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      I would like to dedicate this book to the individuals who comprise the twelve organizations I studied: the Center for Conflict Resolution and Reconciliation, Combatants for Peace, Crossing Borders, Hewar Center for Peace and Development, Israel/Palestine Center for Research and Information, Middle East Children’s Association, Parents Circle-Families Forum, Peace Research Institute of the Middle East, School for Peace, Seeds of Peace, Sulha Peace Project, and Windows-Channels for Communication. I greatly appreciate the time they have given me over the last decade, their willingness to share their stories (including both the challenges and successes), and the insights they have recognized and related. Over the years I have been enlightened by these individuals with regards to the significance and power of dialogue, the limits of dialogue, the need for hope, the power of belief, and ultimately, the beauty and hardships that arise out of living one’s beliefs in different contexts.


      Julius Nyerere, the former Tanzanian President once said, “It is not about change or no change, it is about changing or being changed. Changing one’s life under one’s own direction, or being changed by the impact of forces outside of one’s control.” In my mind, this quote captures the essence of these peacebuilders and peace activists—on both sides—who take the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in their own hands and strive to work towards peace, justice, understanding, and change. Their energy and work is very much appreciated by those of us who recognize and value the importance of dialogue and joint work. I hope this research can serve as a reminder of the significance of their work—and how far this realm has come.

    

  


  
    
      


      Foreword


      William A. Gamson

    


    
      There is a complex story here. On the one hand, it is a story about asymmetrical partnerships in which one partner is much more powerful than the other. Can one really make it a partnership among equals when one partner controls most of the crucial resources needed to maintain the organization and realize its goals? If one looks at multiple examples of such asymmetrical partnerships, how are the ones that overcome the pitfalls different from those that evolve into senior and junior partners or collapse altogether?


      But there is a second story here—about the survival of organizations in time periods in which the environment in which they are operating is dramatically different. There is literature on organizations operating in different external environments but the changes seem modest in contrast to those that are examined here. For example, one studies businesses and non-profits operating in different economic environments that make it easier or more difficult to obtain resources.


      The changing environment for Israeli-Palestinian partnerships before, during, and after the Second Intifada seems of a different order. Furthermore, it is a radically different environment for the Palestinian and Israeli partners. During times of acute conflict, the Palestinian participants who continue the relationship face potential physical violence from their compatriots while the Israeli participants face some increased social pressure and disapproval at worst.


      It is the special merit of this book to combine these two stories into a single, coherent tale. For a hierarchical organization to adapt to a bit of economic turbulence seems like a piece of cake compared to a joint Israeli-Palestinian peace education effort, formed after Oslo, to keep their act together during the turbulence of the Second Intifada. And the story continues into the complex environment of the post-intifada period.


      Readers must judge for themselves but, in my view, the author is able to tell this story with a combination of sympathetic identification with the participants in both camps. At the same time, she maintains enough critical distance to see when their actions are insufficient, thoughtless, or misguided. This is a textured account with full appreciation of the challenges but it remains tough-minded about what worked and what didn’t.


      Perhaps the most striking result is the increased importance and consequences of failing to deal with the power asymmetry when the environment makes it most difficult to cooperate. Equality becomes most important precisely at that point where it becomes most difficult to achieve. But I invite readers to discover their own revelations in this rich account and I won’t spoil the story by revealing too much of the plot.

    

  


  
    
      


      Preface

    


    
      This study argues that, where we are socially positioned indeed matters, for it shapes our thoughts, our understandings, our perspectives, our interests, and our commitments.


      As a researcher, where I am socially situated also matters. Indeed, my topic of research and my own participation in peacebuilding initiatives is, in part, a result of where I am to be found. From the day I undertook this study, I sought to prevent my personal background from influencing me, and to be as “objective” as possible; however, I would agree with the many social scientists who argue that complete objectivity is impossible. In line with feminist researchers and critical theorists, who argue that all knowledge is situated and researchers should acknowledge their background for transparency, this preface will describe my own biography, situating myself in the study.


      Growing up as a grandchild of Holocaust survivors—in a family that lost more than a hundred members in the Holocaust—I found myself, early on, being passionate about issues of prejudice, conflict, and structural violence. I was also strongly connected to Israel, which is perhaps not surprising, given that after the Holocaust, my father’s family found refuge in Israel—and he himself grew up there.


      In 1997, I spent a semester at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. I was determined to obtain more of an understanding of the reality on the ground, to learn the Palestinian perspective (as I already had a sound knowledge of the Israeli perspective), and to become involved in peacebuilding initiatives. I spent time in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip meeting with Palestinians engaged in people-to-people, as well as with Palestinians focused on non-violence, human rights, and democracy. With a strong belief in education—and the need for peace education—I also met with representatives of both the Israeli and Palestinian Ministries of Education.


      This resulted in the writing of my honors thesis, based upon four peace education programs and the responses of the ministries. For two months I also lived at Neve Shalom/Wahat al Salaam, a joint village of Jewish and Palestinian citizens of Israel, and volunteered in the village’s kindergarten.


      In the fall of 1999, I was back in the region on a Fulbright fellowship. I intended to study how people-to-people and peace education could go beyond “reaching the converted.” This study never happened. In the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, I was told in numerous ways: “Before you talk to me about coexistence, give me existence.” It also took the form: “I am all for dialogue, but before we can talk you need to take your foot off my head, so I can get to the same level.” I left that year with a realization that peace education, while arguably critical, was not necessarily seen as meeting the needs of both sides equally.


      After the eruption of the Second Intifada, my heart was broken, like that of many who had been involved in peacebuilding. I returned to the area, and worked as an international participant with the Peace Research Institute of the Middle East. While there, I also volunteered with Seeds of Peace. In a context of acute violence, hatred, and polarization, the encounters continued to move me—and the power of these encounters was clear. In an environment of dehumanization and hopelessness—on both sides—these encounters seemed to both humanize the other and provide some hope. At the same time, I continued to hear and reflect on the politics surrounding educational encounters in a context of asymmetry.


      This same year I had the privilege of working closely with Ifat Maoz. Her research and profound understanding of the power struggles between the two sides (in the encounters), and the spectrum between the more coexistence-orientated programs to the more confrontational programs, opened my eyes to much that lay beneath the surface. I also came into contact with Lucy Nusseibeh’s work during this year, and her argument that while education is critical, and it is important to address the stereotypes, this cannot be done at the expense of addressing the reality. In other words, attention needed to be paid to both the social psychological level and the structural level. Under Ifat’s guidance, I followed up with many of the peacebuilders that I had interviewed in prior years, in order to get updates on their organizations and their work.


      Subsequently, I returned to the United States for my doctoral studies. Under the guidance of William A. Gamson at Boston College, I chose to write my dissertation on educational people-to-people initiatives, looking at how they have adapted to the radically changing contexts. Given that I had started to collect data during the Oslo years (1997–1998 ), gathered more data during the Second Intifada (2001–2002), and intended to obtain additional data in the more ambiguous post-Second Intifada period (2007–2008), I had in many ways a natural study of organizations operating in radically different contexts. My book is a revised version of this study.


      Little did I realize when I undertook this study that asymmetry, and how the organizations sought to manage the imbalance and inequality between the two peoples, would become the predominant theme. I continue to be a strong believer in peacebuilding and people-to-people initiatives; I also continue to be a strong advocate of the need for social psychological solutions. At the same time, however, it has become clear to me that social psychological solutions need to be implemented alongside more structural approaches. As sociologist Charles Derber has suggested—nothing less than the legitimacy of peacebuilding is at stake. Indeed he is correct.


      The findings of the study, however, are rather positive. While the asymmetry permeates these organizations—and this will not change until the structural reality changes—the organizations have become more aware and more conscious about the asymmetry and the need to work equally. In fact, over time, in the more serious organizations—and in the realm at large—there is now a normative expectation that there will be efforts for equality inside the partnerships. Moreover, there is an expectation that more attention will be paid to meeting the needs and agendas of the two sides.


      While it has been a process—a long and challenging progression—change has indeed been made. It has been a privilege to be able to see it; and through this study, to have my eyes opened by it.


      One final note: During the Second Intifada, there were few peacebuilding organizations functioning in Israel and the occupied Palestinian territories. If we consider solely the organizations using an educational encounter-based approach, the number is even smaller. As a result, it would have been a challenge to effectively disguise the identities of the organizations and many of the individuals in the study. Consequently, when I collected data in the post-Second Intifada period, I requested and received permission from the interviewees to use their actual names in the study. I am grateful and profoundly respect their willingness to share their stories, including the challenges and difficulties.
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      Chapter One


      Introduction

    


    
      The month was January in the year 2002. As I sat in a room filled with hundreds of Israeli and Palestinian peacebuilders, at a conference organized by the Israel/Palestine Center for Research and Information (IPCRI), the focus was on what went wrong in the Israeli-Palestinian peace process and why people-to-people had failed to produce its desired goals. It was fifteen months into the outbreak of the Second Intifada and with many veteran peacebuilders and peace activists present, emotions were high. In conjunction with discussions about what led to the breakdown of the peace process, questions were raised, statements made, and discussions focused on what could be concluded about people-to-people: where did it fail, how could it have been improved, and why did the large majority of these initiatives cease to operate when some would argue that they were needed the most. One veteran Jewish Israeli peacebuilder, Judith Green, powerfully argued:


      It’s hard to say this before an audience of enthusiastic peacebuilders, but, in my opinion, we over-estimated our significance in the past decade and may not be fully employed in the next. We had a clear goal: to move, together with our communities, towards a negotiated political solution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict acceptable to and respected by both sides, with a minimum of violence, death and aggression . . . I remember fondly the slogan of our Nablus dialogue group: “Let’s Make the Peace Process Work.” The motivation for the participants was to spread new modes of thinking and behavior into broader sectors on both sides, in tune with and bringing out the best in the supposed new political policies of the Israeli government and the PNA [Palestinian National Authority]. . . . Slowly, more and more Israelis and Palestinians participated, although there were repeated warnings, from the Palestinian side, against too swift normalization, too slow change on the ground, and anxiety about the nature and direction of the Palestinian National Authority. . . . Here, I think the Israelis pushed too hard, were too sure of themselves, and not sufficiently sensitive to the political resistance of large parts of the public.”


      At the same conference, a small group focused on delineating the challenges faced by the grassroots dialogue projects. One topic that dominated the discussion was the challenge of asymmetry and the way it expressed itself between the participants and the two sides in the projects. Most notably, the discussion focused on the different types of suffering and difficulties faced by the two sides, the daily realities of occupation for Palestinians including their reliance on permits to participate in encounters, and the different tasks that fell on the two sides, with Israelis predominantly in charge of the grant writing, proposals, and fundraising. It was argued that if initiatives are to continue, they should be conducted jointly—with neither side dominating—or not at all.


      At the same time, but across the hall in a session focused on women’s peacebuilding groups, the discussion concentrated on the different agendas of the two sides, and the problematics—from a Palestinian perspective—of dialogue if not accompanied by action and changes on the ground. In this break-out session, there was not one Palestinian. The other break-out session described had one. While Palestinians were present in the conference—IPCRI worked hard to be able to get entry permits from the Israeli Defense Forces for the Palestinian participants—they were fewer in number given the significant decrease of Palestinian participation after the Second Intifada.


      These critical statements and discussions, fifteen months into the Second Intifada, reflected an undertaking that was searching for understanding, sincerely wanting to aid in making and building peace, and all the while, being able and willing to be self-critical. Unaware at the time, I came to realize that it also reflected some of the internal dynamics and currents going on in the field at large, and in many of the initiatives. These issues, and the impact of the changing environment on these initiatives, will be at the forefront of this book.


      This Book


      Utilizing longitudinal field research data and surveys of all the major peacebuilding initiatives in Israel and Palestine, with an educational encounter-based approach, this book addresses the question: How do non-governmental peacebuilding initiatives adapt to radically changing environments, what are the challenges they face, and why are some able to adapt and survive while others are not? I include two aspects of adaptation—the ability to maintain resources and legitimacy with critical constituencies outside the organization, and the ability to continue to function effectively as an organization. The latter includes the ability to operate in ways that staff and participants will treat as legitimate, manage internal conflicts, maintain staff commitment, and deal with other internal processes. One of these processes, which will be a theme throughout this book, is how the organizations and partnerships were able to manage the pervasive asymmetry between Israelis and Palestinians.


      Involving various fields, this research contributes to the broad fields of peace and conflict resolution, social movements, and organizational studies. It offers critical insight into how organizations (and organizational fields) adapt in radically changing environments, what is problematic, what are their possibilities, and what allows some to survive while others do not. Empirically, this longitudinal study of peacebuilding in the Israeli-Palestinian context, which includes research prior to, during, and after the Second Intifada (1993–2008), also serves as a historical record. Practically speaking, this study also has political import, as it suggests ways to strengthen and sustain peacebuilding efforts in different contexts and strengthen peacebuilding’s symbolic, cultural, and political worth and value. In addition, it also has both theoretical and practical implications for building sustainable partnerships in contexts of asymmetrical conflict.


      The next section will place this study in a broader context by reviewing the conflict, peacebuilding, and people-to-people literature, which, among other issues, provides the theoretical context and import for these types of initiatives.1


      Contemporary Conflicts and Wars


      For years now, it has been recognized by scholars that the large majority of wars today are no longer the traditional interstate wars of the past, but rather intrastate wars (Erikson and Wallensteen 2004). These societal wars, as many argue, are incredibly resistant and tend to defy resolution. Such contemporary conflicts have been defined as “protracted social conflicts,” “deep-rooted conflicts,” and “intractable conflicts.” Benjamin Gidron, Stanley N. Katz, and Yeheskel Hasenfeld (2002) argue that the characteristics of these conflicts include being prolonged, continual, violent, central to the lives of the identity groups involved, and perceived as irreconcilable, and zero-sum (also see Coleman 2003, 2006; Kriesberg 1993, 2005; and Rouhana and Bar-Tal 1998).


      Since 1990, the year that signified a new post-Cold War era, more than eighty peace accords were signed world-wide (Darby and Mac Ginty 2000; Lederach 2005). The sheer number of peace processes has led Bell (2003, 161) to suggest defining the 1990s as “the decade of the peace agreement.” Nonetheless, most of the contemporary peace processes have failed; few have led to durable settlements (de Varennes 2003). Indeed, according to Crocker and Hampson, only one-third of settlements that were negotiated in “identity civil wars” since 1945 have resulted in a sustainable lasting peace (Lambourne 2001).


      It has been argued that one of the greatest shortcomings of contemporary peace processes is that they often fail to address the bitterness, including the memories and images, and the sources that generate it (Zartman 1989). Over the years there has been much heated discussion in the conflict resolution literature between those who perceive the cause of conflicts to be structural and those who perceive it to be psychocultural. The debate has direct implications for praxis, as structuralists focus on issues of rights, justice, and political issues, while those taking more of a psychocultural perspective have emphasized relationships and the need to work on eliminating the ignorance, misperceptions, fears, and hostility between the groups, often through cooperative activities and encounters (Fitzduff 2001). Fascinatingly, Montier and Macapagal (2006) found that the parties in asymmetrical conflicts are likely to have different views on this issue based on their position in the conflict. Most notably, while the dominant party tends to understand the conflict to be due to the psychocultural issues such as prejudices, and may believe that the weaker party is instigated via incitement, the weaker party tends to understand the conflict to be a consequence of the structural issues (e.g., displacement, oppression, or occupation).


      Regardless of these differences, in the conflict resolution field there has been the recognition that the two approaches are complementary for gaining a deeper understanding of conflict, as well as for designing more comprehensive approaches to deal with conflicts—approaches that take into account the need for both systemic change and relationship change (Fitzduff 2001; Galtung 1996; Lederach 1995; McCandless 2001).


      Conflict resolution theory was developed in response to international wars which in Miall, Ramsbotham, and Woodhouse’s (1999, 15) words were largely “Clauswitzean affairs, fought out by power centres.” These wars tended to be between nation-states, and were typically symmetrical conflicts in contrast to contemporary conflicts that tend to be internal (even if significantly impacted by larger geo-political realities), asymmetric, involving fragmented decision-making, and are often directed at civilians (Miall et al. 1999). In recent years, as a result of these changes, there has been a broadening of the literature and a growing differentiation with regards to the types of conflicts, the dynamics, the range of interventions, and finally, the necessary components for managing conflicts and for making and building peace.


      Making and Building Peace


      Peace, as a term, is widely contested. Colloquially, by governments and in academia itself, peace is often defined negatively as the absence of war and physical violence. In order to define peace in a broader and more positive way, Galtung (1975, 1981) differentiated between negative and positive peace. Whereas negative peace is the absence of direct violence (e.g., people being killed), positive peace also includes the absence of structural violence (e.g., dying as a result of poverty), and cultural violence (e.g., factors that blind people to injustice or allow them to rationalize it) (Galtung 1981). Thus, while “the negative peace of order and the cessation of direct violence” may be incompatible with justice, “the positive peace of reconciliation and psycho/social healing” for the most part presupposes it (Miall et al. 1999, 208).


      Galtung (1975, 1976) also established a tripartite typology, making a distinction among peacekeeping, peacemaking, and peacebuilding to guide third party intervention efforts and clarify the different roles needed. Peacemaking, on which conflict research has tended to focus, refers to the negotiation process that takes place between decision-makers directed towards reaching an official settlement or resolution to specific conflicts. Peacekeeping, on the other hand, involves third party intervention to keep apart warring groups and maintain the absence of direct violence or reduce it. The third, peacebuilding, which has been the least understood, has also received the least attention by conflict researchers. It has been the least operationalized, in part, because its wide range of activities receives less publicity and focuses on the social, psychological, and economic environment at the grassroots level (Fisher 1997; Ryan 1995). The intention of peacebuilding is to create a structure of peace that is based on justice, equity, and cooperation (i.e., positive peace) thereby addressing the underlying causes of violent conflict so that they become less likely in the future. In the literature, peacebuilding is recognized as dynamic, having something to contribute in every phase of a conflict, and always changing and adapting in response to the situation and the stage of the peacemaking efforts.


      Civil Society and Peacebuilding


      The relatively new interest in comprehensive and multi-dimensional approaches to peace is a result of the limited success of traditional diplomacy and military intervention to “control” protracted conflicts let alone “achieve” peace. Aall (1996, 439) refers to the latter mechanisms as “the top-down approach to peacebuilding” and Lederach (1997, 45) has aptly called it the “trickle down” approach with its assumption that peace will just trickle down.


      Orjuela (2004, 18) suggests that the new interest in involving private citizens and civil society may also be a result of the increased role and visibility that civilians and non-state actors have in post-Cold War conflicts. In addition to touching on the increased involvement and potential
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