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Introduction


The purpose of this literature review is to discern and articulate common and/or inter related themes present in mediation and conflict communication research.  I have reviewed articles, books, and theses on the topic.  Several themes have emerged from my reading.  Before I start identifying themes, let me define conflict and mediation.
      Definition of Conflict


Mayer (2000), author of The Dynamics of Conflict Resolution, builds a “framework for understanding conflict” for his readers as “an organizing lens that brings conflict into better focus.” In this framework, “conflict may be viewed as occurring along cognitive (perception), emotional (feeling), and behavior (action) dimensions” (p. 4). Mayer (2000) elaborates on the nature of each dimension. The author states that as a set of perceptions, “conflict is a belief or understanding that one’s own needs, interests, wants, or values are incompatible with someone else’s.”  Later on, the author states, “it is hard for people to compromise when core beliefs are in play, because they feel they are compromising themselves or their integrity” (p.12). This claim is reinforced by Frank’s (2004) assertion that both participants in an “argument could hold different values that may conflict; yet both still articulate logical” argumentation (p. 269).
The “feeling” dimension Mayer (2000) conceptualized involves “an emotional reaction to a situation or interaction that signals a disagreement of some kind” (p.4).  Mayer (2000) claims “conflict as action” “consists of the actions that we take to express our feelings, articulate our perceptions, and get our needs met in a way that has the potential for interfering with someone else’s ability to get his or her needs met” (p.5). Wilmot and Hocker (2001) also see conflict as action in speech, defining conflict as a communicative process between parties who “perceive incompatible goals, limited resources, and interference from each other in achieving individual goals” (p. 41). Wrede, (2003), a professional mediator, utilizes this shared understanding that conflict necessitates intercommunication about perceived conflicting interests or values with the same detached third person perspective: “Conflict involves interaction between or among two or more interdependent (resolution requires both) parties (disputants) who have conflicting or incompatible goals” (p.2).   

Bush and Folger (1994) have named what they perceive the three primary perspectives of conflict.  These are the “distributive view,” (p.57) “problem-solving view,” (p.58) and “transformative view” (p.81).  Bush and Folger (1994) maintain that the problem-solving view of conflicts is as “problems of sets of incompatible interests” (p.58).  In other words, conflicts are seen as problems to be solved.  The distributive view defines conflict as “an adversarial, winner-take-all contest among competing claimants for resources” (p. 57).  Bush and Folger’s (1994) transformative view of conflict holds a “different premise…that disputes can be viewed not as problems at all but as opportunities for moral growth and transformation...in both dimensions of moral growth (self and other)” (p. 81, 82).  

The distributive view of conflict is the most applicable with Mayer’s (2000) definition of conflict, although the problem solving view could fit with Mayer’s (2000) definition as well.  Wilmot and Hocker (2001) and Wrede’s (2003) definitions are most aligned with what Bush and Folger (1994) call the “problem solving view” (p. 58). Mayer’s (2000), Wilmot and Hocker (2001), and Wrede’s (2003) definitions had perceived incompatible goals and intercommunication between those in conflict.  The focus of the Bush and Folger’s (1994) transformative view, while acknowledging the problem-solving element of mediation, is on the positive alteration of the relationship. The stronger the relationship, the better the disputants can solve their problems for themselves.  According to Susan Scott (2002), author of Fierce Conversations, “the relationship is the conversation.” She continues, asserting that “if the conversation stops, all of the possibilities for the relationship become smaller and all of the possibilities for the individuals in the relationship become smaller, until one day we overhear ourselves in midsentence, making ourselves smaller in every encounter…” (p. 6).  

What is Conflict from a Communication Perspective?


Littlejohn and Domenici (2001), the authors of Engaging Communication in Conflict borrow a term from Barnett Pearce (1989), ‘communication perspective.’  Littlejohn and Domenici (2001) impart, “Pearce uses the term communication in a new way.  For him, communication is a way of looking, a perspective from which any human experience might be viewed.  Whenever you are looking at how social worlds are made, you are taking a communication perspective” (p. 14).  Littlejohn and Domenici (2001) expand their understanding of the term, explaining, “When we look at how conflicts are made in communication, we are taking a communication perspective.  When we look at how conflict intervention is part of an ongoing conversation that contributes to the making of a social world, we are taking a communication perspective” (p. 14). This literature review is a look at both how conflicts are constructed in communication and how conflict intervention is constructed in communication.  

Wilmot and Hocker (2001) inform their readers that communication and conflict are related in three ways. “Communication behavior often creates conflict, communication behavior reflects conflict, and communication is a vehicle for the productive or destructive management of conflict” (p. 43).  Wilmot and Hocker’s (2001) description of the three relationships between conflict and communication fits Mayer’s (2000) three-part framework for understanding conflict.  Wilmot and Hocker’s (2001) communication that creates conflict is in Mayer’s (2000) behavior (action) dimension of conflict.  Wilmot and Hocker’s (2001) communication that reflects conflict occurs within Mayer’s (2000) cognitive (perception) of conflict.  Communication as a vehicle for the productive or destructive management of conflict Wilmot and Hocker (2001) express most acutely impacts the emotional or feeling dimension Mayer (2000) elucidates.  

Littlejohn and Domenici (2001) share their insight that the communication perspective itself is systemic because it draws our attention to how things relate to one another and to the patterns of interaction in the system.  The purpose of this paper is focusing on conflict and the transformative possibilities inherent in it from a communication perspective.  Littlejohn and Domenici (2001) continue, saying, “Communication perspective focuses too on the ways that interaction both affects and is affected by something bigger, a kind of world, reality, environment, or context in which conflicts are understood and acted on” (p. 16).  Family conflict is one context in communication perspective. 

Conceptualizing Differing Conflict Strategies of Individuals and Families 


Wilmot and Hocker (2001) describe how power is structured in a conflict from and by the different chosen styles individuals come into it with. Conflict styles such as avoidance, aggression, or engagement and the historical factors accounting for their existence are explained in terms of this power structure theory.  They continue to explain how personal the family history of the individual affects their paradigm or set of assumptions about conflict.  Kheel (1999) states conflict necessitates recognizing or empathizing with your “opponents” or “family” member with whom you are in dispute. (p. 83).  Christenen and Jacobson (2000) compliment this view, adding that the emotional climate in a family in which an individual was raised as a ‘child’ influences what that respective individual “is comfortable with in the family they are a part of” as an ‘adult’ (p. 354).  The authors elaborate, saying conflict about the rules or agreements of conflict itself might create tension between partners raised in families with different conflict styles (p. 352).  Wilmot and Hocker (2001) name the agreed upon “rules” in conflict that are passed from one generation to another in particular families as “avoidant,” “collaborative,” and “aggressive” (Wilmot, Hocker 2001, p. 9). Bippus and Rollin (2003) in, Attachment Style Differences in Relational Maintenance and Conflict Behaviors: Friend’s Perceptions, quoted other researchers whom utilized terminology expressing attachment styles formulated by Hazan and Shaver (1987)—avoidant, secure, and anxious/ambivalent—and connected these with specific behavior/conflict responses such as “integrating,” “dominating,” “obliging,” “avoiding,” and “compromising.”  Each of these responses are in the spectrum between total self-concern and concern for other (2003, p. 114).  

“Avoidant” families would have avoidant attachment styles that would tend to have “avoiding” and “obliging” conflict behavior.  “Collaborative” families display a “secure” attachment style characterized by “integrating” and “compromising” behavior.  “Aggressive” families present an anxious attachment style correlating with a dominating behavior (Bippus, Rollin, 2003) (Wilmot, Hocker, 2001, p. 9).

Wrede (2003) used nearly identical language as Wilmot and Hocker (2001) when conceptualizing the conflict styles of mediation participants (collaborative, avoidant and distributive) and stated they were factors bearing on the management of verbal aggression in mediations.  The interchangeability of ‘distributive’ and ‘aggressive’ hints at a correlation between the “aggressive” (Wilmot, Hocker, 2001, p. 13) response to conflict and the “distributive view” of conflict (Bush, Folger, 1994, p. 57).  These writings show a weaker correlation between the “avoidant” (Wilmot, Hocker, 2001, p. 8) response to conflict and the “problem-solving” (Bush, Folger, 1994, p. 57) view of it. 

Other writings have implicitly suggested a correlation between the “collaborative” (Wilmot, Hocker, 1994, p.8) response to conflict and the “transformative” (Bush, Folger, 1994, p. 81) view of it.  Bush and Folger (1994) suggest the transformative view values the self/other balance of the collaborative response. They state, “We tried to articulate an alternative vision of conflict, based on a framework that values both personal strength and compassion for others, and then we began to explore how this vision could help people understand and enact mediation’s transformative potential”  (p. XVII). Ellis and Fisher’s (1994) research suggests families and other groups with a collaborative orientation have a more positive interaction.  Ellis and Fisher (1994) in Small Group Decision Making, say, “When anxiety is reduced and self-esteem is heightened, the members are more likely to perform with energy and enthusiasm.  When a person is not threatened by a group and is accepted by its members, the person is much more likely to participate in the group” (1994, p. 28).  Rephrased, the controlling behaviors associated with the ‘aggressive’ type of family unit inevitably limit social interaction.
Ruiz (1997) states those who lived through aggressive families had fear-based agreements inserted into our consciousness by figures of authority at a time in their life when they have did not  “the opportunity to choose what to believe” on “even the smallest of these agreements”  (Ruiz, 1997, p. 5).  By ‘fear-based agreements’ I perceive Ruiz means an individual’s perception that acting out of fear of punishment is preferable in circumstances than acting out of his/her true self.  Ruiz (1997) calls this a “system of punishment and reward…domestication” (p. 9).  Such “domestication” in the context of behavior intended to induce control of another’s spouse and/or children mitigates the degree to which the spouse and/or children effectively can pursue rewards from interaction by the avoidance of punishment through means of absconding of their true’ or private self. In Ruiz (2004) newest book, The Voice of Knowledge, he says, “Every time we judge ourselves, find ourselves guilty, and punish ourselves, it’s because the voice in our head is telling us lies.  Every time we have a conflict with our father, our mother, our children, or our beloved, it is because we believe in these lies, and they believe in them, too.  But it’s not just that.  When we believe in lies, we cannot see the truth, so we make thousands of assumptions and we take them as truth” (p.82).  


Kim and Min-Sun (2004) Utilize inductive conceptual reasoning in A Test of Cultural Model of Conflict Styles—the authors tested the validity of a process model of conflict.  The model tested essentially states a self-construal, or how one perceives themselves in relation to others, has been correlated with the degree of individualistic or collective impulse towards conflict. The hypothesis, when individuals perceive themselves, as a part of the whole, their face maintenance, or concerns in conflict are oriented towards the other participant in the conflict was proven accurate. Professor Ting-Toomey (1999) in a lecture defined “face” as “the interaction between the degree of threats or considerations one party offers to another party, and the degree of claim for a sense of self-respect (or demand for respect toward one's national image or cultural group) put forth by the other party in a given situation.”  The process model accurately predicted that those who construed the self as independent had an orientation to self face saving while those self-construed as interdependent had an orientation to “other-face saving” (Kim, Min-Sun, 2004, p. 222).


If this process model of conflict is correct as the study suggests, one inverse deduction of the model would predict the self-construal of a low power member of an “avoidant” (Wilmot, Hocker, 1994, p. 8) family would have a “primary orientation” during conflict to “other-face concern” (Kim, Min-Sun, 2004, p. 197).  The default, assumed rules for this family would mean, “don’t express strong feelings” and “don’t tell anyone else if there is a struggle” (Wilmot, Hocker, 2001, p. 8). The process model would also predict that members of an “aggressive family,” where the rules of conflict are based on the premise that “people who don’t engage are weak” and people who “win” are the most feared (Wilmot, Hocker, 2001, p. 9).  These family members in conflict would be primarily concerned with “self-face,” (Ting-Toomey, 2001, p. 87) as they are acting out an extreme individualist paradigm where they construe themselves as utterly disconnected from the whole.  The deductive conclusion of this theory in terms of “collaborative families” where the rules for conflict mean utilizing good listening skills yet also encourage members to say openly what they are feeling would have members that balance self and others’ face concerns during conflict.  Also, collaborative families see themselves both as autonomous entities as well as interconnected with the whole (Wilmot, Hocker, 2001, p. 9).  

Bush and Folger (1994) claim the only dispute resolution process that has the potential to positively change conflict communication is mediation due to the voluntary nature of the settlements, proclaiming that adjudication and arbitration both “disempower disputants in differing degrees, by taking control of outcome out of the parties hands and by necessitating reliance on professional representatives.  As for fostering recognition, at best these processes ignore it; at worst, they destroy even the possibility of recognition, by allowing or encouraging varying degrees of adversariness…. if the goal of transformation is important, only one dispute resolution process is likely to achieve it: mediation”(p. 31).


Mediation Defined

 
According to Mayer (2000), “mediation is an approach to conflict resolution in which a third party helps disputants arrive at a resolution to a conflict.  A mediator does not make a decision or impose a solution but rather assists the disputants as they attempt to find their own way through the conflict.  Mediation works. Under the right circumstances, it makes a big difference in how well people handle conflicts.  This seems clear from the many studies of mediation and from the increasing use of mediators” (p. 191).  

Zerkin (2003) places mediation, which ideally would be “expanding the conversation by intervention,” between the spectrum induced by the extremes of “unassisted negotiation” and “arbitration.” Zerkin (2003) goes on to assert it is “arguably the quintessential dispute resolution process” (2003, p. 57).  
What Is Transformative Mediation?


Bush and Folger (1994) speak of the potential of transformed relationships that mediations can incur. In other words, "mediation's greatest value lies in its potential not only to find solutions to people's problems but to change people themselves for the better, in the very midst of conflict" (Bush, Folger, 1994, p. VX).  Bush and Pope’s (2003) contention is that individuals thrust into conflict, no matter how strong or open to others, tend to experience states of weakness and self-absorption, two twin engines that reinforce the weakness and self-absorption of the other respective individual engaged in conflict. This situation propels both parties down the spiral of negative conflict interaction. Bush and Pope (2003) go on to state that supporting the self-strengthening of individuals temporarily weakened by conflict, transformative mediators are increasing the likelihood of satisfying relational intercommunication between the participants.


The theory of transformative mediation as illuminated by Bush and Pope (1994) in The Promise of Mediation claims a mediator can assist in creating a positive conflict interaction supporting empowerment and recognition.  The authors (1994) use the term “empowerment” to mean “The restoration to individuals of a sense of their own value and strength and their own capacity to handle life's problems” (p.2).    The authors also assert that by mediator support of empowerment, the parties gain “greater clarity about their goals, resources, options, and preferences” (Folger, Bush, 1994, p. 264).  


Other authors support the necessity of empowerment for relational maintenance, especially in terms of conflict behaviors.  For instance, Bippus and Rollins (2003) found in their study a correlation between individual’s satisfaction of their relationship with individuals and the degree those respective individuals are empowered.   In other words, the sense of security associated with an empowered individual correlated with satisfaction in friendship.  Their hypothesis is that friends of individuals with the “secure” attachment style characteristic of “integrative” and “compromising” propensities would report greater relationship satisfaction than friends of non-securely attached individuals was validated (p. 124). 
Bush and Folger (2001) define the kind of recognition experienced by an integrative personality as achieved when, given some degree of empowerment, a party to a dispute experiences an expanded willingness to acknowledge and be responsive to other parties’ situations and common human qualities. The authors went on to say recognition is “the evocation in individuals of acknowledgment and empathy for the situation and problems of others” (Bush & Folger, 1994, p. 2).  That is, considering that the other individual participant has a unique perspective and experience.  


Bierknes and Paranica (2002) agree with Bush and Folger that empowerment of an individual precedes that individual giving recognition. These authors conclude that an individual first must understand their own goals, before they are willing to regulate the thought inhibiting recognition to another person and foster the motivation to give recognition.  According to their theory, expressed by the acronym ARM, three components are said to be essential at maintaining key goals of the transformative framework—positively affecting personal relationships, and developing empathy: 1) self- awareness, 2) regulation of thoughts and behaviors and 3) motivation.  These three components also align with the three levels of mastery articulated by Ruiz.  .           

Ruiz Levels of Mastery, The Four Agreements and Mediation

Ruiz focuses on three levels of mastery: the “Mastery of Awareness,” “Mastery of Transformation,” and “Mastery of Love.”  Ruiz (1997) first book, The Four Agreements, refers to four agreements “created to assist you in the Art of Transformation, to help you break the limiting agreements, gain more personal power, and become stronger.  The stronger you get, the more agreements you can break until the moment comes when you make it to the core of all those agreements.”  (p.107,8). This means these four agreements were created to aid individuals in this “Art of Transformation” or what Ruiz (1997) also terms the Mastery of Transformation.

Ruiz (2000) says, “The Mastery of Awareness is the first step toward personal freedom, because we cannot be free if we don’t know what we are, where we are, or what kind of freedom we are looking for.  In this mastery, we become aware of the fog that is in our mind.  We become aware that we are dreaming all the time, and that everyone else is dreaming” (p. 4).  

Ruiz (2000) goes on to say, “What the Toltec call the second attention is about learning to use our attention for the second time to begin the transformation of our dream.  In the dream of the second attention, we control our attention from the inside, escape the dream of the planet, and create a brand new dream: our personal dream of heaven on earth…using our awareness, we can focus our attention in our everyday life to reprogram ourselves in our own way” (p. 89).  Covey (1989) conveys the same understanding, informing the reader that “whether we are aware of it or not, whether we are in control of it or not, there is a first creation to every part of our lives.  We are either the second creation of our own proactive design, or we are the second creation of other people’s agendas, of circumstances, or of past habits” (p.100).  Ruiz (1997):  “If we can see it is our agreements which rule our life, and we don’t like the dream of our life, we need to change the agreements.  When we are finally ready to change our agreements, there are four very powerful agreements that will help us break those agreements that come from fear and deplete our energy.  Each time you break an agreement, all the power you used to created returns to you.  If you adopt these four new agreements, they will create enough personal power for you to change the entire system of your old agreements” (p. 23).

The Four Agreements are as follows:  

· Be Impeccable with your Word- Speak with integrity. Say only what you mean. Avoid using the word to speak against yourself or to gossip about others. Use the power of your word in the direction of truth and love.
· Don’t Take Anything Personally- Nothing others do is because of you. What others say and do is a projection of their own reality, their own dream. When you are immune to the opinions and actions of others, you will not be the victim of needless suffering.
· Don’t Make Assumptions- Find the courage to ask questions and to express what you really want. Communicate with others as clearly as you can to avoid misunderstandings, sadness and drama. With just this one agreement, you can completely transform your life.
· Always Do Your Best- Doing your best is taking the action because you love it, not because you are expecting a reward.  Your best is going to change from moment to moment; it will be different when you are healthy as opposed to sick. Under any circumstance, simply do your best and you will avoid self-judgment, self-abuse and regret.  (Ruiz, 1997). 

Roman and Packer (1989), who claim their channeled spirit guides, Orin and Daben, gave them the teachings in the book Creating Money, connect Ruiz’ (1997) fourth agreement with empowerment.  Roman and Packer (1989) say, “As you serve and empower others, find your life’s work, and do what you love rather than what you think will bring you money, you will become highly magnetic to money”  (p xxii). 

Serving and empowering others is fulfilling the last level of Mastery, “the Mastery of Love” (Ruiz, 2000, p. 5). “When you are aware that no one else can make you happy, and that happiness is the result of your love, this becomes the greatest mastery of the Toltec’s: the Mastery of Love” (Ruiz, p. 71, 1999)


Bierknes and Paranica’s (2002) first element in their acronym ARM, “self-awareness,” most obviously correlates with Ruiz’ (1997) ‘Mastery of Awareness.’  Mastery of the transformation of participant agreements concerning conflict or those they are in conflict with induces the second element, ‘regulation of thoughts and behaviors.’  Mediator support of party empowerment by asking open ended questions concerning party “goals, resources, options, and preferences” (Folger, Bush, 1994, p. 264) is conducive to participants’ mastery of self-awareness that precedes the participants “Mastery of Transformation” (Ruiz, 1997, Pg 100) or the creation of self-agreements based on self-love and love of other. “You have already mastered fear and self-rejection; now you are returning to self-love.  You can be so strong and so powerful that with your self-love you transform your personal dream from fear to love, from suffering to happiness.”  (Ruiz, 1999, Pg. 197)  In other terms, The Mastery of Love is the end result of transforming all self-agreement love-based.  In The Mastery of Love, Ruiz (1999) says, “Use your imagination to explore new possibilities, to create new agreements based on respect and love” (p.88). The Mastery of Love correlates with the last element of ARM, ‘motivation.’ Ruiz self-love and love of other correlate with Bush and Folger’s empowerment and recognition, the two factors motivating a transformation of party interactions.  The process of self-love or the idea Ruiz shared with Bush and Folger (1994) of self-strengthening occurs during an individual’s empowerment.  The process of love of other occurs during the giving of recognition to another.  Sanaya and Packer (1988) repeat the previous idea in saying, “When you … love you recognize the potential that lies within the other person and help him or her create it” (Sanaya, Packer, pg. 8, 1988). 
Bush and Folger (1994) state that the validation felt by a party receiving recognition is an aspect of empowerment.  To put this in Ruizian terms, love of other supports the others self-love.  Ellis and Fisher (1994) use different terms validate the effectiveness of recognition in preventing or deescalating conflict. “Conflict and disagreement can help clarify ideas and positions, but no group succeeds unless its members support one another.  Listening to other group members and asking questions that draw out the opinions and perspectives of others are the best ways to develop supportive and cooperative environments” (pg. 204).  

The three theorized levels of Mastery given to Ruiz also closely correlate with the components of psychological research Scientist Dr W. Kim Halford of Griffith University in Australia.  Dr. Halford states that empirically evaluated proven successful relationship education contains four elements: awareness, feedback, cognitive change and skills training. The Mastery of Awareness most obviously correlates with the awareness component Halford (2004) defined. The author says:   

Awareness focuses on the transmission of information, clarification of expectations, and increasing couples’ awareness of key relationship processes that influence relationship outcomes. Feedback consists of individualized assessment and feedback to the couple about their current relationship functioning. Cognitive change attempts to encourage attitudes and thoughts believed to promote positive couple relationships. Skills training involve couples receiving a mixture of lectures, demonstrations, and opportunities to practice key relationship skills (p. 559).
 


 
Ruiz (1997) ‘Mastery of Awareness’ encompasses Halford’s (2004) ‘awareness.’ That is, Halford’s (2004) “intra-transmission of information” between the parties may include differing rules/agreements regarding how they interact, especially in conflict- what Halford (2004) terms “clarification of expectations” influencing conflict dynamics.  Halford’s (2004) “cognitive change” is the essential aspect of Ruiz (1997) Mastery of Transformation.  Cognitive change is also the main purpose of Bush and Folger’s (1994) transformative mediator.  

This is how the transformative idea conceptually links transformative mediation and the Mastery of Transformation; the transformative mediator is supporting transformation of the mediated party’s internal and external dialogue.  Jonathan G. Shailor (1993) in Empowerment in Dispute Mediation by, the author defines the idea of empowerment in the context of mediation as “the appropriate elaboration or transformation of disputant identities, relationships, moral orders, (and) cultural patterns” (p.31).  In other terms, a transformative mediation is catalytic to the transformation of individuals creating new agreements that “support life, which add to our joy, to our happiness, to our freedom” (Ruiz, 2000, p. 90).  In Halford’s (2004) terminology, mediator “feedback” consisting of “individualized” support for transforming relationship agreements of the participants tends to induce increased interactional “relationship functioning.”  Halford (2004) proclaims these “cognitive change attempts” or increasingly reprogramming our internal Ruizian (1997) agreements, especially about the types of agreements about conflict that Halford (2004) says, “encourage attitudes and thoughts believed to promote positive couple relationships”  (p. 559).  


The last named graduations of Ruiz (1999) and Halford (2004)—the ‘Mastery of Love’ and ‘skills training’ also have a connection.  This skills training involves couples receiving a “mixture of lectures, demonstrations, and opportunities to practice key relationship skills” (559, 560).  Is there a more important skill to train for in a relationship than first self-love and secondly love of others?  In The Mastery of Love, Ruiz (1999) says in a prayer, “Let our self-love be the power that changes the dream of our life.  With this new power in our hearts, the power of self-love, let us transform every relationship we have, beginning with the relationship we have with ourselves” (p. 204).  

 Mediator Strategy for Differing Communication Styles


Being an experienced conflict resolution practitioner, Mayer (2000) has concluded the “following attitudinal principles are the basis of successful communication for everyone, particularly when dealing with conflict” (p.121).  They are: 

1. Caring about what others are saying is the key to good communication.  

2. There is always new information to learn from a communication.  
3. Good communication requires focused energy.  
4. Effective communication requires a joint effort between speaker and listener. 
5.  Communicating is different from persuading, evaluating, and problem solving.  
6. Tolerance of people’s difficulty in communicating (including your own) is essential. 
7.  The best communication occurs when people are genuine and natural. (p.121,122)     


In the pageless internet article, Communication and Conflict: Managing Verbal Aggression in Mediation, Robert K. Wrede (2003) concludes from personal experience as a mediator that a correlation between positive articulate arguing and the collaborative strategy is most effective for resolving disputes.  Wrede’s (2003, ¶43) recommendation for encouraging collaborative, integrative strategies for both mediation participants include alertness to the non-verbal and verbal beginnings of “verbal aggression,” which the author defines as “message behavior that attacks a person’s self-concept in order to deliver psychological pain.” Wrede (2003) included other suggestions, such as beginning the mediation by seeking the parties’ mutual acceptance of the importance of a collaborative set-up to co-solve the problem, rather than attacking each other, avoiding criticism of participants, and set the superior example of conduct for the participants to follow.   


Werner (1994) points to the fact that disclosive first person statements, instead of criticism, by the mediator are conducive to increasingly successful relationship transforming mediations.  Werner (1994) concluded that during successful mediation sessions, although the mediator's own “disclosive ‘I’ statements are relatively few,” there is a “significant difference” between her “use of them during successful and unsuccessful sessions” (p. 21). Werner advances possible explanations for the importance of this difference.  That is, these disclosures “encourage disputants' to reciprocate the disclosure” (p. 28).  This would be an example of modeling Covey (2004) said was an essential element for the fruition of empowerment.  He said, “Where there is low trust, we focus on modeling trustworthiness to create trust” (p. 113). In other words, through engaging in personal disclosure, the mediator models trust in terms of both giving and accepting it. 


In the pageless internet article Attribution Theory & De-Escalation: Transforming Concrete into Abstract as a Method of Conflict Management, Kenneth Gorton (2003, ¶2), a professional mediator, elaborates on two techniques for conflict de-escalation he contends supports participant capacity for rationally solving their problems. Gorton’s first technique is termed “Emotional Reframing,” which involved a deep acknowledgement of the parties concerns with matched emotional intensity, while shifting away from the combative element of the message and redirecting the conversation into a collaborative framework. He says this emotional de-escalation creates a connection between the mediator and the participant that can be used to “redirect the message and de-escalate the conflict.” (¶8)


Gorton’s (2005, ¶9) second technique “Replacing Negative Attributions with Perspectivism,” attempts to ask questions conducive to each parties increased recognition of the others perspective, what Bush and Folger (1994) claim as a vital co-goal of the transformative mediator.  First, Gorton (2005, ¶11) asks each party to articulate what they perceive the other party wants.  In doing so, this minimizes assumptions either party might have had concerning the other party they are in dispute.  This, of course, would be following the third principle of Ruiz’ (1997) book, The Four Agreements, “don’t make assumptions” (p. 63).  The next step Gorton (2005, ¶11) takes is to ask respective mediated participants what they would do if they were in the position of the party they are in dispute with.  Gorton (2005, ¶1) claims both of these techniques support mediated parties’ embrace of a productive framework.


Gorton (2005) adheres to Wilmot and Hocker’s (2001) perception there are three approaches to changing conflict: “Try to change the other party,” “Try to alter the conflict conditions,” and “Change your own communication and/or perceptions” (p.239).     According to Wilmot and Hocker (2001), changing your own communication and/or perceptions is usually the most difficult, and, paradoxically, the most successful option in conflict.  This option challenges an individual to “unilaterally change communication without an expectation the other person changes” (p. 239).  This would be an element of Ruiz’ (1999) definition of love: “love has no expectations” (p. 59).  Changing the communications and perceptions of each party involved in a dispute is Gorton’s (2005) aspiration.  


Gorton (2005,¶5) quotes a term coined by Franz Heider in 1958, the “Fundamental Attribution Error,” that essentially states when in conflict parties tend to perceive the actions of the other party in terms of a lack of character while perceiving their own actions as product of circumstance.  The previous theory reinforces Bush and Folger’s (1994) notion that conflicting parties’ ability to recognize the other party’s perspective is lessened due to the state of temporary position of relative “weakness” induced by conflict (p.3).  A change to a more productive framework necessitates Gorton’s (2005,¶8) “de-escalation” of the “emotional dynamic” behind the conflict.  Two such ‘emotional dynamics’ Gorton (2005) mentions he observed as a mediator were the negative escalatory tendencies of the parties, and each party tending to perceive “their own behavior as caused by circumstances beyond their control, and the other’s behavior as a personality flaw.”   


Gorton (2005,¶8) theorizes that once emotional de-escalation has allowed for “rational” problem solving, the art of sparking questions by a mediator has a higher probability of mutual parties possessing increased what he terms “multi-perspectivism” or the willingness and ability to grasp the perspective of self and others simultaneously.  


Covey (2004) found a very similar experience using a “Talking Stick” (p.197) that verifies Gorton’s (2005) contention that once parties know they have been listened to and understood, their willingness to listen to other perspectives increases. Talking sticks are a Native American tradition and are passed from person to person in circles.  Covey (2004) explains:

Only the person holding the Talking Stick is permitted to speak…until…satisfied… (they) are understood.  Others are not permitted to make their points…All they may do is attempt to understand you and then articulate that understanding….As soon as you feel understood, it is your obligation to pass the Talking Stick to the next person and then to work to make him feel understood.  As he makes his points, you have to listen, restate and empathize until he feels truly understood.  This way, all of the parties involved take responsibility for one hundred percent of the communication, both speaking and listening.  Once each party feels understood, an amazing thing usually happens.  Negative energy dissipates, contention evaporates, mutual respect grows, and people become creative.  New ideas emerge.  Third alternatives appear. (p. 197) 


Covey’s (2004) use of the talking stick parallel Bush and Folger’s (1994) “reflection” (p. 268) practice they articulated as a skill for transformative mediators.  However, in this case, each participant in the ‘circle’ is using reflection, not the formal mediator.  


Kheel (1999) agrees with both previously mentioned authors, saying the most effective method of defining the issues in mediation is by “having both sides state their position...in the presence of each other.”  This he says will cause both party statements to be “subject to questioning by their opponents…of their respective inaccuracies” (p. 78). This is what Bush and Folger (1994) sought to convey in different terminology-a balance of empowerment (self-face) and recognition (other-face). 

Littlejohn and Domenici (2001) concur with the general sentiment of Kheel (1999) and Gorton (2003), asserting mediators/servant leaders “must be able and willing to help” individuals “learn processes and skills for exploring multiple perspectives without threat” (p.95).  Putting those ideas into communication terms, transformative mediation espoused by Bush and Pope integrates the other and self- face maintenance concerns of respective parties indicative of the Covey’s (1991) “win-win” (p. 205) perspective.  This is the previously mentioned “collaborative” communication style that balances valuing others voices with expressing their own voice. (Wilmot, Hocker, 2001, p. 9) While the idea of recognition focuses on the “other” participant’s perspective, empowerment focuses on the “self.” 


Bush and Folger’s (1994) transformative mediator supporting party empowerment and recognition, she or he is modeling the collaborative family conflict tendency that balances ‘self’ and ‘other’ face/concerns.  The collaborative integration of both self and other concerns/face is captured in Covey’s (1991) definition of maturity: “the balance between courage and consideration” (p. 61).   


 Balancing courage and consideration is necessitated for achieving one of the principles Mayer (2000) advocated for successful communication.  That is, “effective communication requires a joint effort between speaker and listener” (p. 121). The validity of this finding is reinforced by Gorton’s (2005) elaboration of the relationship between the parties knowing they have been listened to and understood on a deep emotional level and their willingness to listen to other perspectives is reinforced by Mayer’s (2000) opinion that “good communication stems from intention not technique.  If people put their full and focused energy into communicating, they can make lots of mistakes and still be effective” (p.120).


 Energy, Intent and Conflict Communication
Just as Mayer’s (2000) did in the previous quote, consistently I have found authors of communication studies using the terms ‘energy’ and ‘intention.’

Susan Scott (2002), author of Fierce Conversation, agrees.  She espouses the principle, “Obey Your Instincts” during each conversation.  She defines this principle as listening for emotion and intent, as well as content (p.165). Scott elaborates, “There are things our gut knows long before our intellect agent is sending us messages.  We hear them in our heads, feel them in our guts, discern them in our hearts” (p.166).   

St. Clair’s (1989,¶1) purpose in the essay, Cultural Wisdom, Communication Theory and the Metaphor of Resonance, is to impart the underrated value of the metaphor of resonance and to compare it with western cultures metaphor of communication, the language or conduit metaphor.   He defines the conduit metaphor as, “the complexity of knowledge through symbols or forms acting as the ’go-between’ or conduit.  The resonance metaphor, on the other hand, synthesizes experiences and emphasizes wisdom over knowledge, silence over verbosity and the reenactment of reality through rituals rather than the representation of reality through symbolism.”  This, he explains, enables people to share or “resonate” emotions with them along with other profound human experiences not normally communicable through language form systems.  Following Susan Scott’s (2002) suggesting to ‘obey your instincts’ while listening who others’ communicated emotion, intent and content, is acting out of what St. Clair (1989) terms the ‘resonance metaphor’ of communication rather than our Western cultures default usage of the ‘conduit metaphor.’

 In St. Clair’s (1989, ¶1) words, “The resonance metaphor, on the other hand, synthesizes experiences and enables people to identify with the wisdom of others, and to share emotions with them.”  An individual named Joseph J. Weed who was a lifelong student of esoteric philosophy wrote a book called Wisdom of the Mystic Masters.  In it he said, “Every human being uses two kinds of energy, physical energy and soul (or psychic) energy.  Our physical energy comes to us from what we eat and drink and from the air we breathe.  A small part of our psychic energy comes to us this way but most of it comes through our psychic centers.  These centers can be likened to transformers which tap the sea of energy around us and condition it for our use.” (1973, p.3)  Weed (1973) goes on to say, “You can injure by thought and by emotion as well as in physical action, probably more so.” (p.31) Covey (1989) says, “Your character is constantly radiating, communicating.  From it, in the long run, I come to instinctively trust or distrust you and your efforts with me.” (p.238)

Covey’s (1989) experience reinforces the validation of Shannon and Isenhour’s (2004) statement in their internet article Listening to TRANSCEND Conflict that “listening can also open up ‘blocks’ where the potential energy of creativity lies dormant.”  Ruiz (1997) also mentions energy associated with speaking.  He points out in the book, The Four Agreements, that being impeccable with your word is using “your energy in the direction of truth and love for yourself.” (p.32), sharing with. Shannon & Isenhour (2004) and Covey (1989) this notion: That non-verbal and verbal communication encapsulates powerful energy that every human transfers and receives.  Just as one can learn to transfer positive energy by being ‘impeccable with your word,’ we can learn to improve our character and in doing so, transfer energy non-verbally through radiating intent.  By doing so, we hold the key to transcending conflict and transforming relationships (Shannon & Isenhour, 2004).

Personal Transformation and Conflict Communication at Work
Bush/Folger (1994), Ruiz (1997) and Covey (2004) all believe in the capacity of individuals to transform (Bush, Folger, 1994, p. 82) (Ruiz, 1997, p. 126) (Covey, 2004, p. 43) their self and in doing so, transform their relationships.  In The Seven Habits of Highly Effective People, Steven Covey (1989) said, “Between stimulus and response, man has the freedom to choose” (p.70).  What this means in other words is, “the ability to subordinate an impulse to a value” (Covey, 1989, p. 72). This was Habit 1—“Be Proactive” or “recognizing that we are responsible for our own choices and have the freedom to choose based on principles and values rather than on moods or conditions”  (Covey, 2004, p. 152). Ruiz (1999) shares a similar realization, saying, “If you can control your reaction, you will find that soon you are going to see, meaning to perceive things as they really are” (p. 108).  The other six habits included: 

· Begin with the End in Mind- Using unique human capacities of self-awareness, imagination, and conscience to examine first creations and make it possible to take charge of our own first creation, to write our own script based on our personally chosen principles.

· Put First Things First-the exercise of independent will toward becoming principle-centered.

· Think Win-Win-is a frame of mind that constantly seeks mutual benefit in all human interactions.  With a win/win solution, agreements are mutually satisfying, and a cooperative approach is preferred.  

· Seek First to Understand…Then be Understood-“involves a very deep shift in paradigm.  We typically seek first to be understood.  Most people do not listen with the intent to reply.  They’re either speaking or preparing to speak” (p. 239).  “When you listen with empathy to another person, you give that person psychological air.  And after that vital need is met, you can then focus on influencing or problem solving” (p. 241).
· Synergize-“the whole is greater than the sum of its parts…the relationship which the parts have to each other is a part in and of itself… the most catalytic, the most empowering, the most unifying, and the most exciting part...is to apply the principles of creation cooperation…” (p. 263).
· Sharpen the Saw-is “preserving and enhancing the greatest asset you have—you” (Covey, p. 288, 1989). 

In his newest book, The Eighth Habit: Finding Your Voice, Covey (2004) called the ‘Seven Habits’ “universal, timeless principles belonging to all humanity…organized into an actionable, sequential framework of thinking” (p. 60). He defines the eighth habit, as “finding your voice and inspiring others to find theirs” (p. 5).
For Bush and Folger (1994), a transformative mediator values a permanent, positive alteration in the interaction process between the participants (p. 23). By following Ruiz (1997) suggestion to “not take anything personally” (p. 32) a mediator has Covey’s (1989) greater “space between stimulus and response” (p. 69) to choose a reaction that is congruent to valuing the transformation of the participants future interactions independent of mediator intrusion.  This would be Covey’s (2004) “proactivity” (p. 152) for a Transformative Mediator; recognizing “their own responsibility and freedom to choose a response based their principles and values” (Covey, 2004, p. 152). The “end in mind” (Covey, 1989, p. 53) valued for a transformative mediator, is the relationship transformation of the participants from dependence to independence on the mediator to solve their own problems.  Bush and Folger (1994) state that in transformative mediations “Participants … have gained a greater sense of self-respect, self-reliance, and self-confidence.  This has been called the empowerment dimension of the process” (p. 20).

  This emphasis on valuing the growth of independence is the exact opposite of what Covey (2004) perceives as the “co-dependent culture:”

The widespread reluctance to take initiative, to act independently, only fuels formal leaders’ imperative to direct or manage their subordinates.  This, they believe, is what they must do in order to get followers to act.  And this cycle quickly escalates into codependency.  Each party’s weakness reinforces and ultimately justifies the other’s behavior (p. 17).

Covey (2004) goes on to agree with Bush and Pope’s analysis, as well as use the same terminology.  In the transformative story told by Bush and Pope (1994) the response to conflict itself helps transform individuals from fearful, defensive, or self-centered beings into confident, responsive, and caring ones, ultimately transforming society as well”  (p.85). 
Quite similarly, Covey (1989) claims the Seven Habits “move us progressively on a Maturity Continuum from dependence to independence to interdependence” (p.49). Covey (1989) continues,  “As we become independent—proactive, centered in correct principles, value driven and able to organize and execute around the priorities in our life with integrity—we then can choose to become interdependent—capable of building rich, enduring, highly productive relationships with other people” (p. 187). 

Bush/Folger (1994) and Covey (1989) establish the relationship between empowerment and independence, as well as recognition and interdependence.  

For Covey (2004), “empowering enthrones self-control, self-management and self-organizing.” (p. 253) Covey (2004) termed supporting empowerment “co-missioning” that “takes place, not just in organizational pathfinding, but at the team, project, task, or job level, where the basic needs of the people and organization overlap, it taps into passion, energy and drive—in short, voice” (p. 253).  Covey (1989) states “true independence of character empowers us to act rather than be acted upon.  It frees us from our dependence on circumstances and other people and is a worthy, liberating goal” (p.50). As the goal of empowerment is “strengthening of the individual” (Bush, Folger, 1994, p. XVII), especially during conflict, empowerment does not happen through directive approaches by the mediator as this only reinforces a dependency on the mediator to solve participants’ problems (Bush, Folger, 1994).  Covey (2004) anticipates how some might react to the previous statement, saying, “You might ask, “Well, if you empower people to this extent, why do you need supervisors at all?”  The simple answer is to set up the conditions of empowerment and then to get out of people’s way, clear their path and become a source of help as requested.  This is servant leadership” (p. 264).  Bush and Folger (1994) agree. That is why in The Promise of Mediation they make a concerted effort to distinguish their transformative view of conflict that focuses on relationship change verses the problem solving view that considers solving the participants problems for them as the primary objective of mediation.  Mayer (2000) echoes this idea saying, “In serious conflict, it is not the absence of an effective solution that perpetuates the struggle but the lack of an effective process or structure of interaction” (p. 194).  This harmonizes with Littlejohn and Domenici (2001) definition of a systemic practitioner as someone asking questions and suggesting processes that enable the system to find a course that can lead to a positive future (p. 18).  Covey (2004) gave a concrete example articulated as five questions that he considered a “servant leader” could ask an employee to gauge worker empowerment/productivity.  These where, “How is it going?, What are you learning?, What are your goals?, How can I help you?, and How am I doing as a helper?”  (p. 261).  

Although Bush and Folger (1994) to my memory never utilize the term ‘interdependence,’ the idea of a relationship between ‘recognition’ of another’s perspective and increasing the capacity of relational ‘interdependence’ was present sub-textually when they said “the transformative response to conflict itself helps transform individuals from … self-centered beings into…caring ones, ultimately transforming society as well”  (p.85).   When an individual recognizes their interdependence with another, they care more about that other person.  Covey (1989): “Interdependence is a far more mature, more advanced concept….If I am emotionally interdependent, I derive a great sense of worth within myself, but I also recognize the need for love, for giving, and for receiving love from others” (p. 51).   


In the study, Conflict as Interactional Accomplishment in Japanese: Arguments in University Faculty Meetings, Saft and Scott (2004) analyze conversational dynamics used by faculty member participants.  This study reinforced the notion that eastern cultures show an appreciation of interdependency and concern for other’s face during conflict than western cultures. On one side of this spectrum is America, with the extreme individualistic and low-context culture.  On the other side of this spectrum are far eastern peoples whose cultures are more collectivistic and high-context.  Does this explain how Deming’s quality control techniques—that emphasized transformation of management and workers relations with a paradigm of interdependency—much more accepted in Japan than in America?


During the 1950s, America leads the world in mass production.  As the 1980's progressed, Japan began exporting numerous products of higher quality, and less expensive than U.S. produced goods. Japan attained this superiority through the implementation of quality control techniques taught to the Japanese by W. Edwards Deming. Deming (1986) said, “Western style of management must change to halt the decline of Western industry….the transformation can only be accomplished by man, not by hardware (computers, gadgets, automation, new machinery).  A company can not buy its way into quality”  (p. 18).


  According to Deming’s (2000) “System of Profound Knowledge,” a system is “a network of interdependent parts that work together” with a common purpose.  Thus, “each member of that system is indoctrinated with the overall mission and clearly understands their role in it” (p. 93).  This clearly fits within the parameters of “empowerment” as defined by Folger and Bush (1994) as “greater clarity about their goals, resources, options, and preferences” (p. 264).   Deming (2000) stated that the organization is a system and as such, “a manager understands and conveys to his people the meaning of the system (mission and vision) and how the group supports these aims.” (p. 94) This is the element of leadership empowerment Covey (2004) states as focusing “on aligning goals, structures, systems and processes to encourage and nurture the empowerment of people and culture to serve the vision and the values”  (p. 256, 257).


Deming’s line of thinking was very similar to what Covey (2004) is saying, “Seeing and harnessing the power of a third dimension to the 7 Habits that meets the central challenge of the new Knowledge Worker Age.  The eighth habit is finding your voice and inspire others to find theirs” (p. 5).  Covey (2004) says, “Because many in positions of authority do not see the true worth and potential of their people and do not possess a complete, accurate, understanding of human nature, they manage people as they do things.  This lack of understanding also prevents them from tapping into the highest motivations, talents and genius of people” (p. 16).  For Covey (2004), this is just the opposite of empowerment or “disempowerment” (p.16).                                                                                                       


Covey (2004) asserts that empowerment through this directed autonomy was the fruit, not root, of what he termed “modeling,” “path finding,” and “aligning” (p. 272, 273).  In other words, for Covey (2004) empowerment is at least partly a function of environment where leadership is “modeling trustworthiness to create trust” (p.271).  This idea is reaffirmed in Principle-Centered Leadership, as Covey states (1991): “you can’t have empowerment without first having trust.  If you don’t trust the people…you must use control rather than agreement” (p. 57).  For Covey (2004) “pathfinding creates order without demanding it.  That means when people identify and are involved in the strategic decisions, particularly on values and high-priority goals, they emotionally connect.”  He defines aligning “structures, systems, and processes…a form of nourishing the body politic.” Covey (2004) expands on the empowerment definition, adding, “It unleashes human potential with out external motivation.  Empowering produces cultural moral authority” (p.273).   


 Covey (2004) contends three alternatives exist for attempting to empower people: “control,” “abandon,” or “directed autonomy through win-win agreements around cascading line-of-sight goals and accountability for results” (p. 250).  He states, “Essentially the win-win agreement is a psychological contract…It represents a clear mutual understanding and commitment regarding expectations in five areas: first, desired results; second, guidelines; third, resources; forth, accountabilities; and fifth, consequences” (Covey, 1991, p. 192).


Deming’s (2000) System of Profound Knowledge stipulates “Each member of that system is indoctrinated with the overall mission and clearly understands their role in it” (p.93) and is not only an example of Covey’s (1991) “win-win agreement” (p. 192). This is an example of “aligning goals, structures, systems, and processes to encourage and nurture the empowerment of people” (2004, p. 256, 257).  In other words, Deming’s System of Profound Knowledge contains an element of Covey (2004) and Bush/Folger’s (1994) definition of empowerment.     

 The other vital co-element of transformative mediation as perceived by Bush and Folger (1994), “recognition” (p. 3) was found to be a worker “motivator” (114) by Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) who espoused a two-prong theory of worker motivation comprised of ‘Hygiene’ and ‘Motivator’ factors.  Hygiene factors do not lead to higher levels of motivation yet without them there is dissatisfaction.  Examples include policies and administration, supervision received while on job, interpersonal relations, salary, and security (Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959). The two assertions of the theory neatly fit into Bush Folger language—hygiene factors that support individual worker empowerment by necessity do not lead to higher levels of motivation yet without them there is dissatisfaction and that ‘recognition’ complemented empowering hygiene factors as a primary ‘motivator.’  Motivators are “the factors that lead to positive job attitudes… (that) satisfies the individual’s need for self-actualization…such as achievement, recognition, growth/advancement, and interest in job” (Herzberg, 1959, p 114).  As Bush and Folger (1994) point out, the Herzberg’s (1959) ‘self-actualization’ that precedes the individual’s sense of self-worth and his or her own ability to deal with whatever difficulties life is an associated element of “empowerment” (Bush, Folger, 1994, p.3).  Here again, recognition from one is empowering (self-actualizing) to another.  

Conversely, recognition is achieved when, given some degree of empowerment, disputing parties experience an expanded willingness to acknowledge and be responsive to other parties’ situations and common human qualities (Bush, Folger, 1994).  This is another example of how recognition and empowerment affect each other positively.  In doing so, mutual party recognition and empowerment are an example of what Ellis and Fisher (1994) term a “feedback cycle” or an “action that sets in motion of sequence of actions indicative of group communication” (p. 11).  Supporting empowerment and recognition are then systemic communication interventions designed to invite the system (i.e., participants and mediator) to look at its feedback loops and think creatively about new ways to respond (Littlejohn, Domenici, 2001).   

In her article, Facilitating Productive Conflict, Van Sylke (1997) offers her perspective about how leaders can construct an inter-organization work environment that during moments of conflict can create either learning or hostility.  She too, senses the importance of integrating other and self-face maintenance.   She states, “By guiding conflict from positional disagreement to an exchange of ideas, we create an atmosphere of understanding and trust” (p. 18).  Kheel (1999) mentions three “fundamental techniques” articulated in the book, How to Influence People by Dale Carnegie, that integrate smoothly with Van Sylke’s (1997) perspective, and that he has found useful in dispute resolution.  The are as follows: “don’t criticize, condemn or complain” about the person you are trying to influence; express “honest and sincere appreciation” of what that person does/says and arouse in him an “eager want” by speaking in terms of her or his interests (p. 28).  Werner (1994) agrees with Kheel (1999), stating, “Mediators who are successful spend more time discussing possible solutions and terms of the final agreement and less time making behavioral prescriptions” (p. 25). One of her conclusions includes a relationship between successful (by her definition, agreement forming) mediations and increased frequency of interjections, especially for the clarification of ideas being exchanged between participants.  This inter-transference of ideas could substantiate what Covey (2004) would term “pathfinding” or “aligning” (p. 271). Covey (2004) enumerates, “Where there is no common vision or values, we focus on pathfinding to build a common vision and set of values.  Where there is misalignment, we focus on aligning goals, structures, systems and processes to encourage and nurture the empowerment of people and culture to serve the vision and the values” (p. 271).


Covey’s plan for organizational structure is closely aligned with Scotts (2002) second principle—“Come Out from Behind Yourself into the Conversation and Make It Real,” which is a challenge to all for greater authenticity.  She informs us that because individuals’ lives whose authentic expressions have been suppressed by primarily considering the negative consequences of another’s disapproval.   If a mediator or “servant leader” (Covey, 2004, p. 264) of a organization is coming out from her or his self and making the conversation real, the mediator/servant leader creates a new model of openness for the participants to follow.  Werner’s (1994) research suggests this model of openness is effective both in the context of a mediator with participants, but also a servant/leader and employer.  The finding of Werner’s (1994) study was an increased frequency of other specific mediator behavior that correlated with successful mediations.  These behaviors included a mediator’s “own disclosure statements,” “mediator requests for disclosure,” and “supportive remarks are those statements that indicate understanding, common interests and goals, and compatibilities between partners.”  Self-disclosure was identified by the authors of Small Group Decision Making as an “effective strategy for increasing group cohesiveness” (p. 31).  

Ruiz (1999) states in The Mastery of Love, that “the real us is pure love; we are Life.  The real us has nothing to do with the Dream, but the mitote—that is, the Dream of the Planet with all the rules of society, its laws, its religions, its different cultures, and ways to be—keeps us from seeing what we really are”  (Ruiz, 1999, p.15).  In the work setting, as elsewhere, a formal and informal mediator assists with the free exchange of information in an effort to purge the mitote or cloud/false dream that keeps us from understanding each other, which positively affects the evolution of the small group and interaction of the mediated participants’ relationship.  Self-disclosure then, would be modeling openness increasing the likelihood of increased free exchange of information between participants.

Summary

Much of the material was complementary in this literature review.  Similar ideas where expressed with some shared vocabulary.  The vocabulary was somewhat specialized to the field of mediation, self-help, and communication.  Bush and Folger’s ‘empowerment’ and ‘recognition’ are academic terms useful in a formalized, particular circumstance which Ruiz general notions about self-love and love-of-others encapsulates.  Ruiz mastery of awareness, mastery of transformation, and mastery of love can be achieved through mediator support of empowerment and recognition.  

Other authors, such as Ellis and Fisher (1994) reaffirm the value of empowerment and recognition when they state, “Listening to other group members and asking questions that draw out the opinions and perspectives of others are the best ways to develop supportive and cooperative environments.”   Through listening to other group members, one is opening the door to ‘recognition.’  By asking questions that draw out the opinions and perspectives of others, one is “encouraging and helping the parties to use the conflict to realize and actualize their inherent capacities both for strength of self and for relating to others.”  (Bush, Folger, 1994, p. 82)


This transformative assistance is meant to correct maladaptive responses to conflict that society has utilized and supporting Wilmot and Hocker’s (1994) collaborative response to conflict that balances “self” and “other” face concerns  (Ting-Toomey, 1999).  Whereas, the ‘avoidant’ and ‘aggressive’ have an imbalance between concern for self and other; one being overly concerned with self to the detriment of others, the other being so unconcerned with self as to sacrifice their aspirations and expressions of feelings (Wilmot, Hocker, 2001) (Bippus and Rollin, 2003).  The “distributive view” (Bush, Folger, 1994, p. 57) is an agreement requiring fear as the prime motivator, a ‘fear-based agreement’ (Ruiz, 1997, p.74) tending to induce an aggressive response to conflict where ‘survival of the fittest describes the general climate of the family’ (Wilmot, Hocker, 1994, p. 9). The problem solving view is also connected with the avoidant response.  Having the mediator ‘solve your problems for you’ is avoiding learning new mechanisms to cope with conflict.  The underlying fear-based agreement Ruiz would speak of present in the problem solving view is that individuals are not capable of dealing with their problems or changing.  In Ruzian terms, Bush and Folger’s (1994) transformative view is founded on a ‘love-based agreement’ also held by Covey (1989)—that individuals are intrinsically good and capable of attaining higher levels of in the two elements of moral growth: strength of self and compassion for others.  Balancing these two aspects during conversational ebb and flow results in a collaborative interaction during conflict.


In this paper, I connected and contrasted the abstract notions previously explained and the concrete experience, communication conflict theory and practice, as I summarized professional conflict resolution practitioners systematic questioning and the underlying paradigm.
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