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ABSTRACT  

The objective of this article is to describe the Conflict Resolution interventions used throughout the 

conflict cycle. The article first presents five levels of conflict intensity of the conflict cycle, namely 

the levels of Stable Peace, Unstable Peace, Conflict, Crisis, and War. Each level of conflict intensity 

is characterized by analyzing the variables of Galtung's conflict triangle (behavior, attitudes, and 

goals), actors' perceptions (friend, rival, and enemy), and the dominant strategy of interaction between 

actors (positive-sum, compromise, zero-sum, and negative-sum). Each level is illustrated with typical 

events associated with civil wars and wars between states and proposes threshold events of a possible 

change in the level of conflict intensity. The article then presents a set of Conflict Resolution 

approaches that can be carried out in each of the conflict intensity levels of the escalation and de-

escalation periods of the conflict cycle. Conflict Resolution is subdivided between interventions whose 

main objective is to contain violent conflict, here called Conflict Management, and interventions with 

a main objective of solving political problems, which can be Conflict Prevention, if they occur in the 

period of conflict escalation, or Conflict Termination, if they occur in the period of conflict de-

escalation. In Conflict Management we identify the interventions of: Crisis Management; Unilateral 

and Joint Internal Management; External Management in the form of Peacemaking or Peace 

Enforcement, and Traditional Peacekeeping. In Conflict Prevention we identify Structural and Direct 

Prevention. In Conflict Termination we identify Multidimensional Peacekeeping, Peacebuilding and 

Peace Consolidation (associated to Conflict Transformation). Additionally, we present two alternative 

approaches, Cosmopolitan Peace and Critical Approaches.   

 
1 This article consists of a merger of two chapters published in Portuguese in: Sousa, Ricardo Real P. & 

Oliveira, Gilberto Carvalho de (2020) “The Levels of Intensity in the Conflict Cycle.” In Sousa, Ricardo 

Real P. & Oliveira, Gilberto Carvalho de (coord.) “Conflict Resolution - Case Studies”, pp 27-46. Curitiba: 

Juruá Editora, Brazil; and, Sousa, Ricardo Real P. & Oliveira, Gilberto Carvalho de (2020) Conflict 

Resolution Interventions in the Conflict Cycle. In Sousa, Ricardo Real P. & Oliveira, Gilberto Carvalho de 

(coord.) “Conflict Resolution - Case Studies”, pp: 47-83. Curitiba: Juruá Editora, Brazil. 
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INTRODUCTION2  

Violent conflict continues to be present in the domestic politics of states and in 

the international politics between states. This is the reason for our research, intended to 

provide a better understanding of the phenomenon of conflict and of the most appropriate 

approaches for its resolution. More specifically, this article aims identifies the Conflict 

Resolution interventions used throughout the conflict cycle.  

In the first part of the article, we identify the levels of intensity of the conflict 

cycle and then typify, in the second part of the article, the Conflict Resolution 

interventions for each level of intensity on the conflict cycle. 

The different levels of intensity of the conflict cycle are analyzed in the form of 

an ideal model with the levels of Stable Peace, Unstable Peace, Conflict, Crisis, and War.  

To identify the levels of conflict intensity, we will start from an analysis of Johan 

Galtung's conflict triangle (1996) and its vertices relative to the behavior, attitudes, and 

objectives of the actors. Complementarily, we will identify, at each level, which is the 

perception that an actor has of the other, whether "friend", "rival" or "enemy", and which 

is the dominant interaction strategy between actors, whether positive-sum, compromise, 

zero-sum, or negative-sum or double loss.  

In characterizing each level of conflict intensity, we will identify typical events of 

interaction between actors, which are empirically verifiable and mutually exclusive 

between levels, and events indicating a change in the level of conflict intensity.  

In the second part of the article we associate the concept of Conflict Resolution 

with approaches or interventions in the conflict cycle. In this concept we make a 

fundamental distinction between interventions that primarily seek to contain or stop the 

violent (armed) behavior of actors, here called Conflict Management, and the 

interventions that mainly seek to resolve the political problems (incompatibility of 

objectives) of the actors, here called Conflict Prevention when they occur in the period of 

escalation of the conflict cycle and Conflict Termination when they occur in the period 

of de-escalation of the conflict cycle.  

 
2  We would like to thank Luís Valença Pinto and Jara Cuadrado for their comments. Any errors or 

omissions are the responsibility of the authors. 
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Each of these three subprocesses of Conflict Resolution comprises a set of 

initiatives depending on the level of intensity of the conflict. 

In the period of conflict escalation, Conflict Prevention comprises Structural 

Conflict Prevention initiatives at the Unstable Peace level and Direct Conflict Prevention 

initiatives at the Conflict level.  

In the period of conflict escalation, Conflict Management occurs with Crisis 

Management initiatives at the Crisis level.  

Conflict Management at the War level may comprise initiatives undertaken by the 

main actors of the conflict or promoted by external actors. The initiatives of the main 

actors can be either Joint Conflict Management or Unilateral Conflict Management, and 

the initiatives of the external actors can be Peacemaking or Peace Enforcement.  

In the conflict de-escalation period, Conflict Management occurs with Traditional 

Peacekeeping undertaken at the Crisis level.  

Also, in the conflict de-escalation period but associated with Conflict Termination 

initiatives we consider Multidimensional Peacekeeping at the Conflict level, 

Peacebuilding at the Unstable Peace level, and Peace Consolidation at the Stable Peace 

level.    

We present the approaches/initiatives/interventions according to the standard 

academic and institutional reference, i.e., the doctrine practiced by the United Nations 

and, to a large extent, followed by other international organizations or states. However, 

we also highlight alternative approaches, namely Conflict Transformation, Cosmopolitan 

Peace and Critical Approaches.      

In this article we present some academic discussions and make conceptual 

choices. In particular, it is worth noting the option to determine that at the level of Stable 

Peace there is no Structural Conflict Prevention, that Conflict Prevention is proactive 

before the onset of a Crisis or War and that in the period of war there can be initiatives 

from both external and internal actors.  

We have tried to conceptually delimit the wide range of interventions and 

approaches and simultaneously to characterize each type of intervention with concrete 

measures and, where relevant, to offer a clarifying reading of the often-overlapping 

meanings of terminology in the literature. 
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Finally, we do not intend to present exhaustively all aspects involving these 

approaches, but to synthesize, describe and clarify, in an accessible way, the possibilities 

of Conflict Resolution associated with each level of conflict intensity in the conflict 

cycle.3   

 

 

LEVELS OF INTENSITY IN THE CONFLICT CYCLE 

CONFLICT TRIANGLE 

The phenomenon of violent conflict can be analyzed through Galtung's (1996) 

conflict triangle (see figure 1), where each vertex contains one of the three elements that 

define a conflict situation: behavior, attitudes, and goals. For Galtung, behavior is the 

result of the actors' goals and attitudes. Goals can be compatible or incompatible, whether 

perceived or real. Attitudes can be positive or negative and are the result of the 

perceptions and non-perceptions that the actors have about themselves and the other 

party, based on their cognition and emotion. Behavior can be either hostile or cooperative 

depending on the characteristics of the actors' goals and attitudes. On the one hand, hostile 

behavior can have different degrees, which include threats, coercion, or destruction. On 

the other hand, cooperative behaviors can occur even in the presence of incompatible 

goals when a positive attitude between actors exists or is developed. A third hypothetical 

behavior, not considered in the conflict triangle, is accommodation, where actors engage 

in a compromise that is neither full cooperation nor hostility4.  Thus, although this is the 

conflict triangle, it could also be called the behavior triangle.  

 

 
3 For a historical contextualization of Conflict Resolution approaches see Sousa (2017).  

4 We will come back to this possible result in the second part of the article. 
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Figure 1 – Conflict Triangle 

 

Source: Galtung (1996) 

 

Usually, for conflict to become violent/destructive, evolving into a crisis and armed 

conflict, a catalytic event occurs that triggers a decision to initiate violent action. We 

subscribe here to the view that the change of political conflict from a non-violent form, 

carried out through constitutional channels or even civil disobedience, to a violent form, 

using the force of arms, is a qualitative change in political conflict. 

The contradiction of goals (or interests) is a necessary but not sufficient condition for 

conflict. In Galtung's formulation, conflict is an “incompatibility of goals” (Galtung, 

1969, p. 191) independent of the attitudes and behaviors of the actors.5 The goals may 

relate to absolute or relative considerations of the distribution among actors of resources 

(territory, money, energy sources, water or food), power (the allocation of control and 

participation in political decision-making processes including electoral processes), 

identity (associated with respect and dignity, and respect for traditions and social 

position), and values (constituted in governance systems, religion or ideology).  

Thus, a conflict may exist even when attitudes and behaviors are positive or neutral 

between the actors, as long as there is an incompatibility of objectives. In these cases 

 
5 However, Deutsch (1973) and Swanström and Weissmann (2005) identify that conflict may exist even 

when actors have compatible objectives as a result of frustration, obstruction, and interference in their 

definition.  
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there is a latent conflict, where an incompatibility of objectives is not recognized, 

something that may occur as a result of self-deception, rationalization, lack of knowledge 

or suppressed information. Conflict becomes manifest when these contradictory goals are 

recognized and empirically expressed through hostile behavior (threats, coercion, or 

destruction).  

Goal incompatibility and negative attitudes are at the level of latent conflict, that is, at the 

structural level, and hostile behavior is at the level of observable, empirical, and directly 

manifested conflict between actors. 

However, conflict may also originate from negative attitudes among actors or their hostile 

behaviors that create a conducive environment for conflict when a real or perceived 

contradiction of goals arises.  

The triangle has applicability for different types of conflict: inter-state, intra-state, extra-

state (colonial wars of national liberation), communal, genocide, violence against 

civilians, terrorism, and others. However, for the purposes of this analysis, we will focus 

on intra-state conflicts (civil wars) and inter-state conflicts. 

 

 

CONFLICT CYCLE 

The process that leads to a direct conflict situation is dynamic, where goals, 

behaviors and attitudes influence each other, and may constitute a negative spiral that 

increases the complexity of the goals, attitudes, and behaviors, as well as the number of 

actors involved.  

This escalation in conflict intensity can be represented in an ideal model by the 

Lund-based conflict cycle (2001) (see figure 2), with a period of escalation followed by 

a period of de-escalation, with different levels of conflict intensity: Stable Peace, 

Unstable Peace, Conflict, Crisis, and War. In the ideal model of the conflict cycle the 

conflict intensity is a representation of the apex of the behavior of the conflict triangle, 

i.e. the conflict manifested.6  

 
6 An ideal model is an analytical simplification that allows better clarity in concepts and the development 

of a coherent conceptual framework that enables research to be conducted with internal and external 

validity, reliability, and objectivity. However, by definition, it is understood that reality is much more 

complex, so that an ideal model does not claim to represent in detail all possible situations or to claim 
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Matching Galtung's concept of "negative peace" and "positive peace" to the levels 

of conflict intensity we consider that all levels except the War level fall under the 

definition of "negative peace", an absence of continued armed violent conflict but without 

social justice. As will be presented in more detail in the second part of the article, we 

believe that at the level of Stable Peace one should work towards "positive peace", but 

that, in Stable Peace, social injustice can exist.  

The five levels of conflict intensity (Stable Peace, Unstable Peace, Conflict, 

Crisis, and War) are presented in the following subsections considering a set of criteria 

in order to allow a better operationalization of the concepts.7  

These criteria include, first, that the level of conflict intensity is defined through 

a set of empirically observable behaviors. Second, that the levels of conflict intensity must 

be defined by necessary, but not sufficient, behaviors. In other words, we intend to 

identify necessary behaviors indicative of a change in the level of conflict, but these 

behaviors are not sufficient in the sense that they must occur in the context of behaviors 

typical of a given level x, in order to consider that the conflict has intensified one level to 

x+1.  

It should be borne in mind, however, that the identification of one or a few 

empirically observable behaviors to delimit levels of conflict may be obviously fallible, 

especially when considering simultaneously the distinctive characteristics of conflicts 

within and between states8.  Thus, in order to overcome this difficulty, and to better 

 
universal cause-and-effect processes. Indeed, in a conflict situation, there may be more than one conflict 

present, with a dynamic combination of objectives and actors, with different durations of its phases, 

different thresholds of conflict levels, non-linearity in the evolution of conflict intensity, trend inflections 

at any phase of the conflict cycle, simultaneous hostile, and cooperative behavior, whether in periods of 

escalation or de-escalation. See Svanström and Weissmann (2005) for a review of different conflict cycles 

and Wohlfeld (2010) for a critical reflection on the conflict cycle.  
7 The conflict cycle is based on Lund's model (2001), in which elements of Glasl's 9 phases of conflict are 

also incorporated (1997) as identified by Jordan (2000), with the following association between conflict 

intensity levels in Lund's conflict cycle and Glasl's conflict phases: in Unstable Peace elements of the 

phases 1-hardening and 2- debates and polemics; in Conflict elements of phases 3-non-word actions, 4-

images and coalitions and 5-loss of face; in Crisis elements of phases 6-threat strategy and 7-limited attacks; 
and in War elements of phases 8-fragmentation of the enemy and 9-total destruction. For another reference 

of the conflict cycle and interventions see the "hourglass" model” (Ramsbotham, Woodhouse, & Miall, 

2011).  
8 As will be presented below, the passage from the level of Stable Peace to Unstable Peace is delimited by 

the use of courts. Naturally, courts are a "normal" resource for the peaceful resolution of conflicts and as 

such may not be a benchmark delimiter. Additionally, in the absence of the behavior necessary to identify 

a level, the recurrent occurrence of two or more types of behaviors characteristic of a conflict level may 

identify the conflict level.   
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operationalize the identification of levels of conflict, the following complementary 

criteria were considered.  

Each level of conflict is associated with more subjective indicators of conflict 

dynamics and actor interactions. We identify in the conflict dynamics the vertex of the 

conflict triangle (behavior, attitudes, and goals) that contributes most to the conflict 

dynamics. 

Regarding the interaction of the actors there are two indicators: one indicator of 

the actors' perception of each other (friends, rivals or enemies);9 and a second indicator 

related to the interaction strategy, namely win-win, compromise, win-lose, or lose-lose)10 

(see figure 2 for the identification of these indicators).  

 

  

Figure 2 - Conflict Cycle and Characteristics of Levels of Conflict Intensity 

 

Source: Adapted from Lund's conflict cycle (2001) 

 

The levels of conflict intensity are presented following a conflict escalation 

dynamic, and some reflections on their applicability to the de-escalation period are then 

presented.  

 
9 Enemy is a competitive securitarian view, concerned with relative gains, in a self-help system. It does not 
recognize the other actor's right to sovereignty, life and liberty and is associated with violence. Rival is an 

individualistic security vision of absolute gains. It recognizes the other actor's right to survival, life and 

freedom and does not have to lead to violence. Friend is defined by a cooperative security view in which 

everyone has a responsibility to cooperate. Disputes are resolved without war or threats of war and the 

group fights together if one's security is jeopardized (Wendt, 1999).  
10 Positive-sum games, where both actors win; compromise, similar to positive-sum but where the solution 

is less creative and both actors have less gain; zero-sum games, where one actor's gain implies another 

actor's loss, and, negative-sum or double loss games, where both actors lose. 
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STABLE PEACE AND UNSTABLE PEACE 

The Stable Peace level is characterized by a situation in which the actors maintain 

a positive attitude towards resolving potential contradictions between their goals, which 

may include sensitive economic and social issues. At this level there is little tension, and 

a number of communication and cooperation mechanisms exist between the parties. The 

actors try to find solutions, dissenting opinions are heard, there is respect between the 

parties, positions are discussed without value judgments and with few negative emotions. 

There is a search for win-win solutions, where each actor perceives the other as a "friend" 

and where the main focus of the conflict is on each actor's objectives. In this level, the 

actors’ resort to constitutional or institutional means of peaceful political negotiation. 

For Lund (2001) this is a form of peace with much reciprocity and cooperation 

between actors and may include military cooperation against common threats. This peace 

is based on shared values, goals and institutions, economic interdependence, and a sense 

of international or regional community or society. The probability of conflict or 

repression is virtually zero.  

At the Unstable Peace level tensions between objectives become evident and 

peace can no longer be taken for granted. Cooperation between actors is restricted to 

matters of common interest that do not jeopardize each actor's sense of security (Lund, 

2001). For example, cooperation occurs in the economic area, in trade, in matters of 

national order and stability, or to address common threats such as climate change, public 

health, organized crime or terrorism, but excludes cooperation initiatives in the military 

sector. 

In the Unstable Peace the attitudes between the parties deteriorate, with the 

emergence of negative emotions and unfavorable cognitions. Negative information about 

the other actor begins to be registered and valued more than positive information, in 

addition to increasing frustration in interactions with the other party. In this level, the 

intensification of the conflict occurs when one or both parties lose hope of resolving the 

contradiction of objectives in a direct and fair way and start resorting to manipulative 

tactics and argumentative tricks (Glals, 1997). There is a progressive blurring of the 
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rationality of the objectives in question to a fixation on the emotions associated with the 

attitudes of the actors.  

One possible indicator of a shift from Stable Peace to Unstable Peace is that the 

search for solutions shifts from being win-win to compromise or zero-sum (win-lose). As 

a result of the frustration in trying to find solutions to the contradictions of objectives 

through the constitutional means of direct political negotiation, where creative ways of 

finding win-win solutions are sought, the actors start to resort, for certain issues, to third 

parties, namely to formal national or international law forums, where, although there is 

cooperation, the decisions tend to be compromises or zero-sum (win-lose).  

Generally speaking, in both Stable and Unstable Peace, we can observe in 

domestic politics that the government follows the rule of law and constitutional 

procedures and that the opposition organizes and fights politically according to the law, 

through political parties, the establishment of media groups, authorized demonstrations, 

electoral dispute, or using national, regional, or international courts for dispute settlement 

(Schmid, 2011).  

Similarly, in the relationship with other states, governments seek to realize their 

foreign policy at the political, economic, or military level through soft power with 

strategic rational communication, possibly using rhetorical arguments (Morin & Paquin, 

2018). Traditional diplomatic means are used (negotiation, good offices, mediation, 

conciliation, international conferences, unofficial diplomacy) or political means are used 

to secure the support of other states, either through bilateral diplomacy or regional or 

global multilateral organizations. As a last resort, states can resort to international justice 

mechanisms, such as arbitration or the International Court of Justice, or to specialized 

regional or international tribunals depending on the jurisdiction and subject matter at 

issue.11  

 
11 There is a wide range of tribunals or bodies to which individuals, groups, states or organizations can have 
recourse depending on the subject matter and jurisdiction: regional specialized tribunals, such as the Court 

of Justice of the European Union, the Andean Court, the Permanent Court of Review of Mercosur, the 

Dispute Settlement Body of NAFTA, the European Court of Human Rights, Inter-American Court of 

Human Rights, African Court on Human and Peoples' Rights, Central American Court of Justice, Caribbean 

Court of Justice, Administrative Tribunals of International Organizations; and specialized universal 

tribunals, in particular the dispute settlement body of the World Trade Organization, International Centre 

for Settlement of Investment Disputes, International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea, International Court 

of Justice, and International Criminal Court (Menezes, 2013).  
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Within this ideal typology, an identifier of escalation from the level of Unstable 

Peace to Conflict is that the main aspect determining the actors' interactions is no longer 

focused on their goals but rather on their attitudes, where the other actor, previously seen 

as a "friend" is now conceived as a "rival”. This change can be identified empirically by 

the existence of initiatives by the actors, without consulting the other party, with the aim 

of blocking the other actor's ability to achieve his goals, thus characterized as a unilateral 

antagonistic action. Other events of reference in changing the level of conflict is the 

occurrence of political conflict events outside the scope of constitutional or international 

law, such as unauthorized demonstrations or riots or a state's failure to comply with the 

deliberations of international courts.  

  

CONFLICT 

In the Conflict level, the actors take measures to deal with the antagonism without 

considering military means. The tension resulting from the contradiction of objectives 

between the actors persists, but what intensifies the conflict becomes the set of attitudes 

of each actor, which are the result of a conception of the other as a "rival" in interactions 

with the logic of a win-lose game. Attitudes and the relationship between actors 

progressively deteriorate, with an accumulation of negative emotions and unfavorable 

cognitions.  

The actions of each actor are no longer focused on achieving gains related to the 

objectives that led to the conflict, but rather on being in a position of preponderance in 

the interactions. In a way, the dynamic between actors is now essentially determined by 

the interactions themselves, and not exclusively by the best way to achieve the goals that 

each one has.  

The tendency is for each party to adopt a competitive winning posture (zero-sum 

games), using polemical tactics, with increased antagonism between the parties, where 

feelings of anger, hatred or frustration arise and effective communication deteriorates, so 

that sensitive issues are no longer discussed. There is a growing concern about the 

possibility of the other party becoming an enemy, so that in the actions of actors there is 

a greater weighting on the distribution of power, which can lead to a search for support 

or alliances with other actors or states.  
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A characteristic of this level is that actors may engage in punitive behavior with 

plausible deniability, i.e., an actor provokes, insults, or criticizes the other actor, but this 

occurs in a way that does not call into question the formality of the rules of diplomacy or 

political relations, which may obscure the negative understanding of their behavior 

(Glals, 1997).   

Intensification in this level occurs when the representation of the other is radically 

transformed by value judgment considerations. The other actor is no longer seen as a 

"rival" with irresponsible or irritating behavior, who is trying to accomplish his or her 

goals, but is perceived as an actor with a moral inferiority. This change is associated with 

a “loss of face" in which one considers that one has removed the mask of the other actor 

and now sees his or her true nature, which is immoral, irrational, or criminal. Based on 

this new perspective, one re-examines the entire history of interactions with the other and 

constructive initiatives of the other actor are devalued as if they were a hoax (Glals, 1997). 

In the case of intra-state conflicts, the state government may use, at this stage, 

mechanisms of oppression to opposition groups, such as manipulation of the electoral 

process, censorship, surveillance, intimidation, discrimination, infiltration of the 

opposition, or abuse of laws, such as the application of the state of emergency law. Non-

state actors may adopt extra-parliamentary mechanisms that include non-violent actions 

such as social protest, authorized or unauthorized demonstrations, strikes, boycotts, non-

cooperation, civil disobedience, and other forms of non-violent political pressure 

(Schmid, 2011).  

In the case of conflicts between states, there is the adoption of coercion, with 

incentive and sanction strategies (economic, trade or foreign aid), threat of sanctions, 

acquisition of (military) deterrent capabilities, i.e., hard power mechanisms, but which do 

not include military confrontation (Morin & Paquin, 2018). Additionally, states may 

intensify their alliance-building strategy. The political discourse of leaders intensifies, 

states may suspend membership and leave multilateral organizations or international law 

forums, or not abide by the decisions of these bodies. Previously established agreements 

are revoked, and unilateral measures may be taken that affect economic and social 

relations between the disputing states.   

An identifier of escalation from the Conflict to Crisis level is the predisposition 

for violent action and the use of threats. The conflict is determined by the attitudes of the 
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actors, but the first events of localized (not widespread) and limited violent behavior 

begin to occur. 

  
 

CRISIS 

In the Crisis level, the risk of violent conflict is imminent and military means are 

an option. In this level the incompatibility of objectives remains and there is a deepening 

of negative attitudes based on negative emotions and unfavorable cognitions to the point 

where the actors have an impulse or desire for violent action. This level starts with "rival" 

actors interacting in win-lose games, but there is an intensification of conflict in which 

the other is seen as the "enemy", and there is a thickening of initiatives characteristic of a 

lose-lose game. Attitudes remain the main dynamic of the conflict, but relevant hostile 

behavior begins to occur.  

Threats can be used that challenge the other actor's sense of security in order to 

change his or her attitude and negotiating position. Threats are often coupled with 

ultimatums and move actors to public acts that seek to give credence to their threats. This 

leads to parties seeking to undermine or limit the other actor's ability to harm them, should 

the threats materialize. In this way, there can be demonstrations of force with limited 

attacks, the destruction of financial capabilities, the legal status, logistical or control 

capacity of the other actor.   

Progressively, threats cease to be a two-way communicative act, a way to provoke 

a behavioral response in the other actor, to be a one-way communicative act, the assertion 

of one actor's position without concern for how the other receives or reacts to it. At this 

point the losses inflicted on the other come to be counted as gains, even though they do 

not lead to actual gains in achieving the goals, and the parties are willing to incur losses 

as long as the other has greater losses (Glals, 1997).   

In intra-state conflicts, the state actor intensifies the mechanisms of oppression 

identified above, which may also include pro-government violence directed at 

individuals, opposition groups or social movements, or violent repression that may result 

in "accidental" deaths, in the sense that they were not the result of armed groups in 

confrontation. Additionally, it adopts instruments of political violence that may include 

mass arrests, outlawing of actors, deportations, political assassinations, state terrorism 
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(torture, death squads, disappearances, or concentration camps), massacres and counter-

insurgency measures12 (Schmid, 2011).  

Non-state actors intensify the extra-parliamentary mechanisms identified above, 

which may also include violent demonstrations and riots or anti-government violence that 

may result in "accidental" deaths. Additionally, there is the deliberate use of political 

violence that includes destruction of property, sabotage, arson attacks, political 

assassinations or terrorism, massacres, or insurrection. 

Between states the coercion strategies identified in the Conflict level are 

intensified, and coercive diplomacy, consisting of the threat of the use of force or even 

the use of limited force, can be adopted. On a political level, states may carry out 

subversive actions, clandestine or otherwise, such as supporting the opposition in the 

other state, for example, and when applicable, supporting electoral disputes. On a military 

level, one can carry out movements or exercises with military forces as a way to signal 

determination and preparation for conflict or even border skirmishes, sea blockades, 

limited surgical bombing or political assassinations (Morin & Paquin, 2018).  

An identifier of escalation from the Crisis to War level is the carrying out of 

violent actions to destroy the other actor, who has come to be widely regarded as the 

"enemy”. To be considered a War these violent armed actions must cause more than a 

certain number of combat deaths in a given period. Conflict is now determined by 

behavior.  

 

 

WAR 

In the War level the actors adopt organized armed violence as the main means to 

achieve their political goals. In this level the lose-lose game already comprises attacks on 

the vital capabilities of the other actor, the "enemy", and the main constraint in these 

attacks is the concern for one's own survival.  

This level is characterized by continued armed violence between organized forces, 

with the disintegration of the government and civil society (especially in intra-state 

conflicts), with the rule of law threatened or undermined by the use of military force or 

 
12 Focused on the enemy or population, these are civilian and military measures in the economic, political, 

informational and security areas in order to maintain control over the population. 
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the emergency situation, with a deterioration in public health, an increase in displacement 

and dependence on imports of food and other essential goods (Lund, 2001).  

There are several definitions of War, varying in considerations of its nature, 

legitimacy and number of actors involved and their relative capabilities, tactics used by 

the actors, political objectives at stake, level of fatalities, duration, or consequences. As a 

reference, we define an intra-state war (civil war) as "an incompatibility concerning 

government or territory where the use of military force between parties, where one is the 

state government, results in 25 combat deaths in a calendar year” (Gleditsch, Wallensteen, 

Eriksson, Sollenberg, & Strand, 2002), and a war between two or more states as 

"continuous combat involving regular armed forces on both sides and 1,000 battle deaths 

among all members of the system involved” (Sarkees & Wayman, 2010). 

In this War level, the conflict is dominated by the actors' destructive behavior, but 

this behavior must be subordinated to the actors' political objectives, and attitudes are 

secondary. In this way, violent behavior obeys rational factors (the political goals of the 

actors),13 that is, it is not the gratuitous exercise of violence, although there may be events 

of gratuitous or politically unjustified violence and there may be emotional decisions. 

These deviations from the rationality of war can occur when the initial conditions 

that led to the escalation of the conflict (in its genesis, the incompatibility of objectives) 

are no longer determinant to explain all the behavior of the actors. This development 

stems from the fact that conflict is an interactive, dynamic process of attacks and 

retaliation, with an accumulation of negative attitudes, i.e. where behavior can come to 

influence behavior. In this dynamic there is a risk that military operations are no longer 

in tune with political objectives or that political objectives are overshadowed by the 

emotions of war. 

Intensification in this level occurs when one actor abandons concerns for his own 

survival and focuses solely on the destruction of the other, in a process where there are 

no innocents or neutral actors. 

According to Vasquez (2009), the behavior of actors in a war is determined by 

three factors: the distribution of capabilities among actors, the distinction between a total 

 
13 Following, here, in general terms, the conception bequeathed by Carl von Clausewitz's strategic tradition 

that war is the continuation of politics by violent means (Clausewitz, 1993). 
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war and a limited war, and the number of actors involved, whether in dyad or complex, 

when it involves more than two actors.14    

The first and most relevant factor is the distribution of capabilities among actors, 

which can be either equal or unequal. Capabilities are the resources that an actor can use 

to try to achieve his or her objectives. In a Realist perspective, resources are measured by 

the population associated with an actor (demographics, which in inter-state conflicts is 

the population of a country and in intra-state conflicts is the population that supports or 

is controlled by an actor), its economy and military capability.15     

Wars where the actors have similar capabilities, designated by Vasquez (2009) as 

rivalry wars, are characterized by both parties having the same decision logic oriented 

towards balance of power considerations. Actors seek to seize one-off opportunities 

derived from mutual fear, suspicion, insecurity, or arms races, and there is a temptation 

for pre-emptive war. These wars are preceded by a longer conflict escalation cycle, where 

the Crisis level may be prolonged in an environment of high mutual hostility, where each 

actor is willing to cause costs to the other as an end in itself, with little consideration of 

its own associated costs, and which, due to parity of capabilities, may lead to mutual 

frustration.  

In wars between actors with unequal capabilities, designated by Vasquez (2009) 

as wars of inequality, each actor follows a different logic, where the stronger actor seeks 

dominance, and the weaker actor seeks liberation. In general these wars tend to be 

dominated by cost-benefit analyses as differences in capabilities can have a greater impact 

on the outcome of the war. When war is initiated by the strongest actor, this one will tend 

to have an exclusively rational calculation of utility and, in particular, of the probability 

of victory. The weaker actor will be more likely to start the war as a function of emotions, 

related to resentment of domination, anger, or revolt that he cannot continue to tolerate 

the status-quo. However, it will condition the start of the war to a moment of weakness 

or inattention of the stronger actor.  

 
14 The variables that define this typology influence the behavior of the actors throughout the conflict cycle, 

but it is presented here in the War phase because this is the moment where it has more applicability.  
15 Also considering the dimensions of the exercise of soft power, we could add the diplomatic resources of 

an actor, such as the size of its diplomatic representation, participation in intergovernmental organizations 

or international agreements signed and ratified (Hillebrand-Herman-Moyer index) and, for a non-state 

actor, the number of other actors that recognize it. 
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The second factor to influence behavior, according to Vasquez (2009),  is related 

to the total or limited characteristic of warfare. What will determine one or the other type 

will be the interaction between the objectives and the available means. Non-negotiable 

political objectives of vital importance to both actors (mainly territorial, but also identity-

related) are more likely to lead to total wars when the means exist to achieve them. In 

these total wars, the political objective may require a significant mobilization of society 

and a corresponding military objective of achieving an unequivocal victory over the other 

side, with the collapse of the opponent's leadership through unconditional surrender. A 

limited war requires less mobilization of means and will occur when the political 

objectives are negotiable, when the survival of the other party is not at stake, and when 

military conduct in pursuit of these objectives can be restrained. 

Wars of rivalry, because of their durability, tend to be more permeable to 

"irrational" socio-psychological factors and may end up in total wars, whereas wars of 

inequality are more permeable to rational cost calculation and are less likely to become 

total. When wars of inequality become total, this usually stems from rational calculations 

by the stronger party to seek an unequivocal victory or complete control of the opponent's 

territory. 

The third factor influencing war behavior has to do with the number of actors 

involved, whether dyad (with two actors) or complex (with more than two actors). The 

dynamics of initiation and duration of dyad or complex wars are distinct, and there may 

be differences between wars that begin as dyads and become complex, and vice-versa. In 

general, complex wars are more difficult to resolve because they involve the search for 

agreement among multiple actors, and are more likely to be total wars, due to the 

existence of more political objectives at stake and more available means. 

If the three factors examined above are determinants of actors' behavior, 

influencing the dynamics of the initiation and duration of wars, it can be said, in general, 

that five dynamics can lead to the termination of a war. By termination we mean situations 

in which the behavior of the actors no longer employs violence above the threshold of 

battle deaths and the political process no longer corresponds to the definitions of civil war 

or war between states presented above16.  

 
16 For an analysis of the criteria used in the delimitation of wars see Sousa (2014). 
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Three ways to end a war do not require formal "agreement" between the parties: 

when one of the actors wins the war; when the dispute persists but takes the form of a 

conflict with an intensity below the war threshold; and when one actor (or more actors in 

complex wars) ceases to exist. Two ways to end war require "agreement" between the 

parties: the first comprises a single agreement on the end of the violent armed conflict, 

which can occur by accepting a ceasefire; the second form comprises a broader 

agreement, which stipulates the aspects considered essential for the end of hostilities, 

usually expressed in a peace agreement (Branco, Sousa, & Oliveira, 2017). When any of 

these five situations occurs, a de-escalation is observed in the conflict and the War moves 

to a Crisis level of intensity. 

 

 

SYNTHESIS 

As a way of summarizing the conflict levels we present a set of factors that 

characterize the behavior of the main actors during the levels of non-violent conflict 

(Unstable Peace, Conflict, and Crisis) and the level of violent conflict (War). 
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Table 1 - Factors that affect the main actors in a conflict. 

 Stages of non-violent 

conflict 

Stage of violent conflict 

Position on issues Malleable, less formed Crystallized, rigid, zero-sum thinking 

Nature of the issues Objective, discrete number 

of specific issues 

Subjective, proliferation of issues, 

generalized and diffuse 

Goals Improve own situation, do 

well 

Hurt other regardless of the effect on 

self 

Extent mobilized, unified Low “groupness”, 

complexity and ambiguity 
tolerated, cross-cutting 

relationships 

Sides taken, polarization, "enemies" 

defined, shrinking middle ground  

Number of parties Limited Expanded, allies recruited ad outside 

commitments made 

Sense of hurt, injustice Moderate, incipient Feel victimized, legacy of bitterness, 

reciprocal violence 

Degree of trust Potential to be high, easier 

to build 

Low, difficult to rebuild 

Communications between 

sides, chances for mutual 

empathy 

Open or potentially open Noncommunication (except through 

violence)*, "group-think", distorted 

information 

Perception of other  Complex, individuation, 

moderation, relatively 

objective perception of 

information 

Simplistic, dehumanization, 

stereotyping, extremism, distortion of 

information, "mirror image" 

phenomenon of each party seeing own 

motivations and behavior as rational 
and “right” while seeing other’s as 

inexplicable and “wrong”  

Extent of institutional, 

social ties between sides 

May still exist Destroyed networks, political 

institutions  

Extent of leaders' flexibility 

vis-à-vis constituents 

Some maneuverability Under pressure to win on battlefield, 

entrapment, “out-macho” alternate 

leaders 

Conflict behaviors Primarily forms of 

negotiation 

Reciprocal Violence 

What is required to get 

parties to come to the 

negotiating table  

Chance of obtaining some 

demands  

Mutual hurting stalemate 

Source: Lund (2001, pp. 55, 56) 

Note: *As we will see in the section on Conflict Resolution, there is the possibility of joint war management 

where nonviolent communication occurs between the main actors.  

 

 

In general, in the ideal model, one can consider that in the de-escalation period the 

levels of Crisis, Conflict, Unstable Peace, and Stable Peace are like those in the escalation 

period. However, a post-conflict situation can configure a significant set of new 

challenges: keeping actors' behavior out of the armed violent sphere after it has become 
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the norm; changing attitudes laden with negative emotions, unfavorable cognitions, and 

accustomed to responding to the impulse of violence as a result of war; dismantling a war 

economy that may have been created; to reach an understanding between the objectives 

of the actors that justified and became entrenched with the violence, and that the process 

of violent conflict itself may have generated new contradictory objectives among actors. 

The identifiers of change in the level of conflict intensity in the de-escalation 

period are distinct from the conflict escalation period. As we saw earlier, the passage from 

the War level to the Crisis level is identified when the number of battle deaths falls below 

the threshold defined for the conflict. The passage from the Crisis level to the Conflict 

level can be associated with the signing of a peace agreement (when it has not been signed 

before), on the assumption that it includes all relevant actors in the conflict and that it will 

be respected. Another indicator in intra-state conflicts may also be the holding of elections 

that legitimize the government, on the assumption that there is an acceptance by the actors 

of constitutional political competition. The shift from the level of Conflict to Unstable 

Peace in intra-state conflicts can be associated with the repetition of elections and, more 

significantly, the change of government in a peaceful manner. In inter-state conflicts it 

can be increased economic cooperation and normalization of diplomatic relations. The 

transition from the level of Unstable Peace to Stable Peace in intra-state conflicts can be 

associated with the implementation of structuring measures associated with the actors' 

objectives, which may or may not have been identified in the peace agreement. In inter-

state conflicts it can consist of signing comprehensive cooperation agreements, including 

in the military area.   
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CONFLICT RESOLUTION INTERVENTIONS IN THE 

CONFLICT CYCLE  

CONFLICT RESOLUTION 

Throughout the conflict cycle there is a set of interventions that can be undertaken 

both by the main actors involved in the conflict as well as by external actors that support 

them or try to mediate the conflict. These external actors can be states, multilateral 

organizations, or non-state actors such as multinational companies, organized crime, 

terrorist networks, non-governmental organizations, or individuals.  

These interventions can have a variety of goals, not necessarily focused on 

controlling conflict levels and decreasing them. Often, the main and external actors have 

their own objectives and interests, which take precedence over reducing the intensity of 

the conflict. Indeed, as we saw earlier, this is the initial reason why the main actors 

intensify the conflict.  

In most conflicts, the goals of the main actors end up being, or become, 

intertwined with the goals of external actors, who may become involved in all phases of 

the conflict cycle. Whether for geopolitical, resource, ideological, identity affinity, or 

other reasons, external actors support the principal actors with economic, diplomatic, and 

military means. 

In this analysis we will focus on interventions that seek to contain conflict 

escalation and create the conditions for conflict de-escalation or resolution.17   

Associated with the five levels of conflict intensity presented above (Stable Peace, 

Unstable Peace, Conflict, Crisis, and War), one can identify a model composed of a total 

of nine phases or types of intervention aimed at Conflict Resolution (see figure 3). In the 

escalation period we have Peacetime Diplomacy and Politics, Structural Conflict 

Prevention, Direct Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management. In a War situation there 

 
17 In this ideal model we start from the assumption that Conflict Resolution interventions seek to avoid 
violent conflict and, when it occurs, seek to transform it into nonviolent conflict. As such, they are 

interventions that reference an ideal state in which actors maintain their interactions in a positive-sum logic, 

perceive each other as "friends" and focus on their goals. In this way, Conflict Resolution interventions will 

seek to transform conflictual interactions by taking them out of zero-sum logics and attitudes focused on 

rivalries and leading them in the direction of interactions close to the ideal state highlighted above. 

Likewise, interventions will seek to transform War-level conflictuality, with logics of mutual loss and 

behavior-focused enmity, into intermediate conflictual interactions with the ultimate goal of reaching the 

ideal state. 
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can be actions conducted by the main actors to manage the conflict in Unilateral or Joint 

initiatives and there can also be interventions by external actors, Peacemaking or Peace 

Enforcement. In the de-escalation period Traditional Peacekeeping, Multidimensional 

Peacekeeping, Peacebuilding, and Peace Consolidation interventions may occur.18 

Several scholars make a clear distinction between Conflict Management and 

Conflict Resolution (where Conflict Prevention is included). With some variations in 

definitions, it is generally accepted that Conflict Management consists of interventions 

aimed at controlling or reducing violent conflict without, however, seeking to solve the 

underlying political problems, whereas Conflict Resolution consists of interventions 

aimed at solving political problems and creating the conditions for non-violent 

coexistence between the parties (Zartman, 1997; Wallensteen, 2002; Svanström & 

Weissmann, 2005).  

 

 

 
18 The interventions identified may or may not be unique to one of the phases. For example, Disarmament, 

Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) measures are typical of the de-escalation periods, at the Crisis or 

Conflict level associated with Peacekeeping-type interventions. In other cases, initiatives may occur in 
either the escalation or de-escalation period. For example, mediation initiatives are often used in Conflict 

Prevention, but can also be carried out in Conflict Management, Peacemaking, or even in the other phases 

of the de-escalation period. Technically, the mediation initiative is similar in that it involves external actors 

to facilitate communication between the main actors, but its objectives are different depending on the 

moment of the conflict life cycle. In Prevention or Peacebuilding, mediation tries to work on creative 

solutions to the apparent incompatibility of objectives between actors; in Crisis Management mediation 

tries to work on the attitudes of the actors and contain their behavior; and in Peacemaking mediation tries 

to control the violent behavior of the actors and define an agreement to end the violence. 
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Figure 3 - The Conflict Cycle and Conflict Resolution Interventions. 

 

Source: Adapted from Lund (2001) and Svanström and Weissmann (2005). 

 

In the definitions of the types of interventions in each phase, we consider as valid 

the criterion established above of whether an intervention has broader political objectives 

beyond the violent conflict, however we consider that when it is not possible to work on 

the political objectives in an intervention, Conflict Resolution should understand Conflict 

Management as an intermediate way to create the opportunities for the political resolution 

of conflicts.  

Thus, the definition of Conflict Resolution that we adopt comprises interventions 

with the objective of resolving the political conflict and interventions with the objective 

of only controlling the violent expression of the political conflict. This is also Maoz's 

conception (2004) which divides the Conflict Resolution process into three subprocesses: 

Conflict Prevention, Conflict Management, and Conflict Termination.  

The nine types of interventions associated with the conflict cycle in Figure 3 can 

be grouped into these three subprocesses according to whether there is an objective of 
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acting on the non-violent conflict or acting strictly on the violent conflict without other 

political objectives. Interventions focused strictly on violent conflict are grouped in the 

Conflict Management subprocess and can be Crisis Management, Internal Conflict 

Management (Joint or Unilateral), External Conflict Management (Peacemaking and 

Peace Enforcement), and Traditional Peacekeeping. The remaining intervention types 

have an objective of acting on the nonviolent conflict associated with the subprocess of 

Conflict Prevention, which can be Structural Conflict Prevention or Direct Conflict 

Prevention, and with the subprocess of Conflict Termination, which can be 

Multidimensional Peacekeeping, Peacebuilding or Peace Consolidation (see table 2). 

 

Table 2 - Types of Conflict Resolution Interventions in the Conflict Cycle 

Conflict Resolution 

Conflict 

Prevention 

Conflict Management Conflict Termination 

Structural Direct Crisis 
Manageme

nt 

Internal: 

Unilateral 

Joint 

External: 

Peacemaking 

Peace 

Enforcement 

Tradition
al Peace 

Keeping 

Multidimens
ional Peace 

Keeping 

Peacebuil

ding 

Peace 

Consolidation 

 

Each of these types of interventions will be presented and defined below as well as their 

association to the subprocess.19 

 
19  Three types of Conflict Management intervention, namely Crisis Management, Peacemaking and 

Traditional Peacekeeping, may require further clarification at this point. We distinguish between Direct 

Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management, considering Crisis Management those initiatives focused on 

containing an imminent war and therefore focused on the (violent) behavior of actors. This is also Maoz's 

understanding, when he defines that "conflict management could, in principle, encompass conflict 

prevention activities [in this model crisis management], insofar as it is designed to resolve the goal-
attainment/de-escalation dilemma without resorting to actual violence” (Maoz, 2004, p. 45) (text in square 

brackets added). Traditional Peacekeeping is defined here as purely military missions, e.g. to observe a 

ceasefire or to intervene between combatants, and thus devoid of a political problem-solving objective. The 

term Peacemaking is used in the literature essentially as a mediation initiative to achieve an end to conflict. 

The outcome of this process may be a ceasefire, usually focused solely on the military/security issues 

necessary to end the violent conflict, or a more comprehensive peace agreement focused equally on the 

political issues. However, since the primary goal of Peacemaking is the end of the violent conflict, this 

conceptual category is considered here as a Conflict Management intervention. 
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DIPLOMACY AND POLITICS IN TIMES OF PEACE 

At the level of Stable Peace, the actors interact in cooperative processes as well 

as in more or less competitive processes, following the rules of the constitutional or 

institutional systems in place.  

Some models of the conflict cycle associate Structural Conflict Prevention with 

the period of Stable Peace (Svanström & Weissmann, 2005). However, as argued by 

Lund (2001), Stable Peace is best characterized by "peacetime diplomacy or politics" 

which is distinct from preventive diplomacy that is associated with Conflict Prevention. 

Stable peacetime diplomacy or politics is carried out by states or groups that have more 

or less stable relations, which does not mean that they occur in complete harmony.  

A society or states in a situation of Stable Peace should not be equated as being 

in a "positive peace," with a just order20.  In a situation of “positive peace”, the level of 

conflict intensity would ideally be at a lower level than in Stable Peace, associated with 

what Lund calls "durable peace” (2001).  

In Stable Peace most relations between actors are most likely in a state of 

"negative peace", where situations of inequality in the distribution of resources, power, 

prevalence of values or identities occur. Negotiations on these issues occur between 

actors, sometimes in an exacerbated manner, especially when in the presence of specific 

contexts such as economic depressions, resource scarcity, external shocks, or other. 

However, the constitutional or institutional order prevails, because the actors value it 

more than their political goals. Conflict is usually managed through the existing 

constitutional or institutional mechanisms, and the possibility of violent conflict is very 

small or null.   

Thus, as mentioned by Lund (2001), linking Conflict Prevention to the conflict 

level of Stable Peace raises several issues. First, by channeling attention to broader and 

deeper issues of "normal" domestic or international politics, it risks reducing the focus 

and resources allocated to Conflict Prevention, undermining its effectiveness. Second, 

although deprivations and inequalities are associated with violent conflict, they are not 

associated in a deterministic way. Wars do not always occur in the countries with the 

 
20 Understanding "positive peace" as an order based on social justice in the sense proposed by Johan 

Galtung (1969, 1996), as distinct from "negative peace", understood as the absence of direct violence.   
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most deprivations and inequalities and reducing them is not always a guarantee of peace. 

There are behavioral proximate causes of war that require specific intervention. In other 

words, the apexes of the conflict triangle of attitudes and behaviors responsible for 

intensifying conflict may be neglected when equating Conflict Prevention to these 

broader long-term issues as well. Third, the nonviolent conflict processes typical of Stable 

Peace are not necessarily undesirable, as they can lead to creative and constructive 

solutions. The focus is on not allowing this conflict to take armed violent forms. Fourth, 

social transformations of democratization or socioeconomic development can be, in some 

contexts and situations, destabilizing and increase the likelihood of violence. In short, 

"while preventive diplomacy may share the aims and instruments of economic 

development, democratization, educational reform, and human rights, these causes per se 

are not preventive diplomacy” (Lund, 2001, p. 36).  

Indeed, it is more appropriate to analyze the level of a Stable Peace with a science 

of peace distinct from the science of conflict or war. Although it is not a harmonious level 

and includes nonviolent conflict, it is also a level in an eventual peace cycle where 

initiatives for "durable peace," sustainable peace, or in Galtung's terminology, "positive 

peace" must be identified. A contemporary example illustrating this situation is the 

domestic and inter-state relations in the European Union, where the focus is on peace and 

sustainable development with the characteristics identified in the previous quote, among 

others.  

Finally, it would be important to clarify the positioning of early warning 

mechanisms. Early warning mechanisms aim at identifying threats to peace, based on 

indicators at the macro, meso or micro levels, so that prevention measures can be taken 

(Cuadrado, 2019).  

In a vast literature, mainly oriented towards public policy, the concept of early 

warning is associated with Conflict Prevention or is a first mechanism prior to Conflict 

Prevention, thus associated with the phase of peacetime diplomacy and politics21. Yet this 

mechanism is absent from many of the academic works on the conflict cycle (for example 

in Lund (2009) or Svanström and Weissmann (2005)).  

 
21 For references on early warning systems see Adelman and Schmeidl (1996), Davies and Gurr (1998) and 

Verstegen (1999). 
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Naturally, early warning systems are part of an architecture to monitor the conflict cycle 

and report on trends. However, in themselves, these systems do not constitute 

interventions in the conflict cycle.22 

 

 

STRUCTURAL AND DIRECT CONFLICT PREVENTION 

The definition of Conflict Prevention (CP) is not consensual in the literature, and 

the criterion that most differentiates the definitions is its association with certain phases 

of the conflict cycle.  

The most restrictive definition considers CP to take place before the violence has 

occurred (Svanström & Weissmann, 2005; Lund, 2001). That is, they are the 

interventions carried out in the period of escalation, specifically, as represented in this 

ideal model, when there is an Unstable Peace or Conflict. These interventions aim to 

contain the conflict both horizontally, with regard to its geographic expansion, and 

vertically, with regard to the intensification of violence, increase in the number of actors 

involved or the issues/objectives associated with the conflict. 

A broader definition considers that CP initiatives can occur additionally at the 

Crisis and War levels and thus is associated with the entire period of conflict escalation.  

This is the classic meaning attributed by the United Nations to the processes we 

now call CP. Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjöld defined in 1960 the concept of 

"preventive diplomacy" as the diplomatic initiatives aimed at keeping regional conflicts 

localized as a way to prevent the involvement of the great powers (Melander & Pigache, 

2007). Desta forma, definiu o conceito de forma a conter os conflitos existentes.  

In the 1992 "Agenda for Peace" report, Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali 

broadened the concept of "preventive diplomacy" to include not only containing existing 

conflicts, but also not allowing a conflict to occur. In his definition, "preventive 

diplomacy" consists of "action to prevent disputes [conflicts or crises in this model] from 

arising between parties, to prevent existing disputes from escalating into conflicts [war in 

 
22 As the majority of the literature identifies, early warning without early action has no direct effect on the 

conflict cycle, possibly only indirectly deterring actors secretly preparing an intensification of conflict. 
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this model], and to limit the spread of conflicts [war] when they do occur” (Boutros-

Ghali, 1992, p. 5) (text in square brackets added).  

In this definition, preventive diplomacy comprises interventions that seek to 

prevent conflicts from arising, avoid their intensification and escalation into violent 

conflicts, and respond to a violent conflict when it arises and intensifies or spreads (Lund, 

2001).  

Subsequent Secretaries-General framed the concept of "preventive diplomacy" by 

the broader concept of prevention. Kofi Annan stressed the need to adopt a "culture of 

prevention" that should include not only "preventive diplomacy" but also "systemic 

prevention" to address transnational security challenges, such as illicit arms trafficking, 

drug trafficking, HIV/AIDS, environmental degradation, war diamonds, and the 

prosecution of war crimes and human rights violations (Annan, 2001; 2006).   

However, this focus on prevention was overshadowed in the early 2000s by the 

security dominance of the "global war on terror" and the reservations of states regarding 

preventive action as a result of the contested intervention in Iraq in 2003 (Jacob, 2021).  

More recently, António Guterres has identified Conflict Prevention as the 

organization's top priority (Guterres, 2017) and initiated a set of institutional reforms at 

the United Nations with conflict prevention as its orientation (Jacob, 2021). 

A third definition extends the scope of CP to the post-war period by associating 

the concept with preventing the resumption of conflict. In this way, CP is relevant 

throughout the conflict cycle, both in the period of escalation and in that of de-escalation. 

This is the definition adopted by the Carnegie Commission and Council, which considers 

as preventive action preventing the emergence of violent conflict, preventing the 

spreading of existing conflicts, and preventing the resumption of conflicts (Carnegie 

Commission for the Prevention of Deadly Conflicts, 1997).  

In the context of this review we will follow the narrower delimitation of CP that 

associates it with initiatives undertaken in places and situations where violent conflict or 

armed force is a threat in the medium and short term. Thus, CP occurs in the period of 

escalation prior to the levels of Crisis and War, specifically at the levels of Unstable 

Peace and Conflict.  

For the sake of conceptual and analytical clarity of an ideal type of model and 

following Lund's argument (2001), CP must be proactive and not reactive, and therefore 
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focused on preventing the escalation of conflict and therefore not on Crisis or War levels 

or on the period of de-escalation. To extend the concept of CP to these levels of conflict 

would be to confuse CP with the typical interventions in the other phases of the conflict 

cycle.23 Similarly, and for the reasons presented earlier in the Stable Peace, CP is not 

associated here with the concept of "systemic prevention”.  

Thus, we define CP as "actions taken in vulnerable places and times to avoid the 

threat or use of armed force and related forms of coercion by states or groups to settle the 

political disputes that can arise from the destabilizing effects of economic, social, 

political, and international change” (Lund, 2001, p. 37).  

With reference to the definitions of the levels of conflict presented above, PC 

intends to avoid the intensification of conflict by keeping the actors focused on their goals 

and contained in their attitudes, favoring friendly relations over rivalry ones, and favoring 

positive-sum or compromise solutions over zero-sum ones.  

CP is further differentiated taking into consideration the depth and temporal 

expectation of its impact.24   

Structural Conflict Prevention has a focus on the conflicting objectives of the 

actors, has a (re)structuring perspective on the social contract or the relations between 

states, is broader in scope, and usually involve medium-term implementation. These 

 
23 As we will see later, this does not mean that CP techniques used in this phase cannot be employed in 

other phases. 
24 Another differentiating criterion of CP carried out by external actors has to do with its coercive or non-

coercive nature. Initiatives with a coercive nature are those without the cooperation or acceptance of the 

main actors. Initiatives of a non-coercive nature consist of interventions by external actors that are accepted 

by the main actors or, if not accepted, do not penalize the actors. Coercive initiatives may aim at 

conditioning the behaviors of key actors through reward and penalty strategies, or they may include the 

threat or use of the typical provisions of Chapter VII of the UN Charter. These provisions consist of 

economic, diplomatic, or military sanctions that can be decided and implemented by actors other than the 

United Nations. Initiatives with a non-coercive character, also called peaceful measures, are proposals for 
resolution, facilitation, coordination, humanitarian support, public declarations, or decisions on conflict-

related incompatibility (Öberg, Möller, & Wallensteen, 2009). 

Although this criterion is associated with the phases of conflict in a non-deterministic way, we can consider 

that coercive measures are more associated with a situation of imminent or ongoing violent conflict, framed 

within the ideal model at the Crisis or War levels, as it is intended to coercively contain the spiral of conflict 

between actors when other non-coercive measures have not had that effect. Thus, they are further from the 

restrictive definition of CP. On the other hand, non-coercive measures can already be associated with a 

broader spectrum of conflict intensity levels. 
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interventions seek to find and implement solutions to the deep-seated reasons for the 

incompatibilities between actors.25 

Direct Conflict Prevention focuses on the attitudes of the actors, seeking to 

prevent the intensification of conflict in a short-term logic focused on specific issues. It 

does not necessarily seek to resolve the underlying reasons for the conflict, but rather to 

contain the conflict dynamics so that, at a later stage, a more structuring intervention can 

be initiated.  

Structural Conflict Prevention requires some level of cooperation between actors 

and more time for implementation and as such is associated with the lower level of 

conflictuality of the Unstable Peace. Direct Conflict Prevention occurs to contain a 

process of conflict intensification when the threat of violence is closest and there is no 

time for structural measures. Therefore, it occurs at a level of conflict that is higher than 

that associated with Structural Conflict Prevention, but prior to the Crisis level (i.e., the 

level of Conflict within the ideal model proposed earlier).26  

Table 3 lists some illustrative Structural and Direct CP initiatives, differentiated 

with respect to their institutionalized nature. That is, the a priori institutionalization of 

generic norms of the social contract in a country or cooperation regimes between states 

that can be used in CP, or the one-off nature of initiatives, defined and implemented for 

a given conflict cycle involving specific countries during a time delimited by a conflict.  

  

 
25  As explained above, this structural CP is distinct from programs of economic development, 

democratization, educational reform, or human rights or others that occur in Peacetime Diplomacy and 

Politics. 
26 Associating Direct Conflict Prevention with the level of Conflict seems like a contradiction in terms. The 

reason is that we adopt Lund's terminology (2001) (Structural and Direct Conflict Prevention) associated 
in his conflict cycle only with the Unstable Peace level which is followed by the Crisis level. Thus, Lund 

does not include a Conflict level between the Unstable Peace level and the Crisis level. We think, however, 

that the inclusion of the Conflict level in the ideal conflict cycle model is useful and clarifying for its 

association with different interventions, namely Direct Conflict Prevention. Lund associates preventive 

diplomacy (Structural and Direct Conflict Prevention) with the Unstable Peace level, which is preceded 

by Peacetime Diplomacy in the Stable Peace level and followed by Crisis Management in the Crisis level 

(Lund, 2001, p. 47). In this reconfiguration of the conflict cycle Structural Conflict Prevention is associated 

with the Unstable Peace level and Direct Conflict Prevention is associated with the Conflict level.  
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Table 3 - Illustrative Initiatives of Conflict Prevention 

 A priori (generic norms and regimes for 

classes of countries) 

Ad Hoc Measures (‘Hands on’ actions 

targeted to particular places and 

times) 

Structural Standards for human rights, good 

governance 

Environmental regimes 

World Trade Organization negotiations 

Organization of African States and African 
Union’s protocols on protecting 

democracy 

International organization membership 

or affiliations 

Economic reforms and assistance 

Enterprise promotion 

Natural resource management 

Decentralization, federalism 

Long-term observer missions 
Group assimilation policies 

Aid for elections, legislatures 

Human rights and conflict resolution 

education 

Aid for police and judiciary 

Executive power-sharing 

Security sector reform 

Direct International Criminal Court 

War Crimes Tribunals 

Special Rapporteurs for Human Rights 

Arms control treaties 

Global regulation of illegal trade (e.g., 
Kimberly Process for ‘conflict 

diamonds’) 

European Union Lome and Cotonou 

processes on 

democracy, governance, and human 

rights 

Human rights capacity-building 

Inter-group dialogue, reconciliation 

Conditional budget support 

Fact-finding missions 

Arms embargoes 
‘Peace radio’ 

Good offices, facilitation, track-two 

diplomacy 

‘Muscular’ mediation 

Preventive deployment 

Economic sanctions 

Threat of force 

Rapid reaction forces 

Source : Lund (2009) 

  
16 

 PHC Feronia sent nevertheless a three-page summary of the Environmental and Social Action Plan, which briefly 

outlines actions and deliverables and if they were ‘ongoing’ or ‘complete’.  
17 

 Online Interview, December 2019.  

18 Online Interview, April 2020.  

 

 

CRISIS MANAGEMENT 

Crisis Management encompasses a set of initiatives with the strict objective of 

containing the intensity of a dispute that is on the verge of becoming a war, in a situation 

where the threat of the use of force or occasional or localized violence occurs. Crisis 

Management has a time perspective of immediate results, aimed at stopping violence or 

hostile behavior.  
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For inter-state conflicts there are two types of crises, the systemic crisis and the 

foreign policy crisis, and for intra-state conflicts there is the domestic crisis.   

A systemic security-military crisis occurs when "there is a situational change 

characterized by two necessary and sufficient conditions: an increase in the intensity of 

disruptive interactions among system actors and; an incipient change within the structure 

of an international system, more precisely, in one or more structural attributes—power 

distribution, actors/regimes, rules, and alliance configuration.” (Brecher M. , 2018, p. 35). 

In these cases the crisis is not the result of a catalyzing element or sudden changes, but of 

a process of gradual change in the system. 

At the level of a state, a foreign policy crisis occurs when a state's top 

policymakers have the perception that there is (necessary and sufficient conditions) "a 

threat to basic values, along with the awareness of finite time for response to the external 

value threat, and a high probability of involvement in military hostilities” (Brecher M. , 

2018, p. 45) (italics in the original text). 27 

The definition of a domestic policy crisis is similar to that of a foreign policy 

crisis, with the intra-state crisis having to do with a "valued internal threat”.  

A systemic crisis is objective (real) and can lead to an increase in disruptive 

interactions, whereas a foreign policy crisis, and by inference a domestic crisis, is 

perceived by policy makers and can lead to war. The "basic values" are the previously 

identified goals that are at the root of the escalation of conflict.  

Foreign or domestic policy crises are usually triggered by a catalyzing event that 

may consist of a hostile act, a disruptive event, or a change in the context of the actors' 

actions.  

The most obvious hostile act is the threat of violence, but it could also be a 

breakdown in diplomatic or political relations, the imposition of a trade embargo or 

economic blockade, an attempt at regime or leadership change in the rival actor, or even 

a limited violent attack.  

 
27 A crisis is distinct from a protracted conflict. A protracted conflict is defined as "hostile interactions that 

take place over a long period of time with sporadic events of open warfare, varying in frequency and 

intensity...with much at stake...and lasting over time...not being specific events...but a process” (Azar, 

Jureidini, & McLaurin, 1978, p. 50). 
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Disruptive events of a nonviolent military nature are the mobilization of the 

reserves or rebels, military maneuvers, demonstrations of force, or the attack on an ally 

of the rival actor.  

The context in which the actors act will be more significantly altered if there is a 

change in the distribution of power. This change can occur through the support of an 

external actor to a principal actor, the creation of new allies, or the development or 

acquisition by one of the actors of new military technology.  

In short, a catalyst for the crisis will be an event that is considered by one of the 

actors as a threat above normal (Brecher M. , 2018). 

The response of an actor who has a perceived threat due to a catalyst event will 

determine whether a crisis occurs or not. In some situations, the crisis may be averted 

through a non-response or other de-escalation initiatives; however, in other cases the 

threatened actor may act, with actions similar to those of the catalyzing event, initiating 

a crisis.  

Crisis Management is an attempt to avoid war while preserving the actors' vital 

objectives (George, 1991). In this way, it comprises a delicate compromise between 

coercion and accommodation. On the one hand, the main actors do not want to make the 

concessions necessary to avoid a war, because they might compromise their vital 

objectives. On the other hand, if they do not reach a compromise, they can lead to the 

escalation of the conflict and the beginning of a war. In this process it is essential to 

preserve communication and negotiation between the main actors.  

In many crisis situations the actors have incentives to avoid a war, so the Crisis 

Management process may be decisive, whether it is led by the main or external actors. In 

these cases, Crisis Management will be more likely to succeed if it ensures that the main 

actors have a political-military strategy and not solely a military strategy. This means that 

there is civilian control over military options, that military actions correspond to political 

objectives, and that there is coordination of military and diplomatic initiatives. However, 

there is a difficult balance to strike, as too much political control could compromise 

military efficiency and effectiveness (Levy, 2009).28 

 
28 George (1991, p. 25) identifies some guidelines in Crisis Management with a view to decreasing the 

likelihood of War: political authorities should maintain informed control over military options and have a 

range of military options to achieve a given political objective; political leaders must create interregnums 

in their military actions in order to control the dynamics of events, decrease the danger of a loss of control, 



WP 185/2021  
  

More Working Papers CEsA/CSG:   
https://www.repository.utl.pt/handle/10400.5/497  

    
  

  

36   

As we saw earlier, in many conflicts the actors are not willing to engage in a Crisis 

Management process, because they are predisposed to start a war in order to secure their 

objectives. In these situations, Crisis Management will, at the outset, be less likely to 

succeed in preventing war and will essentially be promoted by external actors.   

Interventions by external actors may be coercive or non-coercive and be neutral, 

in the sense that they do not privilege any of the actors in the conflict or be implemented 

in support of one of the parties. Table 4 lists several initiatives for managing a foreign 

policy crisis that generally apply to domestic crises as well.  

 

Table 4 - Initiatives for Managing a Foreign Policy Crisis 

Main Actors External Actors 

States Global and Regional 

Multilateral Organizations 

Negotiation: formal, informal, 

bilateral, multilateral, 
international, diplomatic 

representations 

Adjudication or arbitration 

Mediation: by regional or global 

organizations, allies, other 

individuals 

Non-military pressure: e.g. 

withholding economic aid 

Nonviolent military: physical 

actions (maneuvers, 

repositioning of forces), 
verbal actions (statements by 

leaders threatening the use of 

force) 

Various acts, including violent 

acts 

Non-involvement 

Invoking neutrality 
Political: statements by political 

decision-makers of approval 

or disapproval  

Economic: providing or 

withholding economic aid 

Propaganda: through the media 

Covert operations 

Limited military involvement: 

military support and advisors 

without participating in the 

fighting 
Direct military involvement: 

direct participation in combat 

with troops, aerial 

bombardment, or naval 

support 

Without involvement 

Discussions with the parties 
Fact-finding 

Good offices 

Condemnation 

Call for certain action by the 

parties 

Mediation 

Arbitration or adjudication 

Sanctions 

Observer Group 

Authorization of the use of 

force by member countries 
Emergency military 

intervention 

 

 Source: Brecher and Wilkenfeld (2000) and Brecher et al. (2020) 

 

As can be seen from the table, some of the initiatives in Direct Conflict Prevention 

are similar to those in Crisis Management, namely "muscular" mediation, economic 

 
and signal interest in resolving the Crisis and avoiding War; military and diplomatic actions must be 

coordinated in a comprehensive and integrated strategy; military actions and threats of the use of force 

must be selected that are appropriate to the objectives of a contained Crisis; it must be ensured that the 

other actor understands that a military solution to the Crisis is not sought or that War is not about to break 

out; military actions must signal limited objectives and interest in engaging in a negotiation to exit the 

Crisis; and military and diplomatic options must allow the rival/enemy to have an exit from the Crisis that 

is compatible with its fundamental objectives and allows it to maintain its honor (Levy, 2009). 
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sanctions, threat of use of force, or employment of rapid reaction forces. However, what 

distinguishes Crisis Management initiatives is their potential to have an immediate effect.  

Summarizing, the nature of the previous interventions in the conflict cycle, 

Structural and Direct Conflict Prevention constitute the spectrum of medium and short-

term Conflict Prevention initiatives, while Crisis Management are initiatives to have 

immediate effects.  

 

 

CONFLICT MANAGEMENT  

A common denominator in definitions of Conflict Management is that it consists 

of a set of initiatives to limit, mitigate, contain, or eliminate the violent expression of 

conflict, but without involving Conflict Resolution (political) (Tanner, 2000; 

Wallensteen, 1994; Swanström, 2002; Zartman, 1997).  

More specifically, Conflict Management comprises one or more initiatives aimed 

at: controlling or limiting the level of violence; controlling or limiting the geographical 

scope; controlling or limiting the number of participants; controlling or limiting the 

weapons systems used or the size of the military forces involved; using an external actor 

to limit the level of violence; explicitly or tacitly negotiating a set of issues, trying to 

achieve objectives while trying to control or limit the dispute in order to minimize its 

escalation (George, 1991). 

Lead actors in a war must observe the stipulations of the International Law of 

Armed Conflict (Geneva Conventions and Hague Conventions); however, even while 

respecting these treaties, lead actors have several options on how to conduct their armed 

operations that will determine the dynamics of the conflict.  

Conflict Management occurs when the main or external actors have the perception 

that war has a permanent character, is not dominated, at least temporarily, by zero-sum 

or negative-sum logics, and consider that some level of tactical coordination or a 

negotiation is possible, initiated by the main or external actors (Maoz, 2004).  

There are four strategies for Conflict Management that we will now present, two 

strategies are internal, in the sense that they depend on the main actors, and two strategies 

are external, because they depend on the initiative of external actors. Internal strategies 
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are Unilateral Management and Joint Management. External strategies, implemented by 

external actors, are Peacemaking and Peace Enforcement.   

 

 

INTERNAL STRATEGIES: UNILATERAL AND JOINT MANAGEMENT 

As we saw earlier in the description of the War level and the recommendations 

for Crisis Management, the actions of the actors in a war must be subordinated to political 

considerations ─ in Clausewitz's words, " war is merely the continuation of policy by 

other mean” (Clausewitz, 1993, p. 77). From this perspective, Conflict Management does 

not exclusively serve an interest of external actors, but mainly an interest of the main 

actors. 

The strategies of the main actors are distinguished by whether or not there is 

cooperation between them. When there is cooperation between the main actors, there is a 

Joint Management of the conflict. When one or more actors do not cooperate, the 

principal actors may carry out a set of Unilateral Conflict Management strategies in order 

to induce restrained behavior in the non-cooperating actors. 

 

 

UNILATERAL MANAGEMENT 

Unilateral Conflict Management29 occurs when the actors or one of the main 

actors is not available to cooperate in its management. The lack of cooperation between 

actors can be associated with a series of reasons, namely: because the conflict is seen as 

zero-sum; because there is a marked asymmetry in the power and capacity of the actors; 

by the existence of a low level of trust; by high levels of hostility; by one side being 

delegitimized; or by the failure of a peace process. 

The goal of Unilateral Conflict Management is to control the other actor's level 

of violence, that is, to alter the other actor's cost/benefit calculations based on punitive 

and incentive strategies aimed at containing violence. In essence it is a "form of struggle 

for the consciousness of the other side, based on the assumption that it is indeed amenable 

to influence” (Bar-Siman-Tov, 2007, p. 17). 

 
29 The section on unilateral management is based on Bar-Siman-Tov (2007). 
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A principal actor may resort to three types of Unilateral Conflict Management 

strategies: negative sanctions of threat and force (punitive), positive sanctions or 

enticement (incentives), and withdrawal (see table 5). 

Negative sanctions can consist of unilateral deterrence to control violence through 

the threat of sanctions and, when deterrence does not work, the use of coercive (military, 

economic, or diplomatic) diplomacy to stop violent action. Actors can also use a 

systematic response strategy, "an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth," in order to deter the 

use of violence. However, this strategy carries the danger of leading to an escalation in 

the conflict. Finally, the actor can threaten or carry out collective punishment actions. In 

this strategy the population becomes hostages in that one threatens to punish a population 

not directly involved in the conflict if the leaders continue with a certain behavior.   

Positive sanctions or enticements can consist of providing assurances that one 

party will refrain from hostilities or a certain type of hostilities if the other party refrains 

from or controls violence. Another strategy is Graduated Reciprocation in Tension 

Reduction (GRIT), which consists of a set of unilateral concessions, not conditioned on a 

certain behavior of the opponent, in order to persuade the opponent of the serious 

intentions to reduce violence. An actor may also adopt conditioned reciprocity, where 

concessions or rewards are conditioned on a change in the opponent's behavior.  

Finally, an actor may opt for a unilateral withdrawal without agreement, such as 

partial withdrawal from a territory. This strategy may defuse the conflict but may lead to 

a response from the other party intensifying the conflict if this is perceived as a sign of 

weakness.   
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Table 5 - Unilateral Conflict Management 

Negative sanctions of threat 

and force 

Positive sanctions or 

enticement 

Unilateral Withdrawal 

without Agreement 

Unilateral deterrence to control 

violence through the threat of 

punishment 

Coercive diplomacy 

"An eye for an eye, a tooth for a 

tooth" and systematic 
response 

Threat or use of collective 

punishment 

Guarantees 

Graduated Reciprocation in 

Tension Reduction (GRIT) 

Conditional Reciprocity 

 

Source: Bar-Siman-Tov (2007) 

 

 

JOINT MANAGEMENT 

Joint Management occurs when the main actors are willing to cooperate and reach 

an understanding through public or secret dialogues. The understanding may have several 

objectives, such as decreasing violence, reducing the number of casualties, differentiating 

the targets of attacks, distinguishing between rear and front and between combatants and 

non-combatants, limiting the use of certain weapons or military tactics, and allowing 

political space to negotiate the conflict.  

The probability of joint management occurring can be determined by the 

interaction of the three factors presented above, which determine the behavior of the 

actors in war, namely the distribution of capabilities, negotiable or non-negotiable 

objectives, and the available means and number of actors involved (Vasquez, 2009). By 

assigning a higher or lower probability of joint management to each of the factors, we 

can define a joint management probability matrix for a war (see table 6).  

When the distribution of capacity is balanced (rivalry wars), there is some 

likelihood of joint management as the war is dominated by rationality. When the 

distribution of capabilities is unbalanced (war of inequality), there is less likelihood of 

joint management because the stronger actor may not want to give up his preponderance. 

However, this does not mean total war, as the stronger actor will still be limited in the use 

of force by its political objectives and the limitations derived from the possible 
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disapproval of other actors. The weaker actor may seek unilateral management in order 

to control the intensity of the conflict.  

The objectives at stake may determine the predisposition to Joint Management 

more significantly than the distribution of capabilities. This can occur mainly when an 

actor's objectives are non-negotiable and the actor has its own means, a situation in which 

the probability for Joint Management is minimal. When the actor's goals are non-

negotiable, but the actor has no means, there is no predisposition for cooperation, but the 

probability of Joint Management is slightly higher than that observed when the actor has 

means. The highest probability of Joint Management occurs when the actors' goals are 

negotiable.  

Finally, when a dyad with two actors occurs, it becomes easier to coordinate and 

negotiate a Joint Management than in a complex situation with more than two actors.    
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Table 6 - Likelihood of Joint Conflict Management 

 

Negotiable 

objectives 

Non-negotiable objectives Dyad Complex Sum 

With the 

means 

Without 

means 

Balanced 

Capabilities 

+ ++   ++  5 

+ ++    -- 1 

+  --  ++  1 

+  --   -- -3 

+   - ++  2 

+   -  -- -1 

Unbalanced 

Capabilities 

- ++   ++  3 

- ++    -- 1 

-  --  ++  -1 

-  --   -- -5 

-   - ++  0 

-   -  -- -4 

Legend: + higher probability of joint management, - less likelihood of joint management. The 
"Sum" column reflects the addition of the probabilities identified when assigning 1 to + and -1 to 

-. The value 5 corresponds to the maximum probability and -5 to the minimum probability.   

 

The highest probability of Joint Management occurs when balanced capabilities 

exist between two actors with negotiable objectives. The lowest probability of Joint 

Management occurs when there are unbalanced capabilities in more than two actors with 

the means to pursue their non-negotiable objectives. Obviously, as we saw earlier, socio-

psychological and emotional factors can alter the rational considerations of the actors, 

leading to the end or the beginning of Joint Management. 

 

 

EXTERNAL STRATEGIES: PEACEMAKING AND PEACE ENFORCEMENT 

External actors can become involved in a war with the aim of controlling it 

through a broad set of initiatives, which include the initiatives identified earlier for Crisis 

Management. In this section we will focus on two typical Conflict Management initiatives 

undertaken by external actors as defined in the 1992 "Agenda for Peace" report (Boutros-

Ghali, 1992): Peacemaking and Peace Enforcement. 
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PEACEMAKING 

Peacemaking is defined as " is action to bring hostile parties to agreement, 

eseentially through such peaceful means as those foreseen in Chapter VI of the Charter 

of the United Nations.” (Boutros-Ghali, 1992, p. 5). The peaceful means usually 

employed are diplomacy, which can be carried out by "special envoys, governments, 

groups of states, regional organizations or the United Nations [...], unofficial groups and 

non-governmental organizations, or by prestigious personalities” (UN Department of 

Peacekeeping Operations, 2008).  

Negotiation and, in particular, mediation play an essential role in Peacemaking. 

Negotiation consists of direct political interaction of the main actors in order to find a 

solution to the conflict. In negotiation the main actors define the issues and seek a solution 

acceptable to all. Mediation is a form of negotiation where a third party, one or more 

external actors, assists the main actors in trying to find a solution. The external actors 

could be a global or regional power, a global or regional multilateral organization, civil 

society organizations, or even individuals.  

A limitation of negotiation is that it runs the risk of being dominated by the 

distribution of power among the main actors, whereas in a mediation the external actors 

can minimize the influence of the distribution of power on the final agreement found.   

As we saw earlier, there are two "agreed" ways to end a war: the signing of a 

ceasefire agreement or a peace agreement. For the main actors to reach an agreement, the 

mediation of external actors is usually necessary.  

However, the predisposition of the main actors to a mediation (or negotiation) 

process is often dependent on whether there is war-weariness or whether the war has 

reached a situation of "mutually hurting stalemate” (Zartman, 2000). A mutually hurting 

stalemate is when neither of the main actors can achieve a victory over their enemy and 

there are significant costs (military, economic, or diplomatic) to both actors in continuing 

the war. When a mutually hurting stalemate occurs, the main actors must have some 

prospect of a possible political way out of the conflict to decide to initiate mediation. This 

is when mediation may be most relevant. The initiation of a mediation is not a guarantee 

of an agreement, and mediation often takes place while the war continues. One factor that 

contributes positively to reaching an agreement is the identification of attractive 

opportunities for the main actors if they sign an agreement. These attractive opportunities 
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may be the access to relevant economic or diplomatic resources. Finally, the signing of a 

ceasefire or peace agreement is not a guarantee of compliance, but it is a measure of the 

effectiveness of the mediation process.30 

The Peacemaking process can be assisted by initiatives of a non-coercive nature, 

i.e. that have the agreement of the main actors in the conflict. Significant non-coercive 

measures in conflicts between states are recourse to the International Court of Justice, 

arbitration and other dispute settlement mechanisms (including adjudication). In intra- 

and inter-state conflicts, recourse to the International Criminal Court and ad hoc criminal 

tribunals can be coercive or non-coercive in nature. Additionally, during the Peacemaking 

process, external actors can resort to humanitarian aid to alleviate the negative conditions 

of the conflict, in particular regarding refugees or internally displaced persons. 

There are a number of other peaceful and military measures employed to end the 

conflict that, due to their coercive nature, we consider to belong to the sphere of Peace 

Enforcement, which we will present in the next section.    

Finally, it is important to clarify that since Peacemaking is a Conflict Management 

mechanism, it aims to control or stop violence and this goal may be achieved through the 

initiatives identified above, regardless of whether a formal agreement has been reached. 

However, a written agreement is an outcome of the Peacemaking process, in particular 

mediation, with potentially more permanent results.  

Ceasefire agreements comprise the suspension of armed operations by the main 

actors for a certain period of time or in a certain geographical area. They can be monitored 

by observer missions or peacekeeping or interposition forces. They do not include 

considerations about the political conflict itself and are a way to create a favorable 

environment for the negotiation of a peace agreement.  

A peace agreement is "an agreement between two or more primary warring parties 

in a conflict, which addresses the disputed incompatibility, either by settling all or part of 

it, or by clearly outlining a process for how the warring parties plan to regulate the 

incompatibility” (Högbladh, 2012, p. 42). Thus a peace agreement may not determine all 

the political issues at stake, nor even be endorsed by all the major players present in a 

war. 

 
30 See Sousa (2011) for an application of the model to the case of Angola.  
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Depending on the causes of the conflict, a peace agreement may have a diverse 

set of provisions in the areas of military, political, territorial, justice, and how the 

agreement is implemented (see table 7).  

 

Table 7 - List of Common Provisions in Peace Agreements 

Military Political Territorial Justice 

Ceasefire 

Demobilization, 

Disarmament and 

Reintegration (DDR) 

Integration into the 

armed forces 

Withdrawal of foreign 

forces 

Integration into civil 

service  

Power Sharing 

National talks 

Interim government 

Elections 

Integration into the 

government  

Political Parties 

Integration into Local 

government 

Referendum 

Local Power Sharing 

Border Demarcation 

Cultural Freedoms 

Regional Development 

Independence 

Federalism 

Return of refugees  

Reconciliation 

Release of prisoners  

Amnesty 

Source: Högbladh (2012) 

 

The distinction between a ceasefire and a peace agreement can be illustrative of 

the difference between two recurrent concepts in the literature, namely "conflict 

settlement" and "conflict resolution”.  

A "conflict settlement" refers to " suppressing the [violent] conflict itself, without 

dealing with the deeper causes [of the conflict] and relations [between actors]” 

(Kriesberg, 1997, p. 64) (text in square brackets added). It has a short-term objective, 

which could be the result of coercive action by external actors and, in this sense, 

associated with a ceasefire agreement. 

“Conflict resolution", as defined above, comprises ending violent conflict, but also 

finding an agreement to resolve the root causes of the conflict. “Conflict resolution" has 

a medium to long-term time perspective and external actors do not favor coercive 

initiatives to achieve it, but rather seek to improve communication between the parties to 

find positive-sum solutions. A peace agreement, depending on its scope, may fully or 

partially meet the definition of "conflict resolution", whereby it is defined as partial if it 

leaves relevant issues or actors out of the agreement.  
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PEACE ENFORCEMENT 

Peace Enforcement consists of a set of coercive measures, including the use of 

military force, with the aim of ending violent conflict (UN Department of Peacekeeping 

Operations, 2008). These measures seek to alter the major actors' calculation of the 

cost/benefit of continuing with the use of armed violence and may occur when there is no 

ceasefire or peace agreement between the major actors or when such an agreement is not 

being adhered to. 

Two distinctions are important in this concept. The difference between peaceful 

coercive measures and non-peaceful (military) coercive measures and the delimitation of 

what military coercive interventions are considered Peace Enforcement. 

Peaceful coercive measures involve economic, diplomatic, or military sanctions 

(arms embargoes), economic assistance incentives, the International Criminal Court, or 

the ad hoc criminal tribunals. These measures include the threat of the use of military 

force, but their actual use is a non-peaceful coercive measure.  

The use of military force in a conflict to enforce peace constitutes a Conflict 

Management mechanism of last resort. This is because it is a military mission not 

authorized by the authorities of the target country (coercive), thus not respecting the 

sovereignty of the country and with an assumption of impartiality that is difficult to fulfill.  

In order to maintain the impartiality of a mission, military initiatives must be 

carried out with the focus on fulfilling the mandate of a mission by the principal actors or 

the conditions of the agreements signed between the principal actors and are therefore not 

carried out to achieve other objectives of the principal or external actors. However, by its 

disruptive nature and for the accomplishment of its purposes, a military mission is 

unlikely to fail to alter in an unbiased way the power relationships of the main actors 

involved in a complex conflict (Berdal, 2001).    

Due to their exceptionality, it is a legal requirement that the UN Security Council 

approves these missions and their mandates, usually delegating their implementation to 

other actors, regional organizations or groups of states. According to Chapter VII of the 

United Nations Charter, a military Peace Enforcement mission may be approved when 
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there has been an act of aggression, a threat to peace, or a breach of the peace that 

threatens international peace and security.31  

In the late 1990s a significant normative development occurs that questions the 

sovereignty of states when they are unwilling or unable to protect their citizens. The 

concept was later defined as the "Responsibility to Protect" (R2P). R2P considers it is the 

responsibility of the international community, represented by the United Nations Security 

Council, to "protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes 

against humanity” (UN General Assembly (UNGA), 2005, p. 31), if necessary, through 

military interventions. The concept seeks to reconcile the principle of sovereignty with 

that of coercive humanitarian interventions by considering that "peace enforcement can 

liberate a ‘people's sovereignty’ from oppressive regimes” (Woodhouse & Ramsbotham 

(2005) in Pugh (2008), p. 379).  

It is thus advocated that a military mission may be justified, not only when it is 

legal under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, but also when it is legitimate under the 

"Responsibility to Protect". However, as worthy as this humanitarian concept may be, its 

operationalization is nevertheless subject to the dangers of its instrumentalization at the 

service of the political agendas of external actors, calling into question the legitimacy 

associated with it (Woodhouse & Ramsbotham, 2005; Pugh, 2008).  

Finally, it is important to differentiate a Peace Enforcement mission from a 

Peacekeeping mission with UN Security Council authorization to use force in self-

defense or to carry out its mandate, as defined in the UN Capstone Doctrine. As we will 

see in more detail in the next section, UN Peacekeeping missions are not Peace 

Enforcement missions and presuppose the existence of a ceasefire, the consent of the main 

actors and comprise, at present, a mandate with a broad set of functions. However, there 

are often local actors who try to prevent the mandate from being carried out or threaten 

the local people themselves. In these cases, "robust" Peacekeeping missions use military 

force at the "tactical" level with a limited scope to protect the mandate, civilian 

populations, or UN personnel. In contrast, Peace Enforcement missions use military force 

at the "strategic or international" level with a broad scope, and as such have distinct 

natures and scopes (UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations, 2008).  

 
31  However, other regional organizations and states have advocated this right and conducted "peace 

restoration" or "peace support" military operations without a UN Security Council decision (Sousa, 2017). 
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TRADITIONAL AND MULTIDIMENSIONAL PEACEKEEPING  

When the level of armed violence has ceased or decreased to very low levels, 

interventions assume a Peacekeeping objective. In a first moment, at the Crisis level 

observed in the period of de-escalation, the Peacekeeping assumes an immediate and 

short-term perspective, aimed at preventing the resumption of war and is therefore 

focused on security and controlling the behavior of the actors. In a second moment, when 

the resumption of war is no longer imminent, at the Conflict level in the de-escalation 

period, a Peacekeeping phase is observed where the objectives have a short- and medium-

term time perspective focused on the political-social process related to the attitudes and 

objectives of the actors. As we will see below, we call the first type a Traditional 

Peacekeeping and the second type a Multidimensional Peacekeeping.  

Usually there is a peace agreement that stipulates the process of rebuilding the 

social contract or relations between states for the period of de-escalation. When there is 

no peace agreement, the Peacekeeping phase seeks to ensure compliance with the 

ceasefire, while at the same time negotiating the terms of a peace agreement for the de-

escalation period.  

The main reference of Peacekeeping missions are those carried out by the United 

Nations and therefore we will use these missions as illustrative of this type of 

intervention. However, other actors, States or Multilateral Organizations, may also carry 

out Peacekeeping missions.32 

Peacekeeping missions are the United Nations' most significant instrument to 

succeed in preventing the resumption of violent conflict in the short to medium term and 

its characteristics have, over the decades, evolved and adapted to the different challenges 

of Conflict Resolution, and three generations of UN Peacekeeping missions can be 

identified (Ramsbotham, Woodhouse, & Miall, 2011).  

The first generation of Peacekeeping missions, also called classic or traditional, 

are typically those carried out during the Cold War period, between 1947 and 1988, often 

to deal with problems resulting from the dismantling of the colonial system, and the 

mandates of these missions are limited, influenced by the difficulties encountered in the 

most ambitious mission carried out between 1960 and 1964 in what is now the 

 
32 For a more comprehensive view of military interventions see Branco, Sousa and Oliveira (2017). 
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Democratic Republic of Congo. These missions are essentially of a military nature for 

containment; they are missions to observe and monitor the situation on the ground, to 

enforce a ceasefire or to interpose between the military forces of the main actors (UN 

Department of Peacekeeping Operations, 2008).  

These first missions cemented three guiding principles of UN Peacekeeping 

missions: the need for consent of the main actors to the mission, the use of military force 

only in self-defense and with the use of minimum force, and the impartiality of the 

mission in the sense that it should not alter the military or economic power relationship 

of the main actors (Faganello, 2013).  

The second generation of Peacekeeping missions emerges from 1988, near the 

end of the Cold War, when there is a Soviet opening for the resolution of proxy conflicts, 

i.e. conflicts arising from or influenced by the rivalry between the United States and the 

Soviet Union. These missions assume a broad mandate, not only military but also 

political-social/humanitarian, with significant civilian and police components. These are 

missions with a focus on the civilian dimension of operations, including capacity building 

of institutions, restoration of economic life, demobilization, disarmament and 

reintegration of ex-combatants, and facilitation of the political process and elections 

(Koops, MacQueen, Tardy, & Williams, 2015). These are called Multidimensional 

Peacekeeping missions and the type of tasks that can be included in their mandate are 

listed in table 8.  
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Table 8 – Components of Multidimensional Peacekeeping Missions 

Military Civilian Police Political Humanitarian 

Maintain 

security/separation 

zones between forces 

Regulate and verify the 

positioning of the 

forces 

Prevent infiltration of 

forces 
Observe and verify 

ceasefire 

Quartering, disarm, and 

demobilize 

combatants 

Supervise the 

withdrawal of foreign 

forces 

Verify security 

agreements 

Demining 

Provide security for UN 
personnel and other 

international 

activities in support 

of the peace process 

Prevent conflict 

Train and reform of 

military units 

Crowd control 

Establish and 

maintaining a judicial 

system 

Maintenance of law and 

order 

Monitor, train, and 

provide technical 
assistance to security 

forces in 

organizational, 

administrative, and 

human rights matters 

Politicics 

Support in the 

establishment of a 

government 

Support in the 

maintenance of 

independence 

Political advice in the 
peace process 

Support in the 

negotiation with non-

state actors 

Support in the 

rehabilitation of 

existing political 

institutions 

Promotion of national 

reconciliation 

Establish/undertake 

temporary authorities 
Provide security and 

support economic 

reconstruction for the 

local population 

Management and 

arbitration of local 

disputes 

Elections 

Monitor and verify the 

electoral process and 

coordinate technical 
assistance 

Public education on the 

electoral process 

Human Rights 

Monitor human rights 

Investigate specific 

cases of alleged 

human rights 

violations 

Promotion of human 

rights 

Protect humanitarian 

convoys 

Protect humanitarian 

workers 

Deliver humanitarian 

aid 

Establish, support and 

protect safety zones 
Support the repatriation 

of refugees 

Supervise the flow of 

refugees 

Resettlement of 

internally displaced 

persons 

Reintegration of ex-

combatants 

Logistical support to 

humanitarian projects, 

including 
transportation, medical 

aid, and technical 

support 

Source: Based on Solà -Martín and Woodhouse (2011) and Hansen, Ramsbotham and 

Woodhouse (2004) 
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The third generation of Peacekeeping missions emerged in the 1990s in response 

to the need to protect civilians and the UN forces deployed in these missions. In a post-

conflict context, Peacekeeping missions are often challenged by warlords, militias and 

"spoilers”33 that compromise the accomplishment of the mission mandate and the safety 

of civilians and mission staff.  

These third-generation missions, already referred to in the previous section, are 

also called "Peace Support Operations" or "robust". They are authorized to use military 

force at the tactical level, for a limited period and in a limited geography, as a means of 

achieving their mandate, securing the political process, protecting civilians from 

imminent attack, or supporting local authorities in maintaining law and order. This use of 

military force at the tactical level does not comprehend the situation of a structural 

collapse of the political process in which there is widespread violence between the main 

actors, a typical scenario for a Peace Enforcement intervention.   

Thus, by using military force, the "robust" Peacekeeping mission, 

multidimensional or otherwise, potentially compromises, even temporarily, the principle 

of consent and, eventually, impartiality. However, the goal of the use of force is not to 

defeat a belligerent actor, but to protect the mandate as impartially as possible and with 

the use of the least amount of armed force deemed necessary, with the ultimate goal of 

gaining the consent of that actor.  

By their characteristics, we consider that Traditional Peacekeeping missions are 

a Conflict Management mechanism in the sense that they focus on the violent conflict 

component and do not seek to work at the political level, while Multidimensional 

Peacekeeping missions are not a Conflict Management mechanism in that they have a 

political mandate as well. For this reason, Multidimensional Peacekeeping missions are 

associated with the Conflict Termination subprocess.  

However, it is important to note that today most new Peace Missions in intra-state 

conflicts are Multidimensional but have a security focus of preventing the resumption of 

war, followed by a broader focus of finding a political solution and contributing to a 

minimally functional state in the areas identified in the table 8 above.  

 

 
33 Term generally used in the vocabulary of the United Nations to designate illegal armed groups that 

sabotage peace efforts. 
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PEACEBUILDING 

When the conflict dynamics unwind to the level of an Unstable Peace, without a 

foreseeable threat of conflict resumption, and where there is political space for rebuilding 

trusting relations between the parties, Peacebuilding interventions can occur.  

Peacebuilding consists of a set of initiatives aiming to strengthen national 

capacities in all areas of conflict resolution and to lay the foundations for sustainable 

peace and development (UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations, 2008). The goal is 

to work, in a comprehensive way, on the contradictory objectives of the actors, i.e., on 

the structural root causes of the conflict. In other words, to work on the social contract 

and to enable the state to perform its functions effectively and legitimately.  

Although the concept is applied to intra-state conflicts, there is also Peacebuilding 

at the level of inter-state relations, in the sense that it seeks to overcome conflicting 

objectives in order to develop relations of cooperation and interdependence, consolidated 

in regimes or institutions.  

Many of the activities encompassed in Peacebuilding are already initiated in 

Peacekeeping missions, either because they are medium and long-term initiatives or 

because they are progressively larger and more structurally deep interventions, which 

require a greater degree of cooperation among actors that does not exist at the Crisis level. 

Examples of such activities are Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) 

initiatives, demining, Security Sector Reform (SSR), protection and promotion of human 

rights, electoral assistance or support in rehabilitating the authority of the state (UN 

Department of Peacekeeping Operations, 2008). 

In general, Peacebuilding initiatives seek to support and, more concretely, to 

empower the state to provide internal and external security, to have a functioning 

democracy with political and institutional capacity, to foster socio-economic 

development, and to overcome the psychosocial issues caused by war by re-establishing 

cooperation and trust, rebuilding relationships, and promoting reconciliation.  

Finally, it is within the scope of Peacebuilding to prevent the resumption of 

conflict, which makes it also encompass the previously identified Direct and Structural 

Conflict Prevention initiatives.  
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PEACE CONSOLIDATION 

Peace Consolidation occurs when the relations between the main actors stabilize 

and they recurrently interact in "friendship" in a peaceful way in positive-sum games over 

the conflicting goals that may exist, as described in Stable Peace. As was considered in 

the period of escalation of the conflict, in this phase of de-escalation occurs what we can 

call Peacetime Diplomacy and Politics, and the caveats presented earlier about the 

relevance of a "science of peace" for this phase are also applicable here.  

However, Peace Consolidation is generally defined in the literature as aiming "to 

make actors more cooperative and create an inclusive peace for all involved parties” 

(Svanström & Weissmann, 2005, p. 14). This conception is associated with the concept 

of Conflict Transformation, which will be presented here not only because it indicates a 

continuation of the de-escalation process, but mainly because it is a distinct approach to 

conflict.  

Richmond (2002) considers that Conflict Transformation constitutes a third 

generation of approaches to conflict, the first generation of approaches being the ones of 

Conflict Management and the second generation of approaches being the ones of Conflict 

Resolution. 

Conflict Transformation is “a long-term transformation of a war system into a 

peace system, inspired by a quest for the values of peace and justice, truth and mercy 

[…with] changes in the personal, structural, relational and cultural aspects of conflict, 

brought about over different time-periods (short-, mid- and long-term) and affecting 

different system levels at different times” (Miall, 2004 , p. 73) (text in square brackets 

added). This is an approach that seeks a positive peace, in the terms defined by Galtung, 

but with another qualitative degree that seeks to develop "sustainable reconciliations" 

involving all levels of local society (Lederach, 1997).   

Thus, Conflict Transformation goes beyond Conflict Resolution to seek to alter 

the quality of the relationship between actors with the goal of achieving reconciliation 

and social change. In Lederach's words, “Conflict Transformation must actively envision, 

include, respect, and promote the human and cultural resources from within a given 

setting. This involves a new set of lenses through which we do not primarily see the 

setting and the people in it as the ‚problem‘ and the outsider as the ‚answer‘. Rather, we 
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understand the long-term goal of transformation as validating and building on people and 

resources within the setting” (Lederach, 1995, p. 212). 

The concept has been developed by several scholars, among them by structuralists 

such as Johan Galtung. But one idea to be highlighted, in this brief reference, is the 

comparison of transformation with the concept of settlement associated with Conflict 

Resolution. Vayrynen states that "the bulk of conflict theory regards the issues, actors and 

interests as given and on that basis makes efforts to find a solution to mitigate or eliminate 

contradictions between them. Yet the issues, actors and interests change over time as a 

consequence of the social, economic and political dynamics of societies.” (Vayrynen, 

1991, p. 4).  

In other words, the identities and preferences (objectives) of the actors are not pre-

defined (they are not exogenous), nor are they objective, but they are defined as a result 

of the interactions that the actors have in the system (they are endogenous and subjective). 

Besides not being exogenous and objective, they are also not fixed, but rather dynamic 

since they result from interactions over time. Therefore, the rationality of the actors 

cannot be assumed as universal but understood and analyzed in the dynamic context of 

the actors.   

Thus, external Conflict Resolution models with fixed assumptions regarding the 

identities, preferences, and rationality of the main actors in a conflict may not have the 

applicability or flexibility to adapt to the change that occurs.  

This has implications for the design of Conflict Resolution interventions, in their 

overly deterministic exogenous design, which in a linear fashion identifies problems that 

are responded to in a programmatic way by external actors, without attending to their 

political, complex, and endogenous nature.  

Among other proposals, the concept of Adaptive Peacebuilding intends to 

overcome this limitation by seeking a more inclusive process and advocating that UN 

missions should support countries in their own complex peace processes, strengthening 

the resilience of local institutions and investing in social cohesion and local ownership of 

the processes (Coning, 2018). 

A Conflict Transformation approach responds in a more flexible way to the 

challenges of Conflict Resolution, in particular to the danger of hegemonic interventions 
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(cultural, economic, political, or military) and the impact that such interventions can have 

on local cultures.  

  

 

ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES 

We now present some alternative debates, which try to go beyond the more 

conventional and instrumental approaches of the Conflict Resolution field and aim to 

guide the debate towards a more critical and emancipatory direction. In this sense, we 

present the concept of Cosmopolitan Peace and some Critical Approaches that 

incorporate, in different measures, the epistemological developments brought by critical 

theories (critical theory, post-structuralism, post-colonialism) to the debate about peace.   

   

 

COSMOPOLITAN PEACE 

The concept of Cosmopolitan Peace starts from the assumption that there is an 

emerging "global community" that has as its reference a notion of justice that must be 

realized by progressive governing reforms to improve the well-being of all, in particular 

the marginalized. This is, in essence, an emancipatory proposal.    

Emmanuel Kant's third definitive article for perpetual peace, dealing with the 

cosmopolitan right, is understood not in the economic sense of the right to promote trade 

and interdependence, but the right of the world citizen. Cosmopolitan law is thus 

understood as the configuration of rules to protect the human being as such, for the 

creation of community ties between individuals that overlap national or group identity, 

and for the promotion of a moral global conscience based on the natural rights of the 

human being (Caranti, 2018). 

Globalization, with its processes of interconnectivity and interdependence, 

reinforces the awareness of this "global community" of world citizens, who have 

obligations of solidarity with each other in the form of a "collective human security". This 

"global community" is a unity that transcends the state and should translate into 

democratic and just global governance mechanisms, institutionalized in a federation of 

peace. This federation of peace, inspired by Kant's second definitive article for perpetual 
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peace, should not assume power like the state, but preserve and ensure the freedom of 

each state.34    

Woodhouse and Ramsbotham (2005) propose operationalizing these concepts 

with the evolving proposal of Cosmopolitan Peacekeeping. In their assumptions, a 

Cosmopolitan approach should, at a minimum, ensure the protection of civilians in violent 

conflict environments when the state fails to do so, therefore work at the level of "negative 

peace," and simultaneously have the capacity to respond to the human security agenda 

(as opposed to state security), therefore also work at the level of "positive peace." 

They consider that Cosmopolitan Peacekeeping can be materialized in the UN by 

the creation of UN Emergency Peace Services (UNEPS), with a Conflict Resolution 

capacity configuration superior to current UN Peacekeeping models (see table 9). 

  

Table 9 - Current Peacekeeping Models and Conflict Resolution Capabilities 

Theory Quasi-Realistic Pluralist Solidarist Cosmopolitan Critical/ 

Transfor-

mative 

Practice Stabilization 
Forces 

(Peacemaking) 

Traditional 
Peacekeeping 

Robust" 
Multidimension

al 

Peacekeeping” 

UN Emergency 
Peace Services 

? 

Conflict 

Resolution 

Capability 

Zero or low Limited High military / 

low civilian  

High militarily / 

high civilian  

? 

Source: Based on Woodhouse and Ramsbotham (2005) 

 

In their proposal, Woodhouse and Ramsbotham (2005) consider that 

complementary to current UN systems, UNEPS should include a robust early warning 

system with investigative teams on the ground, with the capacity for rapid deployment 

for preventive action and protection of civilians at risk and timely initiation of various 

peace missions including policing, peacebuilding, and humanitarian assistance. 

Additionally, UNEPS should have a robust military component with the ability and 

capacity to use force to defend the mandate, as well as a civilian component with the 

capacity for disaster relief and humanitarian assistance, encompassing conflict resolution 

teams, medical units, peacebuilding advisors, and environmental crisis response teams.  

 
34 The three definitive articles for Kant's perpetual peace are: a republican constitution, the federation of 

peace, and cosmopolitan law.  
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Cosmopolitan Peace, within this possible operationalization in the form of 

Cosmopolitan Peacekeeping, is emancipatory in the sense that it places in the "global 

community", represented in the UN, greater responsibility for "collective human 

security", challenging approaches centered on the security and sovereignty of the nation-

state. This approach converges, in a way, with the debate that has admitted a greater 

"robustness" in peace missions and has attributed to the global community the 

"Responsibility to Protect". Additionally, the proposal operationalizes humanitarian law 

(of protecting civilians) in a consistent, rational and legitimate process (Woodhouse & 

Ramsbotham, 2005). It is a proposal of an evolutionary pragmatism in the sense of 

strengthening the UN's human preventive and palliative capacity. 

About the last column of table 9, referring to a critical or transformative approach, 

it should be noted that Woodhouse and Ramsbotham (2005) consider that the Critical 

Approaches have not substantively developed a proposal that can be realized at the 

political and operational level, hence the question marks presented in the table. This is 

the approach that we address, in summary form, in the following section.  

 

 

CRITICAL APPROACHES 

A critical perspective calls for a radically different kind of peacekeeping, based at 

the community level (grass root level).  

The point of departure is that the prevailing approaches to Conflict Resolution are 

steeped in power relations, being instrumentalized by the West with the objective to 

stabilize the status-quo and reproduce an international order in all places of instability or 

upheaval where international interventions materialize. This occurs to the detriment of an 

emancipatory normative project of the states and, particularly, of the affected peoples. 

The international order exported is the Western liberal-democratic system, with a 

democratic political system and an economic system of private property and free market.  

A critical project calls for the development of an anti-hegemonic and post-

Westphalian international society. Anti-hegemonic in the sense that it defends a 

normative universality that does not impose itself on regional and local pluralism, with 

its social, ethnic, cultural, or religious differences, of groups and states. A post-

Westphalian international society in the sense that it advocates new forms of social 
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organization developed by the reconstruction of civil society at all levels (local, regional, 

and global) and spheres (political, economic, social, and cultural). A post-national 

community sensitive to the needs of the most excluded. This universal position is to be 

built in a democratic way, through a democratic international system (Richmond, 2001).  

Therefore, external processes of intervention in the conflict need a new approach 

that is able to involve individuals and local communities in the processes that affect them, 

through participation free from the threat of domination, built on dialogue with the 

"other”. Within this critical debate, it is important that first track diplomacy, carried out 

by state officials, can interact with second track diplomacy, carried out by non-state 

actors. Multidimensional "robust" peacekeeping-type interventions acting at the global, 

regional and local level, even if justified in the name of local actors or by the lack of local 

structures, they have to be constantly scrutinized in their hegemonic dimension in order 

to identify the possibility that they have become a totalitarian project and to draw attention 

to the need to preserve identity, access to resources, and justice for local populations and 

communities. In this way, not only human security, but human emancipation must be 

central to peace promotion processes (Richmond, 2002).  

However, Richmond warns of the difficulty in finding a critical solution free of 

hegemonic practices: “little so far has been done to incorporate intersubjective critiques 

of the realist and (neo)liberal framework [underlying Conflict Resolution models] of 

sovereignty, territory, law, order, justice, and history into a discourse that is not 

hegemonic and does not marginalize or impose itself in conflict environments. However, 

this is not to say that the nonstate institutions of civil society do not produce the same 

totalizing and hegemonic discourses: individual groups also pursue resources and power 

in the sociopolitical and economic sectors in which they are constituted” (Richmond, 

2001, p. 341) (text in square brackets added). 

In a critical analysis of Conflict Transformation, it is considered that there is a 

distinction between transformation, inspired by Liberal thinking, and emancipation, 

claimed by Critical Approaches. Although less constrained by the Westphalian state, 

Conflict Transformation is seen as continuing to seek to develop the Western liberal state 

as a guarantor of peace through hybrid solutions focused on both human and military 

security (Richmond, 2002). 
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However, Richmond (2001) considers that Cosmopolitan approaches to 

international society have an emancipatory potential if a normative universal basis can be 

found. In this sense, Richmond highlights Linklater's Cosmopolitan proposal (1998) to 

rebuild the state and the international system in a way that allows the development of 

universality and the transformation of political communities to become non-exclusivist, 

to respect cultural differences, and thus to avoid a totalizing project and to stimulate, in 

particular, the potential of a dialogical post-Westphalian order, in which cultural 

differences are not a barrier to equal rights of participation, overcomes the barrier that 

sovereignty, territoriality and citizenship have created for the establishment of a 

"communicative universal community” (Linklater, 1998) with implications for Conflict 

Termination practices.   

 

** 

 

CONCLUSION  

This article presented, in a descriptive way, the Conflict Resolution approaches 

associated with the conflict cycle, seeking to define and delimit what are often, in the 

literature, overlapping concepts of approaches. This is a first step in an analysis that 

should comprise a deeper interrogation of the associated ontology and epistemology as 

well as an empirical evaluation, both quantitative and qualitative, of the models identified, 

both of their suitability in characterizing conflict dynamics as well as of the efficiency 

and effectiveness of the interventions they identify.  

To systematically identify Conflict Resolution approaches in the conflict cycle we 

draw on atypical literature from the typical Conflict Resolution books. Specifically, in 

Crisis Management and Unilateral and Joint Conflict Management we present models 

and approaches closer to Strategic Studies. 

The Conflict Resolution literature and its counterpart fields of Peace Studies, 

Peace Research, and Security Studies have an orientation, in some cases normative, of 

excluding an analysis of War itself and sometimes of Crisis as defined in this conflict 

cycle. War and Crisis research is often associated with military science or Strategic 

Studies (Sousa, 2017). 
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We think that the approaches of Crisis Management and particularly Unilateral 

and Joint Conflict Management contribute positively to a more complete understanding 

of Conflict Resolution options from the main actor's perspective, especially when the 

main actors do not cooperate with external actors in Peacemaking initiatives and Peace 

Enforcement initiatives fail to materialize or have no effect. 

One of the developments of this work would be to deepen the analysis of the 

incentives and behaviors of the main actors throughout the remaining phases of the 

conflict cycle from a Conflict Resolution perspective, not seen in a logic of the 

possibilities of external conditioning, enticement, or coercion, but of the endogenous 

possibilities of Conflict Resolution processes seen from the perspective of the main actors 

themselves.  

This would also mean an analysis in the conflict cycle of the dynamics of the main 

actors' behavior at each level of conflict intensity. This investigation would combine an 

assessment of the agency of the main actors, their power characteristics and objectives, 

versus the structure in which they operate, the domestic, regional and international 

institutional context.  
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