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ABSTRACT

onflict resolution is about decision making. Because decision outcomes for

conflicting parties depend, at least to some extent, on the decisions of other parties

to the conflict, as well as a multitude of external circumstances and third party
decision making, these decisions are always made under conditions of uncertainty or risk.
Conflict management is about guiding this decision making in such a manner as to mitigate
this risk to the greatest extent possible.

Expected utility and subjective expected utility have contributed to the development of a
normative theory of decision making under uncertainty that is economically maximizing,
with possible allowances for differently shaped utility curves. On the other hand, substantial
empirical efforts have contributed descriptive theories of decision making under uncertainty
that attempt to address departures from the purely rational model — departures that
importantly often prove to be quite robust and predictable across a wide range of decision
making contexts.

This Essay proposes an agenda for conflict management research that seeks to leverage both
the rational expectation models and the behavioral theories describing predictable deviations
from these models to arrive at prescriptions for conflict management practice that can build
a bridge between theory and practice, offering practical techniques and concrete guidelines
for improvement. Specific ways that these insights can contribute to the development of
conflict management practice are considered.
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TOWARD AN INTEGRATED PRACTICE OF
BEHAVIORAL CONFLICT MANAGEMENT

INTRODUCTION

Conﬂict resolution is about decision making. One or more competitive or opposing
parties are faced with decisions about how to reconcile incompatible needs or
desires. Sometimes parties may decide to forgo their demands; in other circumstances,
previously rival parties may jointly decide to compromise. In extreme cases, one or more
parties may decide to resort to violence.! In reaching these decisions, parties may be
characterized with varying levels of cooperation or non-cooperation. Nonetheless, because
decision outcomes for conflicting parties depend, at least to some extent, on the decisions of
other parties to the conflict, as well as a multitude of external circumstances and third party
decision making, these decisions are always made under conditions of uncertainty or risk.
Contflict management is about guiding this decision making in such a manner as to mitigate

this risk to the greatest extent possible.

The analysis of risky decisions is not new. Since von Neumann and Morgenstern (1944) laid
the foundations of rational expectations theory and Savage (1954) first described the
expected value criterion, much work has contributed to the development of a normative
theory of decision making under uncertainty that is economically maximizing, with possible
allowances for differently shaped utility curves. (Baron, 2000; Clemen, 1996; Hirshleifer &
Riley, 1992; Keeney & Raiffa, 1976; Laffont, 1989; Luce & Raiffa, 1957; Macho-Stadler &

Perez-Castrillo, 2001; March & Shapira, 1987; March, 1994; Moore, 1983; Raiffa, 1996;

' See Yarn (2000) for an account of the institutionalization of dueling as a conflict resolution mechanism.
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Shapira, 1995). Expected utility and subjective expected utility remain among the most

important theories in twentieth-century social science. (Finhorn & Hogarth, 1987).

On the other hand, substantial empirical efforts have contributed descriptive theories of
decision making under uncertainty that attempt to address departures from the purely
rational model — departures that importantly often prove to be quite robust and predictable
across a wide range of decision making contexts. Kahneman and Tversky, along with others
who have developed and extended their work, have offered behavioral evidence of cognitive
shortcuts, or heuristics, that tend to bias actual decision making outcomes as compared with
the normative rational models in ways that are quite foreseeable. (Dawes, 1988; Gardenfors
& Sahlin, 1988; Goldstein & Hogarth, 1997, Hammond, Keeney, & Raiffa, 1999; Hastie &
Dawes, 2001; Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1991; Kahneman & Lovallo, 1993; Kahneman,
Slovic, & Tversky, 1982; Kahneman & Tversky, 1973, 1979a, 1979b, 2000; Plous, 1993;

Russo & Schoemaker, 2002; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974, 1981, 1983, 1986, 1991, 1992).

This interdisciplinary work has been applied to, infer alia, questions of economics, business,
law, medicine, and negotiation. (Bazerman & Neale, 1992; Connolly, Arkes, & Hammond,
2000; Harvard Business Review, 2000; Lax & Sebenius, 1986; Raiffa, 1982, 1996, 2002;
Walton & McKersie, 1993). Attempts have been made to rescue decision making from the
irrationality of heuristics and biases by examining the causes of these behaviors (Payne,
Bettman & Johnson, 1993) and considering the importance of intuition in adaptive decision
making. (Hogarth, 2001; Klein, 1999; Piattelli-Palmarini, 1994). And signaling a science of

“correct” decision making that has come full circle from its Socratic roots, recent attention
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has been refocused on ethical decision making in the context of fairness and morality (Brams

& Taylor, 1996; Schick, 1997; Young, 1994).2

Considering the development of an integrated behavioral theory of conflict management,
many of the necessary building blocks are already in place. Raiffa, the undisputed father of
negotiation analytics, trained as a game theorist, mathematical statistician, and decision
theorist, has built substantial normative scaffolding which much of the research that follows
depends on for support. (Raiffa, 1982, 1996, 2002). His most recent work is one of the first
efforts to attempt a comprehensive integration of normative archetypes of negotiation with
behavioral or descriptive theories. (Raiffa, 2002). Brams and Taylor have built substantially
upon Raiffa’s game theoretic foundations, offering a set of economic procedures, or
algorithms, for negotiation along with proposals for applying their proposals to actual

conflicts or disputes. (Brams, 1990; Brams & Taylor, 1996).

The behavioral, or descriptive, study of conflict management is not left wanting for pioneers
either. Bazerman and Neale, a team of management theorists, along with a number of
collaborators, have applied Kahneman and Tversky’s heuristics and biases to better
understand actual practice in negotiation and conflict management. (Bazerman, 2002;
Bazerman, Magliozzi, & Neale, 1985; Bazerman & Neale, 1992, 1983; Huber, Neale, &
Northcraft, 1987; Neale & Bazerman, 1991; Northcraft & Neale, 1986). Gigerenzer and

Sedlmeier have offered adaptive views of decision making and negotiation under uncertainty

? These evolutions are not uncommon in many of the other social sciences. Note particularly a conspicuous
sub-discipline of conflict management, the law, which has been aptly draped in normative economic
principles by Richard Posner (1981) and a legion of disciples. Cass Sunstein (2000) along with an equally
formidable group of interdisciplinary scholars has offered descriptive alternatives, proclaiming the creation
of the new science of behavioral law and economics.
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that suggest heuristics and their associated biases to be a function of a shifted rationality best
understood in terms of evolutionary theory (Gigerenzer, 2000, 2002; Gigerenzer & Selten,

2001; Sedlmeier, 1999).

The contribution of this Essay is decidedly prescriptive. I propose an agenda for conflict
management research that seeks to keep both the rational expectation models and the
theories that describe predictable deviations from these models as useful tools. The Essay
begins with a brief consideration of the foundations of a negotiation theory built upon
principles of subjective rational expectations. Next, the Essay explores pathologies of the
rational model that have been demonstrated in the contexts of negotiation and conflict
resolution. In what constitutes the central thesis of the Essay, possible intervention
strategies are examined that may leverage rational benchmarks and a understanding of
behavior that predictably deviates from these benchmarks as means of performance
improvement for parties to the conflict as well as for third party neutrals who seek to
mediate the conflict. Finally, the Essay concludes that the process of building a bridge
between theory and practice will require an examination of conflict management using the
perspective of multiple metaphors, or paradigms. In fact, the Essay suggests, the normative
and descriptive models are so mutually interdependent as to be rendered of little use in
isolation from the other. Specific ways that these insights can contribute to the development

of conflict management practice are considered.

FOUNDATIONS OF RATIONAL NEGOTIATION
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Rational models view decision making as choices among risky alternatives and assume that
judgments regarding odds are Bayesian in nature and maximizing in expected utility.
(Kahneman & Lovallo, 1993; March & Shapira, 1987). Becker’s account of these principles
1s representative:
[A]l human behavior can be viewed as involving participants who (1)
maximize their utility (2) from a stable set of preferences and (3) accumulate
an optimal amount of information and other inputs in a variety of markets.
(Becker, 1976, p.14).
Economists acknowledge that these principles are normative — that they suggest an approach
to decision-making that is not necessarily employed by real people, but instead by a super-
human rational man. Even so, the influence of rational expectations theory has been far
reaching, exerting influence in many disciplines beyond economics including psychology

(Simon, 1978), political science (Green & Shapiro, 1974), and virtually all of the other social

sciences (Hogarth & Reder, 1987b).

Additionally, this normative framework has been extensively applied to negotiation and
conflict resolution. (Brams, 1990; Lax & Sebenius, 1986; Raiffa, 1982, 1996, 2002). In these
contexts, parties to disputes are understood to arrive at the negotiating table with a stable set
of preferences (desired outcomes to be derived from the attempt at conflict resolution), with
complete information (a complete understanding of all available alternatives and their
consequences in terms of specific preferences), and with the cognitive ability to maximize

their utility (to decide upon an outcome that maximizes overall benefit’ based upon an

3 1t should be kept in mind that this maximizing outcome may be to walk away from the negotiations.
“Negotiating rationally means making the best decisions to maximize your interests. However, we are not
concerned with ‘getting to yes.” Our work shows that in many cases, no agreement at all is better than
‘getting to yes’.” (Bazerman & Neale, 1992).
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appropriate weighting of each preference for each alternative)." The extent to which
negotiator behavior deviates from these rational norms and the extent to which these
deviations are predictable are what afford opportunity for process improvement, particularly
for third parties who endeavor to manage a given conflict. These opportunities are more

fully considered later in this Essay.

As early as 1954, Meehl published evidence of a divergence between decision making models
based on simple linear combinations, and therefore consistent with the fundamental tenets
of rational expectation, and descriptive models of actual decision making behavior. As
Simon later put it, “[tlhe rational person of neoclassical economics always reaches the
decision that is objectively, or substantively, best in terms of the given utility function. The
rational person of cognitive psychology goes about making his or her decisions in a way that
is procedurally reasonable in light of the available knowledge and means of computation.”
(1987, p. 27). These distinctions lead to a natural shift in emphasis aptly described by
Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky in the introduction to their groundbreaking text, [udgment
Under Uncertainty: Heuristics and Biases. *““The matching of human judgments to normative
models was to become one of the major paradigms of research on judgment under
uncertainty. Inevitably, it led to concerns with the biases to which inductive inferences are
prone and the methods that could be used to correct them.” (Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky,
1982, p. vii). The next section examines some of these biases and their influence in the

specific context of negotiation and conflict resolution.

THE PATHOLOGIES OF RATIONAL NEGOTIATION

* This weighting is normatively accomplished using rational expectations theory. For a complete
discussions, see Clemen (1996) and Savage (1954).
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Extensive descriptive research has led to the conclusion that normative rational models fail
to accurately describe the behavior of parties engaged in conflict resolution efforts.
(Bazerman, 2002; Bazerman & Neale, 1992, 1983; Neale & Bazerman, 1991; Raiffa, 2002;
Young, 1991. For excellent reviews of the intellectual foundations for these works, see
Kahneman, Slovic & Tversky (1982); Kahneman & Tversky (2000); and Plous (1993)). A
number of negotiating behaviors that deviate from rationality have been observed, and
importantly, these behaviors deviate in predictable ways. Studies have observed an
unwillingness to recognize sunk costs and the resulting irrational escalation of commitment
to positions that are no longer optimal. (Northcraft & Neale, 1986; Bazerman & Neale,
1983). Attitudes towards risk are often affected merely by the manner in which alternatives
are framed as either potential gains or potential losses. (Huber, Neale, & Northcraft, 1987;
Neale & Bazerman, 1985; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974; Bazerman, Magliozzi, & Neale,
1985). New information is underutilized in updating positions that are anchored by previous
estimates or prior information. (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974; Huber & Neale, 19806;
Northcraft & Neale, 1987). Parties are generally extremely overconfident with regards to
their likelihood of success and to their ability to predict uncertain events. (Neale &
Bazerman, 1985; Bazerman & Neale, 1982). Related to this overconfidence is the tendency
to reactively devalue information or any concession offered by opposing parties (Stillenger,
Epelbaum, Keltnerr, & Ross, 1990). Even information offered by third party neutrals is
typically dramatically undervalued and underutilized. (Jones, 2002; Jones & Yarn, 2002). In
what follows, this Essay examines selected heuristics and biases in more detail, with
particular attention paid to the affect that they may exert on the efficacy of conflict

management efforts.
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Heuristics & Biases

Subjective assessment of probabilistic information is often constrained by a bounded
rationality that, while maintaining rationality as the driver of individual judgment, concedes
that decision makers benefit from only limited information owing to time constraints, cost
restrictions, and cognitive limitations. (Simon, 1957; March & Simon, 1958). Tversky and
Kahneman (1974) built upon the concepts of bounded rationality by identifying simplifying
strategies, or rules of thumb, known as heuristics, that are relied upon in order to reach
decisions in spite of informational and cognitive limitations. These heuristics lead to biases
which are often predictable. (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). Selected heuristics are
enumerated in the sections that follow and the theoretical and practical implications for the

practice of conflict management are considered.

Sunk Costs. Too often, particularly in competitive situations, decision makers tend to allow
their preferences to be dominated by “sunk costs,” that is, historical investments in time and
money that cannot be recovered and, as such, should not be considered in evaluating future
courses of action. (Staw & Ross, 1989; Bazerman & Samuelson, 1983; Brockner & Rubin,
1985; Kagel & Levin, 1986). “Our reference point for action should be our current state,
and we should consider all alternative courses of action by evaluating only the future costs
and benefits associated with each action.” (Bazerman, 2002, p. 77). Nonetheless, past
investments tend to skew negotiations in such a way that often results in nonrational

escalation, defined by Bazerman as “the degree to which an individual escalates commitment

10
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to a previously selected course of action to a point beyond that which a rational model of

decision making would prescribe.” (2002, p. 70).

Risk Aversion. 1t is commonly held that individual decision makers are risk averse, that is,
they prefer a certain outcome to a gamble, even when the gamble is of equal expected value.
(Bateman & Zeithaml, 1989; Fishburn & Kochenberger, 1979; Kahneman & Lovallo, 1993).
Although “the standard interpretation of risk aversion is decreasing marginal utility of gains,”
(Kahneman & Lovallo, 1993, p. 18), Tversky and Kahneman (1986) have demonstrated that
the extent to which risk aversion biases decisions depends to a great extent on whether the
alternatives are framed as gains or as losses. (See also Redelmeier & Tversky, 1992).
Decision makers tend to be more risk averse when considering alternatives framed as gains
and more risk seeking when considering alternatives framed as losses. As Tversky &
Kahneman (1986) have shown, such distinctions can often be merely a matter of semantics.
Bazerman, Magliozzi, and Neale (1985) have shown that decision framing systematically
affects negotiation behavior and that the selection of frames can make the difference

between settlement and impasse.

Apnchoring.  Research has demonstrated that decision makers tend to develop estimates of
alternatives by starting with an anchor that is based upon whatever information is initially
available’ and then making adjustments to this anchor using new information as it is
acquired. (Samuleson & Zeckhauser, 1988; Slovic & Lichtenstein, 1971). In general, the
adjustments made away from these anchors are insufficient to fully account for the value of

new information. Ritov (1996) has demonstrated that very small differences in the way

> This anchoring effect has proven to be extremely robust even when the initial information provided is
irrelevant to the decision at hand. (Bazerman, 2002).

11
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negotiations are anchored, by initial offer posturing, for example, can have dramatic effects

on final outcomes.

Overconfidence. ~ When engaging in risky decision making, most individuals tend to
underestimate the extent of their uncertainty and to express overconfidence in their own
estimation abilities. (Alpert & Raiffa, 1969; Fischhoff, Slovic, & Lichtenstein, 1977; Griffin
& Tversky, 1992). Overconfidence can, of course, have detrimental effects on the ability to
identify a possible range of agreement in negotiation and can, in fact, lead to a reactive
devaluation of any information offered by an opposing party. (Raiffa, 2002). Bazerman
(2002) has noted that this bias is most likely to occur when a party’s knowledge is in some
way limited and the tendency is to follow the intuitive cognitive rule, “When in doubt, be
overconfident.” Bazerman has suggested “that negotiators . . . seek objective value
assessments from a neutral party, realizing that this neutral assessment is likely to be closer
to the other party’s position than the negotiator might have intuitively predicted.” (2002, p.

141).

Non-Probabilistic Thinking. There is significant evidence that innumeracy pervades our
thinking in all aspects of life, including decision making and negotiation. (Gigerenzer, 2002;
Paulos, 2001; Sedlmeier, 1999). Humans are not particularly well suited to probabilistic
thinking. Recent negotiation research has demonstrated instances in which evaluative
information offered by neutral third parties has been dramatically undervalued and once
acquired, inadequately integrated into prior probabilities. (Jones, 2002; Jones & Yarn, 2002).

Other research has shown that extreme conditional probabilities tend to dominate prior

12
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probabilities resulting in a near complete disregard for relevant base rates. (Gigerenzer, 2002;

Lynch & Ofir, 1989; Sedlmeier, 1999).

INTERVENTION STRATEGIES:
IMPROVING CONFLICT MANAGEMENT DESPITE HEURISTICS & BIASES
Given rational benchmarks for negotiation decision making and a growing understanding of
the heuristics and biases that cause parties to fall short of these benchmarks, how can we go
about using these insights to improve the management of conflict? We begin with debiasing
— the effort to mitigate the effects of the heuristic biases where possible. There is not a great
deal of consensus with regard to the promise of debiasing. Tversky and Kahneman (1987)
have warned that there may be biases that defy improvement, at least in the contexts of
realistic decision making. Other researchers have treated specific biases that have benefited
from intervention. (Bazerman, 2002; Koriat, Lichenstein, & Fischhoff, 1980; Lichenstein,
Fischhoff & Phillips, 1982; Paulos, 2001). Hogarth (2001) has proposed that even our hard-
wired intuition can be educated and improved. Kahneman and Lovallo (1993) have
described a systematic approach to a shifting of viewpoint, described in more detail below,
that improves probabilistic thinking. Finally, there remains the possibility, even where
debiasing mechanisms are not available or effective, that identification of bias can, in and of
itself, guide decision making in a way that minimizes risk and improves the practice of

conflict management.

13
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Debiasing

A number of studies have reported successful corrective procedures for addressing the
influence of heuristics and biases on rational decision making. (Dawes, 1979; Fishhoff,
1982; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Nisbett, Krantz, Jepson, & Fong, 1982). In the context
of the specific heuristics and biases considered above, Lichenstein, Fischhoff and Phillips
(1982) have found that giving parties direct feedback with regard to anchoring and
overconfidence can reduce the impact of these biases. Koriat, Lichenstein, and Fischhoff
(1980) have demonstrated that a program in which decision makers are asked to be their
own critic with regard to the extent that estimates may be overconfident or that adjustments
may be inadequate can at least effect recognition of these biases. According to Bazerman
(2002), objective value assessments from a neutral party can also be helpful. Paulos (2001)
and Gigerenzer (2002) have proposed that expressing probabilities as natural frequencies
rather than percentages results in modification of prior probabilities that more closely

resemble Bayesian outcomes.

The Party as Neutral

Kahneman and Lovallo (1993) have proposed that all decision makers maintain two
perspectives on the judgments that they make. The insider perspective is one that views
each decision circumstance or each negotiation in isolation. The outsider perspective instead
views a given circumstance in the context of other decisions or negotiations and is therefore
“more capable of generalizing across situations and identifying similarities.” (Bazerman,

2002, p. 157). As a particularly apropos example, while my outsider perspective is well

14
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familiar with the fact that the many papers I have written always take longer than I expect to
complete, using my insider perspective to evaluate this project in isolation, I nevertheless
anticipated that I would finish this paper ahead of schedule. Of course, I was wrong . . .
again. Kahneman and Lovallo have suggested that estimates made utilizing the outsider
perspective, because they leverage relevant global data from previous decisions, tend to be
more reliable. In response, Bazerman (2002) has proposed that bias can be reduced by
soliciting the views of a neutral outsider. Another possibility is to guide parties to abstract
themselves from the decision at hand and to imagine what advice they might give if they, in
fact, were a neutral outsider. This “party turned neutral” perspective could provide a level of

temporary objectivity that could alter positions and help to achieve consensus.

Excplicit Recognition of Irreconcilable Deviation

Tversky and Kahneman have suggested that decision making efficiency can be improved by
learning, but have warned that “effective learning takes place only under certain conditions:
it requires accurate and immediate feedback about the relation between the situational
conditions and the appropriate response.” (1987, pp. 90-91). But even when debiasing or
learning are not possible strategies, explicit recognition of deviations from normative ideals
that do not lend themselves to correction can be useful in coordinating the behavior of
neutrals and parties alike. According to Payne, Bettman, & Johnson, “an individual’s use of
multiple decision strategies in different situations, including various simplifying methods or
choice heuristics, is an adaptive response of a limited-capacity information processor to the
demands of complex decision tasks.” (1993, p. 2). Awareness of these strategies and the

circumstances in which they may arise along with some ability to predict their influence in

15
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various environments offers a great deal in terms of focusing efforts and determining the
likelihood of successful management of a given conflict.

[W]e argue that the specific strategies used to solve particular decision

problems are usually intelligent responses under the assumption that people

have multiple goals for decisions, including both the desire to be accurate

and the desire to conserve limited cognitive responses. Thus, we believe that

how people decide how to decide is predictable when both the benefits and

the costs of specific decision strategies in particular task environments are

taken into account . . . . (Payne, Bettman, & Johnson, 1993, p.2).
Therefore, the mere explicit recognition of heuristics and the circumstances in which they
occur can be of practical usefulness to conflict management practitioners. For example,
simple awareness of the role that initial offer posturing can have on anchoring and
adjustment biases can lead to effective strategies in which offers are strongly discouraged
until late in the mediation process. While the anchoring and adjustment biases are not
debiased, or mitigated in the strict sense, the recognition of their possible existence and the

utilization of appropriate intervention strategies prevent them from influencing the course of

the negotiation.

CONCLUSIONS

A carpenter’s rule is probably the most important tool in his pouch. Discovery that his rule
was Inaccurate without a readily available replacement would create enormous problems for
the trade. However, what if we could mitigate the carpenter’s problem to some extent with
the discovery that the rule is biased in predictable ways. Would it then be rational for the
carpenter to discard the faulty rule, keeping in mind that he lacks a replacement? Surely not.
If the carpenter were alerted to the fact that the rule overestimated each yard measured by an

inch, then the rule would be quickly returned to productive use. The utility of the rule would

16
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simply now depend on the knowledge of its predictable bias. But even more importantly,
the knowledge of the predictable bias is useless without the rule. Both the normative
benchmark of the rule and the descriptive knowledge of its inaccuracy are required in order

for the carpenter to do his job.°

Similarly, the field of conflict management is equipped with a “rule” of rational negotiation
theory that provides benchmarks for the behavior of both parties and third party neutrals.
Like the carpenter, conflict management practitioners are well aware that the rational “rule”
is not adequate to explain behavior and to guide practice. Fortunately, much has been done
to describe the manner in which the “rule” is biased under particular circumstances and a
great deal of this bias is systematic and predictable.” The work that now remains is the
identification and testing of conflict management practitioner rules — the equivalent of
“measure the required length and then subtract one inch per yard” — that will integrate the

“rule” and the knowledge of systematic bias into systems that offer practical utility.”

® While drafting this argument, a concrete example of similar logic at use in directing public health policy
was in press (Brener, in press). Researchers at the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) use
an elaborate survey instrument, the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBSS) to monitor and
prioritize health risk behaviors among high school students. The system has been criticized due to a lack of
reliability and validity of self-reported measures. “[BJasing BMI [body mass index] on self-reported height
and weight clearly leads to underestimates of the prevalence of obesity in this population.” (Brener, in
press, p. 7). But Brener, et al., offer a solution: “Perhaps, as has been suggested, prevalence estimates
should be corrected using a conversion factor that takes this misreporting into account. If such a method is
used, results from this study indicate that separate conversion factors should be calculated for each
demographic subgroup.” (In press, p. 7).

" More work is required to extend behavioral decision theory into the domain of conflict management. As
has been noted by Simon, “to extend the theory into domains where there are no data on certain key
variables may require empirically untested auxiliary assumptions the validity of which is essential to
accurate prediction.” (Hogarth & Reder, 1987b, p. 10). The field of conflict management still suffers from
a dearth of empirical testing.

¥ Such rules would also have other implications, including weighing in on the evaluative/facilitative
mediation debate and providing a framework for the development of more effective negotiation support
systems. These implications are beyond the scope of this Essay.

17
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To accomplish these tasks, both normative theory and descriptive knowledge will be
required.” Hogarth and Reder have suggested that decision making, and consequently in our
context, conflict management, are sufficiently complex phenomena as to benefit from
research approaching the fields from “multiple metaphors.” (Hogarth & Reder, 1987b).
“[M]ore can be gained by viewing the world from the perspective of multiple metaphors. In
addition, since the phenomenon of concern are complex, we believe it would be foolish to
abandon either approach. Indeed, in the division of labor that is necessary to make scientific
progress, much can be gained by adhering to the ‘law of comparative advantage.”” (Hogarth
& Reder, 1987b, p. 17). To eschew one paradigm of thought in favor of another is
tantamount to using Simon’s one-bladed scissors (Simon, 1987). It is time for the field of
conflict management to fashion a set of complete, complementary instruments capable of
trimming down theoretical underpinnings to reveal practical techniques and concrete

guidelines that can offer tangible contributions to practice.
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