MANAGING CONFLICT BY DESIGN: A SYSTEMS APPROACH
FOR THE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM OF GEORGIA

Lin Inlow

ABSTRACT

Student unrest on university campuses has beeoantihues to be an on-going concern for both caemus
and the communities in which they reside. Hisw@lhg if students and/or faculty perceive eithdaek of
legitimate means to express their issues or unfgromes resulting from those means, then
demonstrations ensue. Police are frequently iradin the arrest of demonstrators, and some
confrontations, unfortunately, lead to violenceliling death. In the past five years, there lesnliragic
loss of life on campuses in Haiti, Cameroon, Etldapplicaragua, and India and student and faculty
protests have occurred in the United States, AlisstM/estern Europe, and Africa.

A desire to provide mechanisms for fair and tim@golution to student and faculty concerns hadtexbu
in the development of a variety of conflict manageiprocesses at universities, such as mediation,
ombuds, and conciliation or negotiation servickgny programs claim success in handling disputes
which have the potential for violence. Howevengram implementation has been idiosyncratic, laglkin
systemic approach to both development and impleatient

This paper details a comprehensive system desigmoaph for developing and implementing conflict
management in a large public university systemeoi@ia, USA. Since 1995, Georgia has become a
national exemplar in developing a model for thegleand institutionalization of conflict managemént
higher education. This model and the implementati@thods are presented.



1. INTRODUCTION

In 2001, students at Pennsylvania State Univeositypied a campus building to support black clagssna
who had received hate mail and death threats. pfdtestors, basically half white and half minority
students, charged that the university had failecbtafront racial problems on the campus. The stisde
vowed to stay until administrators met their densiacluding the hiring of more black-studies fagul
members. The spontaneous gathering earned the“tiaendllage” and became the epicenter on a campus
where race, politics, and intimidation collideddquently during the last academic year.

(Hoover, 2001)

In France, Italy, and the United Kingdom academitgest against stagnant salaries, dwindling career
prospects and increasing demands made on theneinethployers. Half of France’s scientific
administrators threatened to resign from their rgan@ent duties in protest at low research fundinglée
and job cuts. ltalian academic scientists took ipestrikes to protest a draft law that restruesur
professorships, drastically increases minimum teachours and gives the government control over
university posts (Nelson and Butler, 2004)

Students and faculty members at Mindanao Stateddsity system fearing the “militarization” of their
university protested the decision to appoint aedtgeneral and former police chief as the newiékeas of
one of the largest higher education systems ifPthigppines. Over a five year period, armed gamge
operated fairly freely on the university campushwdbzens of staff members and students having been
kidnapped. (Overland, 2005)

These few examples excerpted from @teonicle of Higher Educatioillustrate the prevalence and
escalation of conflict on college campuses achosglobe. The sources of campus conflict varphasé
examples and often are complicated by multiple asjrunstable social environments, extreme economic
conditions, or a history of intractable disputddowever, what all these examples have in commdimeis
escalation of conflict. As the conflict escalaledommunity of demand and protest emerged. Fasudti
students and in some cases both perceived a laakad in making decisions about their academiediv
As these various issues began to emerge, theuitnstial mechanism was not sufficient to prevent
escalation. A desire to provide mechanisms foraiad timely resolution to student and faculty cems
has resulted in the development of a variety ofl@irmanagement processes at universities, such as
mediation, ombuds, conciliation or negotiation g&s. Many programs claim success in handling
disputes which have the potential for violence.wideer, program implementation has been idiosyrgrati
lacking a systemic approach to both developmentmptementation.

The transferability of models for comprehensiveftonmanagement systems has to take into
consideration factors such as cultural contexérival and external driving forces for change, lestuip

and the system’s readiness and willingness foniation. The University System of Georgia's Boafd o
Regents’ Initiative and Policy Direction on ConfliResolution (thénitiative) is a thoughtfully designed
and creative response to campus conflict. Thiepapdeavors to explain some of the factors negessa
for model adaptation by examining the Universitywt®yn of Georgia’s conflict management system. The
goals of thdnitiative, the context of the Georgia system including tteation of policy, the Georgia

model for developing and implementing conflict mg@aent, progress at institutionalization of conflic
management and a view toward the future are predent

1.1 The Initiative and Policy Direction on Confli¢ Resolution
During the summer of 1994, the Board of Regent®iged a Blue Ribbon Committee comprised of
faculty, staff and administrators from differentrqauses. This committee adopted a set of
recommendations that was eventually adopted biahed in the fall of 1995 and is referred to as The
Initiative and Policy Direction on Conflict Resdlu. The goals of thénitiative are:
To establish a System-wide conflict resolution pamg that maximizes collaborative resources
and guidance for institutional processes and prestiwhich are developed for and well
integrated into the particular institutional cultwf each campus;
To decrease the reliance on adversarial processesas formal grievances and appeals and
courtroom litigation, both within the System andtsdealings with other persons and agencies;



To achieve timely, equitable, and satisfactory Ikggms at the lowest possible level within the
System and at its institutions in the most effiti@amd cost-effective manner commensurate with
the interests and rights of all concerned and redonflict recurrence while anticipating and
responding to future conflicts;

To make the institutional environment for studefdsulty and staff more protective of human
dignity and trust, more respectful of the valueafflict, and more effective in fostering
communication and community; and

To make the University System of Georgia an exerngoa nationally recognized leader in the
development of alternative dispute resolution fighkr education. (Yarn & Boyens 1995, p. 4)

1.2 Context: The University System of Georgia

In 1784, the General Assembly of Georgia set a40je00 acres of land for the endowment of a “calleg
or seminary of learning”. The following year, aacter was granted for the establishment of Franklin
College, now the University of Georgia. From #hégginnings, the University System of Georgia has
grown to include 35 institutions (four researchvensities, two regional universities, thirteen stat
universities, seven state colleges, and nine tveo-gelleges). In addition, four institutions maiint a
postsecondary vocational-technical unit. Thesepees®ms are governed by a central board that wasedrea
in 1931. The Board of Regents, appointed by the=sBovernor, is composed of 18 members, five of
whom are from the state-at-large and one from eétie thirteen congressional districts. The Cledloc,
elected by the Board, serves as its chief execofffiger and the chief administrator of the Univgrs
System. (Information Digest: University SystemGxorgia Public Higher Education in Georgia, 1994-95

According to the Office of Research and Plannimgofimation Digest: University System of Georgia
Public Higher Education in Georgia, 1994-95), dgrihe mid 1990’s the University System of Georgia
(USG) enrolled 204,000 students with 90% of enretlitnrcoming from within the state. There were 28,73
full time employees and 9,071 faculty, 55% of wherevtenured. The total budget for 1994-95 was $2.2
billion with another $346 million in external grarb support research and service. The systemdwne
over 53,000 acres and 2,667 buildings valued & Biflion. In the late 1990s this large, complpublic
system of higher education was fast approaching¢remillennium with an emphasis on self-examimatio
and a commitment to innovation.

2. POLICY CREATION

How did the desire for self-examination and a cotnmant to innovation serve as a catalyst for the
adoption of the Georgia Board of Regents’ Initiatand Policy Direction on Conflict Resolution.
Organizational development theory and practicendigg how change occurs in large, complex systems
helps to answer this question. Systems maintatatas quo as a result of forces driving change in
opposition to forces restraining change. Kurt Lesiforce field analysis (cited in Constantino &
Merchant 1996, p. 28) has been particularly helpfulesigning a conflict management system for éigh
education in Georgia. Lewin has written that ¢hare three methods for changing the status quo: 1
increase the driving forces, 2) reduce the redtrgiforces, or 3) change the restraining forces driving
forces. Constantino and Merchant (1996, p.28)rcthiat reducing the restraints that operate toguresr
inhibit those with a dispute from using disputeoteon procedures yields a faster more effectasutt in
changing the status quo. In 1995, the drivingderfor change included leadership, multiple costs
associated with dispute handling mechanisms, chgrdgmographics, diminishing resources, and ADR
activity at the local, state, and federal leveRestraining change was the lack of perceived ressulack
of knowledge, and the power of “status quo”.

2.1 Driving Forces for Change
Leadership shifts occurred at various levels inicigéh new Chancellor, developing awareness and
appreciation of ADR by certain Regents, commitmaritegal Counsel to consider new approaches for
conflict management, and faculty with expertiseanflict resolution. With the ninth Chancellor seted
since 1932, a new vision and strategic thrust eaeterd he following language was crafted in the esyst
strategic planning that set the stage for alteveatispute resolution and was later to become the
philosophical underpinnings and terms of referéoc@ he Initiative
... efforts to teach and use alternative disputeluéisn are congruent with the Board of Regents’
vision and principles for the System. Institutiaridiigher education are communities that should



encourage collegiality, trustworthiness, and callation. The resolution of campus conflicts
should improve the atmosphere for learning, teaghiesearch and service; it should maximize
benefit and minimize costs; it should stress irdlial and institutional responsibility, respect
collaboration, and accountability; it should embgudinciples of fairness, equity, and
accessibility; and it should serve the communityaage by providing students with collaborative
skills and instilling a sense of personal respdltigilihat make good citizens and effective
leaders. (Yarn & Boyens 1995, p. 3)

Coordinating conflict resolution options within aadross institutions and aligning those option$ wich
other and with the mission, vision, and valueshefWniversity System provided a congruence thaéc
the Regents’ discussion in such a way that the tamlopf thelnitiative was inevitable. That discussion
was also facilitated by those regents who wererats. Their familiarization with alternative digp
resolution (ADR) concepts, skills and processea@iwith their enthusiasm for making a contributioere
influential in adopting a policy.

Others who played key roles in pushing the systamatd change were faculty who had the necessary
knowledge in comprehensive system design and angiwiduals with the role and/or responsibility for
managing conflict on their respective campus. Abgociate Chancellor for Legal Affairs coordinated
many of the earlier activities. With exceptionalifical acumen she chose the right people atitite time
to take on different tasks. She successfully regmesl the goals of tHaitiative to multiple stakeholders
enabling others to embrace the tedious processnsiamsus based policy development and
implementation.

The cost of litigation and other adversarial preesssuch as grievance proceedings served as gst#al
developing a policy that addressed the effectiveaesl efficiency of handling conflict. The cost of
conflict includes more than financial awards fratigation. It can include the time and resourdescabed
by inefficient processes. If the solution is sasrunfair, then the consequences often includative
impact on the health and reputation of individuaities and the institution at large. A very pulglitsis in
the 1980s at the University of Georgia exempliiesnstitution’s inefficient response to conflictcathe
consequences it suffered as a result. Twenty ygrsthe University of Georgia Bulldogs footbathin

was a national power fortified with players wholad academic credential for college work and were
being tutored in the Developmental Studies progrdam Kemp, an English teacher in the Developmental
Studies program, alleged that her contract waserm@wed because she voiced concern about unethical
practices by the university and the preferentedtment for athletes and for children of influelféemilies.
Her lawsuit went to trial in Atlanta in January B98After 3 weeks of testimony, a federal jury ashed

her $2.57 million in damages. She later settleth thie university for $1.1 million. The putativ@sue was
Kemp's right of free speech. The named defendémtsyice President for Academic Affairs and the
director of the Developmental Studies program bashtheir jobs. The trial embarrassed the uniters
within the state and nationally and its impact aored for months through post-trial motions and
settlement negotiations. Jan Kemp appearé&oplemagazine and on morning network news programs
winning public opinion. The Georgia Board of Regetonducted a post-trial audit of the Developmlenta
Studies program and uncovered many questionabiigera and angry accusations among administrators.
The president of the University of Georgia resigaéidr 19 years of service. Itis hard to judgevmouch
damage was done to faculty recruiting, either imiattetly or over the next several years. Althougmige
won in a court of law and in the mind of the publier life since that time has been fraught wittlyédy.
Footlick (1997, p. 61) claims that careers wereparably harmed with student athletes were viewse@ a
kind of raw material in the production of some gedal be sold as whatever product, and they geingpth

in return.” (Taped statement made by the Direofddevelopmental Studies at a faculty meeting.)

In corporate America, the focus on team buildind baen essential to the efficiency and productiofty
the American workforce. With the advent of contns quality improvement efforts in higher eduaatio
and the changing demographics of campus commurigiadership saw the need for more collaborative
problem solving strategies. During the 1990’s tdmiitding became the mantra for many academic
administrators. With the focus on a more busimesdel combined with increasing campus diversitgreh
was an emerging need for conflict resolution preesghat fostered cooperation.



Diminishing resources and funds for higher educatie@ated an economic crisis causing institutions t
scrutinize processes that were deemed ineffici€atmpuses were engaging in total quality management
process re-engineering, and continuing quality ompment for the primary purpose of cost savingesgh
corporate models were often met with resistancecandlict. The sole reliance on quasi-judicial
approaches for resolving conflict during a timeb&nge presented obstacles for those responsible fo
managing change and for those experiencing thegehan

Mediation in federal courts and agencies also @rfied the movement toward ADR within the Georgia
University System as did the federal Civil Rightst Af 1991 and the Americans with Disabilities At
1990 which endorsed ADR to resolve discriminatiad aqual access disputes. During the 1990's a
majority of states empowered trial courts to refatters to ADR for resolution prior to trial and
established state-wide offices of dispute resotutresolve public and community conflicts andlfete
the courts’ use of ADR. (Yarn & Boyens 1995, p2],In the private sector, many US corporationgaioe
using ADR instead of litigation and revised thedtipies and procedures to incorporate more collafige,
cooperative methods to resolve conflict. All theseernal activities created pressure for the usitye
system to re-examine its internal mechanisms faflicd resolution.

2.2 Forces Restraining Change

Just as there are events and people that propmlation, there are also events and people thatecrea
resistance. The lack of resources such as moregensonnel was often the first line of resistance.
Another significant restraining force to change wWaslack of knowledge about conflict management.
Often administrators feared losing managerial @dnthMost university officials view problem solviras
their job responsibility and to relegate that resbility to a third party facilitator is in essenan
abrogation of their duty. Additionally, adminisives and managers sometimes fear any processlithas a
people to solve their own problems thereby remotegadministrator even further from the role of
decision maker/problem solver. In 1995, only adfahof people had the knowledge and skill setdo b
confident that such a grand scheme could indeedupsthe promised results. With the proliferatibn
rights-based processes and their advocates, tius sgao was deeply rooted in the academic mindset a
were certain organizational structures and decisiaking processes that do not support the idea of
collaborative problem solving. These “many leyeldes and regulations, specialized disciplines,
segmented rewards, autonomy, and high interdepertienviewed by Gmelch (1995, p. 36) as
establishing “bastions of resistance” to innovation

3. COMPREHENSIVE CONFLICT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM DESIGN

An integrated conflict management system (CMS)uhiices a systemic approach to preventing, managing
and resolving conflict. Hallmarks of this approaatiude collaborative/interest-based problem sajyi
encouragement of voicing concerns and construdis&ent, and the provision of understandable, flexi

and user friendly options for all types of problems

3.1 Stakeholders’ Roles and Responsibilities

The architects of the Georgia conflict managemgsitesn (CMS) focused on designing a system involving
multiple stages, moving from interest-based to miglets-based approaches as a conflict is resolved.
These visionaries, working with stakeholders atitiséitutional and system level, played a key iinle

design and implementation. The overall scheméh®iGeorgia system involves stakeholders at every
level. (See Table 1)



Table 1
Conflict Management System Design for the Universjt System of Georgia
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The board of regents charged the chancellor’'sefficprovide education, training and support; abdem
panel of system-wide mediators; compile data fseasment; and use ADR in contracts. The Chantllor
advisory committee has the responsibility to depedducation programs for all institutions; to recoemd

a comprehensive system-wide plan; and to advis€hiamcellor’s office on implementation. Once the
policy was adopted the Consortium on Negotiatiosh @onflict Resolution (CNCR) was immediately
designated as the technical consultant to the @tlans Advisory Committee on ADR who had oversight
for thelnitiative and to each of the systems’ institutions as thesetbped and implemented a conflict
management program/services. CNCR was given phartiding to hire a manager and full funding foe th
position of a director of education and trainir{@his accounted for new monies delegated at thesys
level. Each institution had to carve out of theiisting budgets any funds necessary for implentient3

At the institutional level, presidents at eachtwf 84 institutions were required to appoint a casmpDR
liaison. The campus liaison provides the “commatign bridge” both within their institution and leten
their institution and outside contacts. This baamdpanning role requires the selection of a pevéth

an excellent grasp of institutional culture, leathg skill to facilitate a committee of diverse stituents,
position of influence to promote ttitiative and the interest in improving conflict managenmamtheir
campus. The first task of the campus liaison wdsertm a Campus Conflict Resolution Committee
(CCRC) that was charged to identify current cotsli@anticipate future conflicts, analyze curremnftot
handling procedures, and design and implement arowed CMS if necessary.

Over the past decade the roles and responsibitifidtese key players have expanded. For exarquay
the campus liaison is obliged to:
provide/coordinate on-going education and trainm@M theory, design and skills;
disseminate information received from CNCR andAB&R Advisory Committee;
conduct periodic evaluation of CM program/services;
review campus policies to assure integration of ADR
determine ways to accomplish all goals of the dtie on their campus; and,
when referring mediation to the System-wide MedmatProgram, handle logistics of mediation
including reimbursement of funds to off-campus raéafis.



CNCR has also expanded its role by founding aretting a Summer Institute on Conflict Management in
Higher Education; developing an international netwan conflict resolution education and peace
education; consulting with colleges and universitiationally on conflict management system design;
providing large group assessments and intervensool as mediation, ombudsing, conciliation, etod,
creating resources for developing and implemerititeyest based programs.

3.2 Policy Implementation
Guiding principles for implementing theitiative were identified in the early stages of designe Th
following principles were first presented to eaastitution in theGuidebook for Implementing the
Initiative and Policy Direction on Conflict Resalur:
“Walk the talk” (Individuals in the design efforheuld model principles of facilitation and
mediation as much as possible.)
No two conflict management systems are alike.
Users should design it.
Build and use a network of experts and proponents.
Experiment and be creative.
Key decision-makers should be on board.
Hear no evil and see no evil? (Effective implemgatarequires honest appraisal of disputing. An
ignored problem may be the costliest.)
Commit the necessary resources.
Look before you leap. (Before implementing any pamg or procedure, understand campus
culture and current dispute processing mechanistase key players on board, an infrastructure
for system delivery in place, and an educationdlmarketing plan set to go.)
Be realistic, be patient.
Review and improve.
CCRCs were encouraged to keep these principldgifotefront while following the steps to develapin
and implementing conflict management programs/sesvon their respective campuses.

In addition to these principles, the 34 instituiomere provided with a six step model for develg@nd

implementing conflict management at the institugidievel. (See Table 1) The steps are:

Step 1 — Form a Campus Conflict Resolution Commi(@CRC) who are representative of the full
range of campus stakeholder.

Step 2 — Educate and train liaisons, CCRC memkeysgecision makers about conflict management
theory, practice and design.

Step 3 — Assess disputing and dispute processingstly and in-depth.

Step 4 — Recommend a systems design that fits#tieution.

Step 5 — Implement recommendations for CM programiises.

Step 6 — Evaluate and improve.

This implementation model allowed for flexibilityyd creativity at the institutional level. Each qam

had freedom to devise their own assessment methgiés| to recommend a design that fit their campus,

and to determine a means for evaluating and impgpthieir programs.

Soon after the adoption of thatiative, the CNCR began training liaisons, CCRC committeenbess and
administrators throughout the state. Initiallyggh trainings covered basic mediation skills witms
introduction to conflict management system desiDnuring the past ten years, annual liaison workshop
covering a wide range of topics have been conduciédrkshop themes reflect topical issues idemntifig
the Chancellor's Advisory Committee and illustraiesome degree the depth and breadth of implengentin
thelnitiative. In the early years, workshops focused on togich as “Dispute System Design”, “The
ADR Liaison as Boundary Spanner” and “Engaging@@RC in Strategic Planning for the Future”. Later
concentration was given to “Innovations in Manag@gmpus Conflict”, “Collaborating for the Future”
and “Using CCRC to Manage Change”. The most resenkshop, “Fine Tuning Your Conflict
Management Services”, stressed the importanceadfiation and continuous improvement while revigjtin
the first principles of system design.

In addition to training opportunities, the CNCR hasated a variety of resources to assist theuristns
with their implementation plan. These resourcehuite a trainer’s handbook fortroducing the Initiative



a mediation videoTrouble in the Laba video that introduced theitiative with endorsements by senior
level administrators; &uidebook for Implementing the Initiative and BglDirection on Conflict
Resolution: University System of Georgaad,a DVD onThe Facilitated Discussion of Academic
Honesty Each campus liaison was also provided withgyaf Fisher and Ury'§etting to Yes
Negotiating Agreement Without Giving BndGetting Disputes Resolved: Designhing Systems tah@u
Costs of Conflicby Ury, Brett and Goldberg.

4. INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF CONFLICT MANAGEMENT
The mission of the CNCR is to understand the mistihalization of conflict prevention and resolutim
organizations, specifically institutions of highetucation, and to disseminate the resulting knogdedAs
defined by Miller and Sarat (1980-81), institutitimation is “the extent to which there are well-kvg
regularized, readily available mechanisms, tectesgor procedures for dealing with a problem.” It
includes, but is not limited to:
The policies, laws, procedures and practices imbédial the social and organizational systems
and culture of society to integrate conflict pretv@m and resolution in an organization;
The process by which conflict prevention and retimiubecome part of the organizational
identity; and
Absorption, adoption, or melding of conflict pretien and resolution activities into an
organization or policy.

As research is developed to understand institutimataéon of conflict management, the CNCR has
identified four areas of examination: policy, resm® allocation, program service design and
implementation, and sustainability. Policy sholddspecific to drive direction, adaptable to allow
discretion, and amendable to implementation. Resoallocation is more than financial budget and
includes appropriate personnel and organizatianattsires. Program/service design and implementati
includes a strategic, integrated, comprehensiviggdesapacity building; evaluation; and, continuous
improvement. Sustainability is usually reflectsdutilization and innovation. The CNCR has conddct
three case studies and three evaluations that eraimse four components of institutionalizatidimese
evaluations were originally designed to assessttiteis of the six step system design processpiide
feedback and raise awareness within and acrossautitsts; and finally, to stimulate growth and
commitment within institutions. The evaluation forools, which included structured interviews, sysje
site visits with phone follow-up, collection of \tgn policies, institutional records and anecdotal
information, provided information in all four areasexamination identified by the CNCR. The progres
reported in these evaluations notes a significaahge in the culture of disputing at both the tnttinal
and system level. Progress reflecting evidendestitutionalization includes:

ten years of liaison and CCRC activity;

changes in grievance policies and procedures Hoat for interest-based processes;

establishment of Ombuds Offices at 5 institutions;

creation and utilization of system-wide mediationgram and on-campus mediation services;

founding of a Summer Institute for Conflict Managarhin Higher Education;

extensive training at both the institutional andteyn level;

incorporation of campus liaison responsibilitiedammal job descriptions;

facilitation of large-group interventions; and,

creation of a Masters Degree Program in Conflichitgement.
The impact of these evaluations has been positivaapily as a result of the evaluation process rlinge
the principles of constructive conflict managemelng. Policy compliance was fostered in a non-puai
fashion while accountability was being establishédthe same time the process was providing aftwol
cross-fertilization of ideas, the written reponteated a record. The evaluation process assured
consultation with all institutions facilitating gnoh and commitment to theitiative.

Obstacles for implementing CM programs and stratefpr overcoming them were frequently reported in
the evaluations. Building capacity has been diffifor some institutions with little or no finaradi
resources. However, creative formats for deliggdancepts and developing skills have emerged asich
web-based training, new employee/faculty orientgtfeeshman orientation, curriculum infusion, pédi®
articles in campus/local newspapers, and continadhgt education classes. Some campuses havedreat



cost-saving collaborations for providing mediatteaining while others have mandated as much as 16
hours of training in conflict management for ser@adership.

When looking at innovations that evidence institoélization, there are two notable programs: the
mediation of grade disputes and the facilitatiomeddemic honesty cases. On most campuses in the
United States grades can be disputed by filingpd@appeal. This appeal triggers a quasi-adjudésat
confrontational set of rules and procedures by Wwite student and faculty member must abide. ®ne o
the Georgia institutions has introduced mediatisamalternative to the typical academic grievance
process in resolving a disagreement about a caueske. Since scheduling and convening a mediatien
informal and a less cumbersome, the process idlydaster. According to Lisby (1999), mediation
promotes understanding, compromise, and reconailiat

The University of Georgia's Academic Honesty Faatttd Discussion Model is yet another innovation
stemming from thénitiative. Using the principles of interest-based negotiathis process provides for an
immediate educational opportunity for addressingléegation of academic dishonesty. When a stuident
charged with a violation, the Office of the ViceeBident for Instruction schedules a discussion éetwihe
faculty member and the student. This discussiamigue in that it is facilitated by a trained, ianpal

third party. Facilitated discussion has been fieiaésince the inception of the model in 2000or F
example, cases that used to take up to three mtmtiesheard are being resolved on an average.bf 11
days. Only 5-6% of the cases are unresolved iacdifated Discussion. These cases are forwamled t
panel for a final determination. Previous to udtagilitated Discussions approximately 35% of thses
were referred to a hearing panel. The savingsria and personnel to handle these allegations éexs b
significant. (2004-2005 Office of the Vice Presitéar Instruction Annual Academic Honesty Report to
the University Council) The use of a third pasgifitator has allowed the institution to focusextucation
rather than punishment while maintaining the intggsf scholarship and to provide access to a fair,
efficient mechanism that is less adversarial th@nnbore traditional method of resolution. Accogdio
Debbie Craddock-Bell (D. Bell 2006, personal comination, July 20), Coordinator for Academic
Honesty, faculty have demonstrated an increasduhgrikess to report a violation since there is arsier
likelihood for the outcome to be an improved fagidtudent relationship.

5. LESSONS LEARNED

Managing the institutionalization of conflict marmegent in the university system of Georgia has pledi
CNCR with knowledge about design and implementaitian at times was unexpected and at other times
affirming. Early in the design phase there wasrémagnition of having a conflict management systeat
was flexible but not inconsistent. Institutionsresencouraged to work within the parameters of the
guiding principles which advocated a degree ofiffisity. Flexibility at the institutional level mant that
the users would design their conflict managemeogam/service that was available to everyone iir the
community and reflected the motivations, skillsgd @ompetence of the community members. Although
the system as a whole showed a readiness for@wewlange, individual institutions varied consadiy
with some key administrators stating that “theres wa need for conflict management since they had no
conflict on their campus”. Resistance takes nfanyps and CNCR soon realized the need to assess
institutional readiness in order to deal with thsistance. Sensitivity to competing demands for
institutions and individuals aided the CNCR to &ddrsome of the concerns expressed during thendesig
phase.

In recent years, sustainability has been a contiifioeus at both the system and institutional level.
Leadership transitions have presented lags inghgas’ momentum to implement and/or improve their
programs with institutions reporting varying succesfinding the right person who was fully engaged
committed to succeed, and ready to take the le&daginative improvisation supports the vitalityamy
change effort but when stakeholders are battlirip faitigue and impatience caused by glacial change
processes it is difficult to improvise in a positifashion. Strategically planning for sustain&pitiuring
the design phase allows for some of the hurdlégtovercome.

As implementation was initiated the CNCR realiZegt a2 mandated policy without institutional buy-in
created obstacles that would be long lasting. & lodstacles were overcome in most incidences by a



strong commitment to education, training and théwation of champions. Using champions at the
institutional level facilitated the preparation foculture change in disputing. Even with educasind
champions some institutions acting as a systenetetmimplement without adequate assessment and
planning. This “ready, fire, aim” method was s@ethe design recommendations that resulted froar po
assessment and no defined data collection systeymt the inchoate stage of implementation.
Measurements for program/service effectiveness veesdy described by the CCRCs.

Movement toward interest-based approaches in agg,laomplex system requires vigilance, nurturance,
and political acumen. As consultants, the CNCRwmatshed institutions take certain action toward
achieving the goals of tHaitiative only to discover that those actions had uninteratetsequences. For
example, a few of the institutions have incorpatates roles and responsibilities of the Campussbiai

into the job description of certain positions. Raugh this action exemplifies institutionalizatidhere

have been individuals filling those positions where/not the best choice for the campus liaison.
Maintaining the energy and enthusiasm for programetbpment and/or improvement has been boosted by
the recognition and acknowledgement of individw@add institutions who model the principles of cartfli
management. Each year an individual is presentédtiae “Outstanding Liaison” Award and a Human
Resources Director and a CCRC from one of the Stdtirtions are recipients of training scholarshipshe
Summer Institute on Conflict Management in Highdu&ation. Understanding the political environment
within and outside the university system has audetethe progress of institutionalization. While
engaging individuals or entities with influenceg tBNCR has designed dialogue processes that have
fostered ownership in designing and administerimgflcct management programs/services.

In an effort to study the replication of the UGAssym design model, a multidisciplinary team of paog
developers and an external evaluator applied thaehfor a Conflict Resolution in Schools Program
(CRIiSP). The CRIiSP, a program intended to furtherinstitutionalization of conflict resolution Kx12
schools, was initiated in 1998 as a service-legrpitot engaging university students to teach dgonfl
resolution knowledge, skills, and abilities to stats in the Atlanta Public Schools. An outcoméhef
pilot and currently a work in progressiise CRiSP Guide to Empirical Evidence on Confliesdtution
Programs which is a compendium of research summaries déggathe effectiveness of Conflict
Resolution Education (CRE) programs used in gragetergarten through 12.

6. TODAY, TEN YEARS LATER

Graff (1998, p. 13) wrote that “The unprecedenteallenges higher education faces today make it
imperative to develop a new idea of administratweflict management, one that seeks to make privéuct
use of academic conflicts instead of trying to sheim down.” The University System of Georgia
continues to meet this challenge. Aslifitative moves into its second decade, there are two etializs.
First, the whole systems approach to managing icohths brought an unparalleled shift in the caltaf
disputing. With conflict management systems ircplat the local and system level, the CNCR’s prymar
function at this time is to support the continuaaprovement of those systems and to disseminate
information about systems design through consaliadind international networks. Secondly and most
importantly, the success of this initiative is daghe commitment, energy, and innovation of thayna
people within and outside the university system wheisioned a community where collaborative problem
solving is both valued and practiced.
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