at hand and the relationships that may be the
main cause of these problems. This process can extend over months or
even years.

Although the five stages of the dialogue process used in Sustained
Dialogue are essentially those of the Citizens’ Political Process, the pro-
cess is anything but neat and orderly. When they sit down together, par-
ticipants are often so angry that they can barely look at each other. Their
language for mapping problems and relationships is often accusation and
vituperation at the outset until they have been together for several meet-
ings. The framing of issues often becomes an informal weighing of their
merits. One stage does not fully end before the next begins. Participants
move back and forth across the stages when they need to update a situ-
ation, rethink an earlier judgment, or tackle a new problem. Or their
minds may be all over the place when they are groping for focus. Despite
their rocky path, they continuously deepen their experience with their
relationships through dialogue.
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In short, Sustained Dialogue can create a microcosm of the relation-
ships between whole groups and an experience in analyzing and chang-
ing these relationships. The body of thought and practice we call the
Sustained Dialogue System is a conceptualization of experience in
dialogues in the 1980s among Americans and Soviets and Israelis and
Palestinians. In the 1990s, it was tested and refined by Americans and
Russians working together in conflicts that broke out in the territory of
the former Soviet Union—Tajikistan beginning in 1993 and Armenia-
Azerbaijan-Nagorno Karabakh beginning in 2001, It is now being
used on university campuses and in community organizations in North
America and South Africa to reduce ethnic and racial tensions and to deal
with visceral issues such as sexual orientation and the extremes of the
conservative-liberal divide.

Between these two well worked out and widely tested processes of
dialogue and deliberation are variations on both that citizens have devised
to meet their needs. But the essence of their work is dialogue.

Citizens in Relationship as the Starting Point

At the heart of citizens’ capacity to concert are nonviolent and construc-
tive ways of relating. Human beings in relationship—acting in concert
with one another—have too long been neglected in the study of politics.™
It is time to highlight the human dimension of politics and the enormous
potential of citizens working in concert to complement the work of gov-
ernments in meeting the world’s challenges.

As a practitioner, [ am interested in what would happen to political
thought if one started from citizens outside formal structures of tradi-
tionally defined power as a point of entry into the study and practice of
politics.

Some conflicts seem beyond the reach of governments until citizens
achieve understanding on living together in peace. Some problems such as
drug addiction, alcoholism, and AIDS will not be dealt with until human
beings change their behavior. Even corruption has roots in what citizens
will tolerate in their daily interactions. It is unfair to expect governments
to solve problems that can only be dealt with by citizens in and out of
government collaborating as citizens of whole bodies politic.

As the twenty-first century unfolds, many of us hold to an aspiration of
whole bodies politic in which governments and citizens each take a strong
place and, in the best of worlds, collaborate creatively. As this happens,
political thinking must respond to the new reality. Not to change lenses
to bring this emerging, troubled, and demanding world into focus seems
unthinkable and possibly catastrophic.

As our political thinking makes room for multiple actors, the focus of
our lenses widens, Whereas we used to focus on 2 few key institutions, we



AR

32 Politics s about Relationship

must now find a way to keep track of a complex of continuous human as
well as institutional interactions. It probably never was adequate to think
only about how institutions acted on each other. Even in the simplest of
communities, human beings shaped interactions. Now we must focus on
politics as a multileve! process of continuous interaction among citizens in
whole bodies politic. This is the subject of chapter three—the relational
paradigm.

Before moving to that subject, I must address the second of our start-
ing points—the thinking of the physical and life scientists through the
twentieth century that shaped the principles of a post-Newtonian world-
view. It is a worldview that underpins the broader approach to politics
presented in this book.




