We can't change the past,
but we can change the future

by Fat Patfoort

L Escalati f viol

There are actually (unfortunately) many escalations of violence in the world.

Violence escalates as a result of the Major-minor way of thinking and acting, Wthh
is widely spread in the world and is particularly strong throughtout the North-Western (')
- mentality. This escalation arises from the fact that each party involved in a conflict tries
to get out of the minor-position and into the Major-position, thereby putting the adversary
in the minor-position. And then of course things start again, and again, and again.
There are many ways to put oneself in the Major-position (see fig.1). One can use so-
called "invisible” means, either nonverbal {(gesture, facial expression, attitude, look in the
eyes, smile) or verbal (calling names, insuiting, humiliating, giving negative criticism,
ordering, backbiting). One can also use "visible" means : striking with parts of the body
(fist, foot, spit), common objects (stone, fork, bottle, tool), or weapons (guns, knives,
bombs). ‘

There are 4 important principles in the Major-minor system:

1) The "only minor sensitivity” principle;

2) The “consequence” principle, with the reverse principle : the "provoking
aggression” principle;

3) The "no comparison” principle;

4) The "big illusion™ principle.

1) Ei incinje: the "only mi ity

Peopie are (much more) conscious of when and how they find themselves in the
minor-position than when and how they are in the Major-position.

‘ When we are in the minor-position we feel hurt, humiliated, neglected, not
appreciated, excluded, put down, etc. When we are in the Major-position, it's the other
one who feels hurt, humiliated, neglected, excluded, put down. Then either we don't
know it, or we don't hear it we don't give attention to it, or because we don't have the
same experience we are not able to empathise enough to be aware of it.

Or we feel disturbed, we may be afraid to have to change our habits or goals. And
therefore we find ways not to have to listen to or be confronted by the other. Perhaps we
minimize it.

! :; This word refers to the Western civilizaticon and the deminant North.
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To illustrate:

A couple s going to celebrate their 50 years of marnage the next Sunday. They

invited their four children with their spouses and children to celebrate this together
_In a fancy restaurant. Al live quife close to one ancther. Two days before the

celebration, on Friday evening, one of their sons, a man of forty years old, calls

his parents to tell them he wont be able to come : his mother-inHaw just

- commitled suicide the day before. It's his mother who answers the phone. She
feels awfully disappointed thinking she won't have her four children around her for
this celebration, particularly because she organized everything so as to have
everyone fogether for the celebration, just before she and her husband leave two
days afterwards for a long frip abroad. She wouldnt mind not having her
daughter-inHaw there, because they don't get along very well. And not to have the
children coming wouldn't be bad for her either,as they are from the former
marriage of her daughter-in-law. But it is very important for her to have her own
four children around her for this celebration.

Quite soon mother and son start blaming and cntisizing one another on the
phone: "How could you not come to our 50 year anniversary celebration?! You
know how important this is to me! | can understand if she is not coming. But you
can come by yourselfl Without her! Just for a couple of hours!”

“But | have fo take care of the children!”

"But can't she take care of her children herself just for a couple of hours?! Is
laking care of her children more important to you than coming fo my
celebration?!”

"But Mom, you don't understand how difficult this situation is for her and for the
children!! Their grand-mother killed herselfl! Her mother killed herselfl! Can you
imagine how they feel?! | need fo be with them! They need me in these
circumstances!”

."And what about me then?! [ need you foo!! But they are more rmpon‘ant fo you
than your own mother! You only think of yourselfl You are seif sh! It's only once in
our fife we have our goiden anniversary celebration, and.

"Momil!" the son interrupts yelling "You never listen fo mei You never d;df You
never fisten and take care of anyone else! You afways only think of yourself! You
never..." and he slams dowri the lelephone.

Both feel quite powerless and sad. Each feels angry at the other. Both only can
think how frightful their own situation is, and how the other hurt them! How fiery
and aggressive the other one was! Noone thinks how he himself or she herself
hurt the other one, and how bad the other one is feeling. And these two are
mother and son...

2) Secand principle: the “consequence™:
Most of the time, when people put themselves in a Major-position, this is the
consequence of their haying earlier been in a minor-position.

When a party puts himself or herself in a Major-position -that is, behaves in an
aggressive, attacking, humiliating, dominating way towards someone else-, most of the
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time this is the consequence of the first party’s having earfier been put in a2 minor-
position, either by the present adversary -then it's an escalation- or by someone else -
then it's a chain of violence (see fig.1). It can have happened just before or a long time
ago. And the way one was put in a minor-position eartier can be completely different
from the way one now puts oneself in a Major-position. So putting oneself in a Major-
position often demonstrates that one has feit put in a miner-position earlier.

The reverse of this "consequence” principle is the "provoking aggression™

ponciple: There are situations where people are putting others in the minor-position,
and where they don't hear, don't give attention to signals of those others who feel bad
being put in a minor-position and who thus want to get out of this position. Then often
those newly put in the minor-position strive to get in their turn into the Major-position
towards the ones they felt put down by. They thus will behave in an aggressive way
towards the first ones, will attack them, will take revenge, will retaliate. So the first ones
have in some way -often unconsciously- provoked the aggression against themseives.

3) ]]md.pnnmple..thﬂmmmmmnn_ '
All ways people can feel put in the minor-pasition and can put others in the minor-
position, all hurt, but aren’'t comparable, either in quantity or in time.

The M-m or Major-minor mode! for analysing conflicts makes clear there are
many ways one can feel put in a minor-position or can put another in the minor-position,
and that they ail hurt. But it is impossible to compare the different minor-positions with - _
one another, or the different ways used to put someone in the minor-position. So itis
impossible to conclude in an absolute way that one way is worse, more painful ar more
damaging than another one. They all hurt, destroy, damage. And how much will depend
of each person, each situation. It depends of the characteristics of the person involved,
the values of the person feeling in the minor-position, hisfher culture, history, education,
sensibility, etc.

Consider the case of an escalation between two individuals . the first one
hurniliates and ridicules the second one in public, the second one physically hits
the first one in private. Which hurts the most? ‘
Or the case of a man 60 vears old, an only child. who has been abused, who has
felt humiliated and destroyed psychologically by both his parents every day of his
life since his birth (with many witnesses during all those years), and still everyday
when he visits his parents at the eiderly home. Then suddenly, after 60 years, he
kills both his parents with a gun. It's homble, this son whao kills his parents. But it
also has been horrible how this son has been iliHreated during his whole life by his
parents. Which was the more abominable act : the son being abused and
humiliated for all those years, or that elderly couple being shot with a gun by their
son? Which act has caused more pain? Which is the more dreadful?
Or a population group that has been oppressed for decades, that had so little to
eat that children and adults died or lived miserably for their whole life, whife the
upper-class had far too much. When the oppressed finally, after all those years,
find ways to kiff some of their "oppressors,” they also express their anger by
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forturing some of them. Both facts are homible, aren't they?. It is not possible to
conclude one is-better or worse than the other one, nght?

In all these examples, it is impossible to say what is worse, who is hurt more :
everyone is hurt, all parties are suffering. And the ways people are put in minor-positions
are horrifying in both directions.

In fact we don't need to compare. it's enough to estabhsh that each is suffering. Each

feels put in a minor-position.

We have to unlearn the need always to compare everything. There just are things

which can't be compared, we don't need to compare, we shouldn't compare. We can't

put everything in ciphers and numbers. Sometimes we, North-Westerners, have to learn

to think without ciphers and numbers. We shall have to be able to think and say : "The
one is suffering. And the other is suffering. The ways used by the first one are hurting.
And the ways used by the second one are hurting. And we don't have to determine
who's more hurt, which way used is the most hurtful." We shall have to leam to think and
speak like that.

In most cases each side will try fo prove that hisfher minor-position is more -
- severe than the one on the other side. And that the harmful ways the other one is using
are worse than one's own ways. But this is an attempt to try to put the other once more in
- the minor-position. This is a way of attacking, of putting the other one down, to get
oneself out of one's own minor-position, to try to put oneseif in the Major-position again.

” E t inciple- the "} -E' 'IIIIIE'IDIJ"I

When escalations last for a long time, the reason for that is usually that EACH side
has the illusion that THEY will be the final winners of the escalation, that THEY wilt
be the ones who will be in the very last Major-position.

_ As long as both sides keep this illusion, the escalation wili continue. It is clear that
if either side in advance would know for sure that at the end they will be the [osers, they
wouldn't continue to participate in the escalation.

Of course, even if there is a clear "winner" at the end, this one will have been placed
many times in a minor-position before that (during the escalation). That's why peopie
usually say that in a war all parties involved are losers : they all have been many times in
the minor-position. But there is even more : the end of the escalation is usually not a real
"end" but only a temporary ane, an interruption of the escalation. When the "losers" will
be ready for it -this even can be a next generation-, they will put themselves again in the
Major-position, and there the escalation will start again.
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L Escalati in {1 ual d

There are actually many escalations of violence in the world. But let us focus on
two of them : the one between the US and it's "enemies”, and the one between Israelis
and Palestinians.

1) The escalation between the US and it's "enemies” :

Who are the enemies of the "Americans"(z)? The ones who feel put in the minor-
position by them. These are the cnes who "hate” them. What are the reasons some
people outside the US fee! put in a minor-position by the US?

- Many people have the feeling that for decades the US has tried to impose,
outside it's borders - particularly in the Southemn part of the planet- it's "world-
order” which often wasn't respecting freedom at all, while the US presented it's
own system as an exemplary democracy, with it's constitutional principtes of
equality and tolerance. In other words, many people outside the US have the
feeling that the US presents itseif as the good one, the example to foliow, but
doesn’t act iike that in practice. That's what often is called "the American
arrogance”.
- Millions of people in the world have suffered or have seen their loved ones
dying or disapparearing as a consequence of US-interventions or US financial or
military support buitding this "world-order.” ,
- Ancther part of what is called "the American arrcgance™ is that "Americans” are
often considered as "people who tell others what to do but who don't do it
themselves". So for instance on Dec 29, 2001, President Bush told Pakistan and
india to remain calm and to negotiate, while the US then aiready had thrown a
huge pile of bombs on Afghanistan for several months and had repeatedly
refused to negotiate.
- "Americans think they are the police of the worid They thlnk they can do
everything they want in the whole world, exactly as they want." ()

- "The Western media created and maintained stereotypes like the Judeo-

2 When I use the words "Bmerica"™ and "Americans™ here, I write them with

quotation marks, because I use them as these words so often are used : to -
indicate the U3 and US-people. But we of course all know that the real America
is much bigger than the US, is a whole continent. This use of language could
already be one of the ways the US and the US-pecple are putting themselves in
a Majer-position.
Another reason to use quotation marks is that when the words "America” and
"Americans™ are used, ALL pecple living in the US are pointed at with theze
words. Whereas in the US there is a government, there are people supporting .
the government, but there are alsc pecple not supporting their government and
_even disagreeing with it and trying te make it change and fighting against it.

: On Sept 11, 2001, I was in Africa. Here I quote some of what I heard
and read there.
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Christian faction which claims itself democratic in opposition to the Muslim
barbarism."
- "We often are considered as primitive, barbarous, uncivilized, and they call
themselves civilized."
- The idea of "Americans” of being invulnerable themselves as opposed to the
rest of the world being vuinerable. So the thoughis of "How could this happen to
us?!" or "How did they dare to do this to Us?!", while it seems normal/acceptable
- fragedies happen to others in the world, in which case it's only "How sad...”
- The attitude of "Americans” at the Conference in Kyote (Spring 2001), being the
most polluting nation on the planet -with all the catastrophic consequences of this
for our single planet-, but refusing to take serious measures ta reduce their
pollution. This in contrast with the rest of the world that undertook to work on
reducing their part of poliution and it's destructive effects on the planet.
- Expressions like the following ones from President Bush during the war in
. Afghanistan : "We'll smoke them out", "These are evil people”, "Our cause is
just", "They get to mest my conditions. And when | said no negotiations, | meant
no negotiations.". These expressions put the US in the Major-position : the
human (vs animal), the good one, the right one, the boss.
- The fact that after the war in Afghanistan, the "American" Secretary of Defense
Rumsfeld declared "Americans” taken as prisoners should be considered as
"war-prisoners’ and so be protected by the Geneva Convention, whereas
opponents taken as prisoners should be considered "only" as lawless fighters,
and sa not be protected by the Convention.
- Last but not least, the Northem-Western culture, led by the US is invading and
dominating everywhere in the world even to the level of families, essentially
through TV, making it difficult to honor and preserve other cultures.

-~ The most well-known ways the enemies of the “Americans” put themselves in the
Major-position are of course terrorist acts of all kinds, with which they try to take revenge,
they retaliate to get themselves out of the minor-position they have been feeling,
sometimes for a long long time. The longer and the more they have been in the minar-
position, and so have intemalized their anger, the more energy they have accumulated,
the bigger and the more terifying their terrorist act will be. Other ways they put
themselves in the Major-position are all kinds of threats, humiliating ways of talking
about and acting towards North-Westerners, thoughts and feelings of superiority, etc.

In this escaiation, between the US and it's enemies, the first principle of "only
minor sensitivity" is very clear. Regardless of whether we are listening to the
"Americans” or to "the enemies”, we hear only or mostly about the great injustices by
which they have been put in the minor-position. They ridicule, minimize or justify the
ways opponents claim they have been put in a minor-position,

The second principle of "consequence” is also very present in this escalation.
Everytme a terrorist action has put the US in a minor-position, the US has taken
retaliatory measures against secmeone, not neccessarily always the ones who put the US
in a minor-position. And in the other direction, every terrorist attack will be "explained” by
some behaviour of the US which put some people in a minor-position. A difference
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between both directions is that usually the retaliatory acts of the US are closer in time to
the situations in which they were put in a minor-position than the ones of their enemies.
Perhaps the US tries in this way to make the connection between their suffering and
their retaliatory action more clear. ‘
The reverse of the second principle, the "provoking aggression” principle, means that
each time either the "Americans” or the terrorists put themselves in a Major-position,
they are provoking the retaliation of the other against themselves. When now
"Americans” wonder "Why do they hate us?”, they should be aware that the answer to
this question in the future is how they now put themseives in a Major-position towards
others in the world. This means that by such acts they are feeding terrorist actions
against themselves, they are signing their own sentence.

Then the third principte of "no comparison”. This is a delicate one, because of the
emations involved. For people who are outside, who are neutral third parties, or for the
people having been involved but looking at the situation later on, when their feelings are
less high, the concrete filling in of this principle is obvious. This principle means that it is
impossible to distinguish between more and less painful ways, authorized and forbidden
ones, good and bad ones, legal and illegal, civilized and barbarian. No way to put
oneself in a Major-position is better than other ones, is more justified, is more human.
They all hurt. It's not because some ways have been classified inside the official concept
of "war", like tanks and bombers, that they are better and more acceptable than others
like kamikaze-terrorist actions. Both are ways people use to try to get out of their minor-
positions. They both can hurt severely. And you can't compare them, to know what's
hurting the most, what's most awful, most horrifying, most abominable. They all are.

Finally, the fourth principle of the "big illusion”. It is clear the "Americans” actually
think of eliminating all "terrorists”, everywhere in the world. And they think of starting war
against any people in the world they think could be supporting terrorist organizations.
They think they can win this war. But at the other side there are many “terrorists” ready
to go to their deaths to gain victory, and the population groups supporting them aiso
can't imagine being defeated. So both sides have the illusion that THEY will finally be
the winner...1t clearly is impossible both can be in the very last Major-position... How long
will they both continue to have that illusion? What all needs to happen before they start
to doubt it? '

2) The escaiation between Israélis and Palestinians :

It is a very long time that Israélis and Palestinians have been locked in an
escalation with one another, each side using the means they have. Israélis use mostly
military violence, occupation, extension of seitlements. And Palestinians use "civilian”
material like stones and sticks, and also terrorist actions, particularly kamikaze-terrorist
actions. Each is blaming the other one for the ways they use.

The first principle, of “only minor sensitivity”, is, just like in the escalation between
the US and it's ennemies, very clear here too. Each side -the Palestinians and the
Israglis, each with its own allies- is only thinking of, talking about, showing on TV and
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describing in the papers all the minor-positions only they themselves have been put in
by the other, and never the minor-positions they put the other one in. Often they even
contradict the casualities, the hurt and the suffering the other side mentions they have,
that is they try to minimize or negate it. So each side doesn't feel listened to by the other
side, what is putting each even more in a minor-position.

The second principle of "consequence” is also quite clear here in this escalation:
every day brings a retaliation in one direction for a former retaliation in the opposite
direction the day before.
in this case of escalation the third principle of "no comparison” is of course also
applicable. That means that here again no one should try o compare the means used by
both sides, the feelings of hurt and fear and suffering of each. What can be said is that
the means EACH uses are painful and hurting for the other, from both sides often in
horrifying ways. What can be said is that BOTH are afraid, and BOTH have feelings of
pain, and BOTH feel threatened. For different reasons, because of different facts, in
different periods of time. The ways the two sides feel afraid and suffer and feel
threatened can't be compared. To say that one or the other is suffering more than the
other, or is threatened more or is more afraid, is a nonsense. It is impossible to compare
those feelings of both sides. If we try to do this comparison, we only emphasize once
more the Major-minor imbalance between the two. All we can say that is very real, is that
both are suffering, afraid and feeling threatened. BOTH. .

Finally the principle of "big iflusion™. Years ago, before the Oslo agreements, |
worked with a group of Palestinians. | remember one of them said so wisely : "As long as
both Israélis and Palestinians continue to be under the delusion that THEY will finally be
the ones capturing the very last Major-position, that long the war will go on..." This was
about 10 years ago... The israéli-Palestinian conflict is a one in which the principle of
"big illusion” is illustrated very well, in a awful and dramatic way... K

3) Ihe_nuedappmg_af_bnﬂz_ﬁca!ahnns :
Because of who are the i"najor participants in bbth escalations, they overlap and

reinforce one ancther. In some circumstances this overlapping has been very clear, like
as in the case of the Conference against Racism in Durban in 2001.
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How is it possible to get out of war, to make the shift from war towards peace,
from violence towards nonviclence? Escalations seem to be so hopelessly endless and
fatal. How can we get out of them?

They happen because each side everytime again wants to get out of its minor-position.
This is absolutely understandable. But it is not the fact each side wants to get out of its
minor-positicn which builds the escalation, which makes the problem. It's THE WAY it is
believed that this must happen, namely by putting oneself in the Major-position. So both
sides should be able to get out of their minor-position WITHOUT putting themselves into
a Major-position.

Therefore we need to shift from the Major-minor model towards another model in which it
is possible for each side to get out of its minor-position WITHOUT putting itself in a
Major-position. This is the Equivalency-mode! {see fig.2).

‘How can we shift from the Major-minor model into the Equivalency model, from the left to
the right column? How is it possible to give justice to people entangled in an escalation
like the apparently eternal one between Israélis and Palestinians, in a way which is
putting neither once more in a minor-position, as happens with the retributive approach?

In opposition 1o retributive justice there is restorative justice. An interesting and
beautiful illustration of this kind of justice has been given by the activity of the Truth
Commission, set up to establish justice after Apartheid in South Africa, and this under.
the presidency of Archbishop Desmond Tutu. The fact that | mention this example
doesn't mean it took place in a perfect way. And it also doesn't mean that if Israélis and
Palestinians, or the "Americans” and their enemies, would want to use restorative justice
they should do THE SAME as was done through the Truth Commission in South Africa.
It only means this case is an illustration of this kind of justice. And there aren't so many
wellknown illustrations of it yet in situations as big as was the one in South Africa which
was handied by the Truth Commission. In each case, people will have to develop their
own way of putting in practice restorative justice, the Equivalency Model.

Fig.3 shows the general diagram of how Equivalency may be put into practice. It

can help us have some ideas of how a process of restorative justice could look in
dealing with our actual conflicts in the world, like as for instance, the Israéli-Palestinian
one linked to the WTC-Afghanistan issue.
The process could, for instance, be called the "Truth-plan”, a fusion of the two names
"Truth Commission” and "Marshall Plan" (which was designed to make a new start after
WWII). The parties in the nucleus would be Israélis and Palestinians facing one another,
"Americans” and spokes-people of their opponents. But around this nucleus there would
be many cother parties joining the process at different stages of the process, parties
having had a contribution at some peint in the one or anather of the principal parties'
feeling put in a minor-position. _

it would be very important that all parties could express to their opponent hov&
they feel and have been feeling put in minor-positions in the past, not only by each
specified opponent, but eventually also by other people. So they should be able to

“We can't change the past, but we can change the future.” An essay by Pat Patfoort 9




express their pain, their sufferings, their sorrows, their fears, their confusions.

Also, it is very important that they would REALLY feei heard and respected in what they
axpress. To make this possible, most probably neutral third parties would be needed, to
facilitate and make possible nonviotent communication, that is a non-offensive, non-
aggressive, respectful one. it also would be useful, after one party would have
expressed its feelings, the opponent would reflect that means : repeat with their own
wards or means- the expressed feelings.

The process should work toward having the opponent accept and admit how the
other one feels and has been feeling put in a minor-position, and also admit their own
contribution to it. So, for instance, Palestinians could express -in a non-attacking way-
their difficult feelings about how Israét has been created, and they would hear from not
only Israélis but alsoc many other countries -the Allied countries after WWil- that those
feelings are heard, admitted, respected, not judged, not put down or pushed away, and
that they admit their contribution to it. This doesn't mean they are "guilty" and will be
punished. We shouldn't co-ordinate on the one hand having a contribution to something,
and on the other being considered guilty and going to be punished. In the Equivalency-
model, these are two completely different things, while in the Major-minor medet, they
most of the time are identified. In the same way Palestinians would have expressed their
difficult feelings about how Israél has been created, how they feel occupied by israélis,
etc., the Israélis could express and be heard in their difficult feelings of how they still fear
persecution of Jewish peopie, how they feel threatened as an island in the middle of
Arab territory, etc.

There should be no biaming, no accusations, no finger pointing at any one, no
lecturing ("You should have...!"), but only expressions of cne's own feelings, and one's
own admissions of one’s own contributions to difficult feelings of the opponent. People
can say "sorry" for some of their own contributions, or those of their own country, but
they should not be pushed to do so. And, if they say sorry, they are not considered as
bad or weak people therefore. The evil is not in the one party or the other, but in the
situation and how it has been handled, in the usual system, the Major-minor system. The
evil is not at one side or the other, but between both. '
One more thing about saying “sorry” : this means to say to the cpponent "I'm sorry, |
regret you suffered.” it doesn't mean : "I'll tell you why | did that, | can justify it." Then, it is
a defense of oneself. Saying "somy" is showing understanding for the other one's pain,
and in doing so helping them to get out of their minor-position. .
So there would be this exchange of feelings of respective minor-positions, and real open
and respectful listening to one ancther. This is DIALOGUE. And on top of that, own
admissions of one's own contributions to the pain of others. There is no right and wrong
in all that, no guilty ones, no offenders on one side and victims on the other. In this way,
ALL get space to work on getting out of their minor-positions.

But there is more. Through this process there is an immense gathering of all the
present grief and needs of all parties. These are the FOUNDATIONS of the conflict.
They are all the pieces on which the soiution(s) can be built. They offer 2 new basis.
From their gathering emerge new possibilities.

In fact, the process itseif, of going into depth plus communicating in depth plus gathering
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all the foundations, is already part of the solution. But additionally, it changes the
"panorama", it gives new perspectives for what decisions could be taken and what
changes could happen. In the Major-minor system only these last ones are usually
considered as "solutions™. '

How this "Truth-plan” should concretely look like is certainly not clear at all yetto
me. It is surely quite a lot of work ahead to bring any such process into being.
But what | do know is that we have to move from the Majcr-minor medel to the
Equivalency model, from retributive justice to restorative justice. | am aware that the
Equivalency model and its applications in these situations can look very strange on first-
sight, not normal and unrealistic. That is very understandable : it is unknown territory. it
is like children who lived for their whole life in war situations, who can't imagine it is
possible to live without war. They think that is not normal and unrealistic...
What 1 think is not realistic is to continue in those escalations. We absolutely have to get
out of them, and this as quickly as possible. Too many people already suffered too much
because of them. And too many people continue everyday to suffer too much because of
them. -

All the pain there has been cannot be eraced. We can't change the past, even
the very last minute. We can't make dead people -Israéli or Palestinian, "American” or
Muslim fundamentalist- alive again; we can't put back a leg which has been torn off; we
can't give a happy childhood to a teenager who has suffered immensely his or her whole
life... We can't change what has happened...

But what we can do is change things from now on, from this very minute. We can
_decide to continue with escatations and with the Major-minor model and all the suffering
and pain. Or we can decide to change our ways of dealing with different viewpoints, to
deal with them in an Equivalent way. We surely still need to do a lot of research about
Equivalency, find and try things out, discover, create. ‘
We can't change the past. But we can change the future.

Feb 14, 2002
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Inner Strength : a Fundamental Weapon

against Violence
by Pat Patfoort

1. The relationship between Inner Strength and Nonviolence (cf fig.1 & 2)

We distinguish two systems, each based respectively on two models : the Major-minor model
is at the basis of the system of violence, and the Equivalency-model is at the basis of the
system of nonviolence. In the Major-minor system the tools are arguments - to convince,
dominate, overpower others, to shout peopie down. In the Equivalency system the tools are
Jfoundations : they are the answers to the question “Why?” one has a certain point of vnew
They are the needs, feelings, values, habits, objectives, interests of this person or group.'

Inner strength is a very important element for thinking behaving, and reacting in an
Equivalent way, which is at the base of nonviolence. Inner strength enables us to avoid being
put in a minor position either by ourselves or by others. It also enables us to avoid the
temptation of elevating ourselves to a Major position.

1.1. Not letting ourselves end up in a minor-position :

- The more Inner Strength we have:

1) the more we can leamn to know and accept om'selves as we are;

2) the more self-consciousness we develop;

3} the better we are able to know and accept our needs, emotions, values, hablts
objectives and interests (our “foundations”);

4) the more self-confidence we have;

5) the less we depend on what others think about us;

6) the less we feel judged or criticised negatively by others;

7) the less we feel blamed, insulted, threatened, attacked;

8) the less we feel bad, wrong or guilty;

9) the less we judge ourselves;

10) the less we think our needs and feelings are wrong;

11) the more we believe in ourselves, in our abilities and means of power,

12) the more we develop our means of power;

13) the more we use our means of power, and they don’t go out of use.

1.2. Not letting ourselves assume the Major-position :

. The more Inner Strength we have:
1) the less we abuse our means of power by exercising power over others;
2) the better we are able to listen to others and to develop empathy;

' To read more about these systems, models and tools : see Pattoort, Pat. Uprovoting Violence, Building Nonviolence. Freeport, ME, USA.:
Cobblesmith, 1995; and. Patfoort, Pat 7 want, you don 't wanl. Nonviolence Education. Freeport, ME, USA : Cobblesmith, 2001.




3) the more we are able to accept others as they are, with their needs, emotions,
values, habits, objectives and interests (their “foundations™);

4) the more we are able to regard the foundations of others as legitimate rather than
as wrong, stupid, ridiculous, abnormal, sickly, insane; that means : the more we
are abie not to transform the “foundations” of others into negative arguments;

5) the more inclined we are not to use our foundations to persuade, dominate,
overpower others so as to be the one who is right or normal while the other is
wrong or abnormal; that means : the more we are able not to transform our
“foundatlons into positive arguments;

6) the less likely we are to use the destructive approach of calling our opposite ugly,
stupid, dirty, lazy, impolite, uncivilized, and the like; that means : the less we use
destructive arguments,

7) the less we need to threaten or to punish.

2. How do we bui]d Inner Strength ?

[

Thinking and talking less negatively about others and ourselves

2. Becoming conscious of times when we consider others as inferior to ourselves and
striving not to do it anymore.

3. Not passing judgment about people we find d1fﬁcult

4. Expressing difficulties we have with others in a constructive or encouraging way
rather than in a destructive or discouraging way.

5. Discovering our own abilities and talents, not only the ones that are tradmonally
regarded favourably, but also others that are not so well-known.

6. Convincing ourselves we have those abilities and talents, if necessary constantly
reminding it to ourselves, using multiple creative ways.

7. Giving as much positive affirmation as we can, to ourselves and to others, so we help
others build their seif-confidence and positive self-images as we build our own.

. 8. Admitting when we don’t know something or that we made a mistake.

9. Becoming conscious of and accepting our own needs and feelings, and not judging
them or being ashamed of them.

10. Admitting when we feel put in a minor-position.

11. Expressing our “foundations” (needs, feelings, values) in a solid and self—conﬁdent
way, but without trying to get the other party to agree with us.

12. Working consciously on standing up for ourselves without harming others.

13. Discovering our means of power.

14. With the support of our conscience, transformmg our ways to deal with our power SO
we use it but don’t misuse it.

15. Actively observing when others feel abused or attacked, then offering help in the form
of creative solutions that harm no one.

16. Listening to others instead of talking and trying to convince them. _

17. Listening to others when they feel hurt by us, and disconnecting this from any
negative criticism or judgment about ourselves :

18. Developing creativity in communication, positive affirmation and solutions.

19. Opening ourselves in and experiencing consciously situations in which our “truth”
coexists with the “truth” of others.

20. Being open to the thoughts and “truths” of others.
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21. Asking others how they feel in our company and listening to their answers, so that
- afterwards if need be we can change our behaviour to show more respect for others.

22. Evaluating our past actions and reactions, so as to make any needed concrete changes
in our attitudes.

23. Working consciously on following our conscience even in situations where we may be
criticised, laughed at, or even excluded.

24. Acknowledging and apologizing for situations where we modified our behavior
towards others because of the presence of some other party.

25. Taking breaks instead of keeping on rushing and trying to finish everything as qulckly
as possible.

26. Taking time to discuss our path towards Inner Strength w1th like-minded people or
groups.

27. Practicing conscious and quiet breathing.

28. Practicing periods of silence.

29. Practicing physical exercises of balance.

30. Regularly taking times out for meditation/prayer to digest difficult items and to think
of how to change things very concretely.

31. Planning steps to build our evolution in the future.

32. Giving ourselves the necessary time to evolve and not feel guilty for making mistakes
and not being perfectly strong yet.

How do we stimulate Inner Strength in raising children ?

The easiest and most solid way to build Inner Strength is by starting it as early as possible,
that is, during childhood. That means that adults surrounding children —parents, grand-
parents, family-members, friends, teachers- can have a very important role in how much Inner
Strength these children wiil be building, thus how strong they will be in the future as aduits,
and how much they will be able to build nonviolence and peace in the world.

Adults can help Tnner Strength develop and grow in children, by acting in the following ways:

1.

Giving space to children to express their needs and emotions, and to act following those.

2. - Listening to children, to their thoughts and feelings, to their remarks, to their wisdom and

advice; taking account with them and learning from them. :
Asking questions to children —real questions, not reproaching ones, cf. the intonation-, and
listening and being open to their answers.

Showing interest in what they do and who they are, and taking time for it.

Giving positive affirmation, not only for qualities and talents which are tradltlonally
regarded favourably, and not only for qualities and talents we have a weakness for, but
also others.

Being open and discovering creatively all possible qualities and talents of chiidren, and
expressing openly, honestly and clearly our appreciation for them. . _
Taking time to give positive affirmation to children in a creative way, and enjoying doing
it.

Not comparing one child with other chlldren or with other people, saying that these others
are “better.”

Not judging or labelling children as “wrong”, “bad”, “ugly”, “stupid”.

. When needing to express a difficuit feeling we have towards a child, using “T”-messages

instead of “you”-messages.




11. When we want to change some of their behaviours, emphasizing situations when they act
as we would hike it (encouragement) instead of situations when they don’t act as we would
like it (discouragement).

12. Not telling chiidren what will happen to them but what could happen to them.

13. Letting children take risks, even with some pain or sorrow for themselves as a
consequence; and showing empathy and care for their pain or sorrow.

14. Showing appreciation when children defend themselves.

15. When they defend themselves in an aggressive way, appreciating the fact they defend
themselves before discussing the way they did it; accepting their anger,

16. When they defend themselves in an aggressive way, making them think about it, not by
being angry at them or by punishing them, but by helping them understand and accept
how their aggressive behaviour caused pain and suffering for others.

17. Together with them looking for and trying out creative ways of defending oneself without
harming others; discussing tms freely without telling them how they should act or what
would be the best way to act.

18. Together with children looking for models of defending oneself without harming others
and for nonviolent heroes m literature, videos, video-games.

'19. Modelling - attitudes and reactions of standing up for oneself and for others without
harming anyone.

20. Not appropnatmg attitudes and behaviours of children who are following our examples
and not expressing such thoughts of appropriation.

21. Admitting when we don’t know something, when we made a mistake, when we think a
child was right and we were wrong, '

22. Supporting children in discovering who they are and in finding their own capacities and
means of power.

4. What does Inner Strength produce ?

It will empower us, s0 we can

1. show humility;
- 2. accept and admit we don’t know some answers, some solutions, even if people expect
them from us; '
3. not appropriate ideas or behaviours of others which we think have been mﬂuenced by
our own ideas and behaviours; not express such appropnatlons
4. admit someone felt hurt by us -that means : felt put in a mmor—position by us- without
feeling accused or guilty; listen to the other one expressing his or her pain,
apologize when we unconsciously put ourselves in a Major-position, or when we d1d it
because we lost our temper “; z
. respect and appreciate self- defence when used toward us, even by children, '
be conscious of and accept our emotions, even worries and fears;
express our emotions rather than suppress them,
express our needs and feelings without being afraid to be criticised or ]udged
0. control our emotions, like anger and rage, so we express them in a way that does not hurt
others; :
11. not act in a different way because of the presence of certain people;
12. be honest and consistent;
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? So : apologize is not a weakness, but a strength.




13. take care of how we communicate with words, intonation, gestures, facial expression,
and how we respond to the context (the setting, the presence of a third person);

14. wait for the right time and place to communicate;

15.0pen ourselves to the thoughts, needs, emotions, values, habits, objectives and interests
of others —their “foundations”-; listen, accept and not judge others; tune in to all the ways
others are communicating;

16.give space to others, accept them as they are, to avoid puttinu and pushing them down in
our thoughts as well as in our behaviour;

17.ask questions instead of telling people what to do and how to do it;

18 listen to explanations or foundations of others without having the feeling they gloze over
or prevaricate;

19.be able to be “multi-partial” as a third party in mediation;

20.accept that even when we are convinced of our rightness, someone else can just be as
certain of his; that we can have our truth while someone else has an equally valid one;
regard our own “truth” as one among many,;

21 reconsider our strongly heid views;

22.accept that when people don’t do what we expect from them they have foundations for
what they do;

23 .act according to our conscience rather than following what others expect from us, not
being afraid of being criticized or punished;

24 take risks when we consciously choose them;

25.follow instructions and obey when our conscience agrees about who and what to obey;

26.not do just the contrary of what is expected from us, because it has been asked in a
Major-way,

27 .not feel personally abused or attacked when someone puts him- or herself in a Major-
p051t10n in front of us —so not feel put in a minor-position-, but instead situate the other
person in his or her context of having been put down by us or by ;

28.not feel criticized or destroyed when others express their feelings and emotions in an
aggressive or abusive way, be able to listen to these emotions;

29 not automatically feel the looser —in a mmor—p051t10n— when we are not the winner —in a
Major-position-; '

30.when we feel abused or attacked, not allow ourselves to be led astray in the escalation
and not reproduce the aggressive behaviour towards someone else, but instead object

and defend ourselves in a nonviolent way;

31 .discover and develop our means of power;

32.use our power, not misuse or abuse it;

33.develop more creativity;

34 take the necessary time for the process of Equivalent or nonviolent conflict management,
for breaks, for reflection, for absorption of the foundations of others, for meditation
about those foundations, for “sleeping” on them, for developing creativity, for getting to
a real solution (one which satisfies all needs of all parties);

35.behave in an nonviolent Equivalent way —and maintain this behavmur- from one’s own .
side even when the other party doesn’t,

36.not hate anymore;

37 .forgive;

38.act more in sohdarlty

o




39.not consider facts and problems in a2 narrow, self-centred way, but with a wider
perspective as part of a relationship, a social group, a society;

40.develop trust in others;

41 feel self-confident; _ _ -

42 develop peace of mind;

43 really and deeply influence others;

44 have real and deep authority; _

45.smile and laugh more from deep inside of us, enjoy life more, be more content;

46 radiate Equivalency to others : the natural reciprocity of social relations is brought into
play.

(sent on internet August 14, 2002)
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by Pat Patfoort

Many violent conflicts and wars m the world occur in situations where two or more groups
with different ethnical and cultural backgrounds are confronted with one another.
But not only on that level, also on the individual level, people, every time again, get in trouble,
quarrels, fights, when they are faced with different points of view, or interests, or habits, or vaiues,
or feelings. This happens in the family, on the workplace in meetings, in the neighborhood, in the
street.
It looks like it's generally dlﬂicult to find ways to deal with differences of other people, which don't
produce stress, anger, violence, pain and sorrow. -

There are several ways to deal with differences between people. In a broad way we can

make the distinction between on the one hand the destrucmve or violent way, and on the other the
- constructive or nonviolent way.

Most people never learned about the existence of this distinction, and even less about how to make
concrete the constructive or nonviolent way. Too often people only get nterested in knowing more
about it when they are in the middle of a crisis, as well on the personal as on the societal level. Even
if it's still possible even then to learn about and to make Conflict Transformation concrete, it's as a
matter of course much harder in a mtddle of a crisis.

The start situation -as well for the destructive as for the constructive way- is one of (at
least) two different points : the two different points are different characteristics, or behaviors, or
points of view of two people or two groups of people. This start situation by itself doesn't contain
any problem. '

The ordinary way to go on with those two different points is the one based on the Major-

_minor model or M-m model: each tries to present its own characteristic or behavior as better than

the one of the other. Each tries to be right, to dominate, to win. Each tries to put oneself in the M-
position, and the other person or group in the m-position.

The consequences of this are the three mechanisms of vielence:
- violence against the person who first did put him- or herself in the Major-posrnon,
. or, the escalation of violence;
- violence aganst a third pasty, o, the chain of violence;
- violence against oneself, or, internalizing the violence/the aggression.

The M-m mode is at the basis of violence. It is the root of violence (see fig.1).
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Behaving following the M-m model 1s so usual, seems so normal, that people often have

the impression this is the only possibie way. Most of the time people even think that this fits with
the natural impuises of the human being, with the human instincts.
Now, what is inherent to the human being, is indeed at the basis of the transition from the start
situation of two different points to the M-m model. It is the instinct of self-preservation or
survival instinct that brings us to want to get out of the m-position. The need to protect and to
defend oneself is indeed imherent to human beings. But to do this following the M-m model is
absolutely not inherent to the human being. This way is only one of the possible ways to achieve
this. It is the way that on first sight seems to be the most easy one, and (probably therefore} also the
one that in most human societies is taught from childhood on, and that afterwards continues to be
built up and fed n all possible ways.

Another way to go on with the start situation of two different ponts, is the Equivalency-
model or E-model (see fig.2). This model is at the basis of Nonviolence. This model responds
also to the instinct of self-preservation of the human being. The E-model, the nonviolence, indeed
also permits us to get out of the m-posttion, to defend and to protect ourselves, but not at another’s -
expense, not against someone, not attacking, as it is the case with the M-m model.

So not the Iaggression is inherent to human beings, but what's at the basis of it ; the self-
preservation instinct.

Now we shall discuss situations where the two different points of the startsituation are
points of view. Two (or more) parties have different points of view, they disagree. When the M-m
model is used, that situation is known as "conflict”. '

To understand how to develop the Equivalency model, we look at what the instruments for
it are, and compare them with what instruments are used in the Major-minor system.

In the M-m model arguments are used. They are put forward to try to he right, to win.
Three important kinds of arguments are :
1) the pesitive arguments : one presents positive aspects of one's point of view, to move oneself
up toward the M-position;
2) the negative arguments : one mentions negative aspects of the point of view of the other
person, to push down the other person toward the m-position;
3) the destructive arguments : one cites negative aspects of the other person, to push the other
person even more down to the m-position. Among these devices are racist, ageist and sexist .
remarks. A way in which another differs -skin color, youth or age, gender- will be presented as
negative and used to devalue the other's point of view, a view usually unrelated to the attnbute
referred to.




Using arguments is a superficial feedmy of the situation. They stimulate an escalation of .
the conflict, feed the fire so to speak. Both parties use whatever they can find to make their own
point of view stronger in opposition to the one of the other and to surmount it. One simply expands
the conflict from above, feeding fuel to the fire.

By contrast, the Equivalency model works with foundations, not arguments. As the word
indicates, foundations are the underlying factors of both points of view. They are the reasons why
both parties have the points of view they do : the motivations, needs, feelings, interests, objectives,
values. These elements can be either intellectual-rational or emotional. They are revealed through
"Why" questions, "Why do 1 have this point of view?". "Why does this other have his or hers?".
Through éxploring foundations in the E-model, one gains an opportunity to understand the conflict
in depth rather than simply to be stuck in the M-m model pattern of feeding it at the surface.
Foundations of different points of view are often not expressed. People may not be conscious of
them. Nevertheless, they are present, and identifying them is essential.

Resolyi i

Disagreement is handled in totally different ways by the M~-m and E models of resolving -

conflict. '
With the M-m model, there are only two possibilities. Either I am right or you are. We are in a two-~
dimensional system and each solution proposed or reached stimmilates the same kind of reaction :
"You see? I was oght!" or "Who did win finally?". But often the M-m model doesn't offer any out
way at all : every time we defend ourselves we do this n an attacking way, by which another
person is provoked to defend him or herself, again in an attacking way, again provoking us or
another person. And so it goes on.
~ By contrast, the E model leads us to inmumerable solutions, which emerge from a way of thinking

which transcends the two-~dimensional restriction. They are created by understanding all of the
foundations of both parties involved tn the contlict. ‘

While with the M-m model finding a solution is predominant, with the E-model the process
by which one finds it ts most mportant. The people in conflict enter that process by revealing the -
foundations of both sides, acknowledging and respecting those of the opponent as much as one's
own, then following a series of steps toward solution (see fig.3) ().

Two neighbors have a problem about animals : Sidi keeps ammals m his yard, but Tom-
doesn't want him to have them.

: For further reading : see Pagfoort, Pat. Lprooting Violence. Building Nonviolence. Freeport,
Maine : Cobblesmith Pub., 1993, and Patfoort, Pat. I want,_vou don't want Nonviolence Feducation
Freeport, Maine : Cobblesmith Pub, 2001.




Sidi thinks and says to his neighbor, or about him to other people :
1) "Is there anything more beautiful than having animals?”, "You get more love from an animal than
from a man", "It's important children learn to deal with animals”, "When you compare his children
with ours, you can see the good effect these animals had on ours”, "It's important to be a complete
human being to have ammals around you", "It gives such a good feeling to produce your own milk
and eggs” (positive arguments} ‘
2) "Life without animals around vou is no life", "If there wouldn't be animals, he wouldn't have
anything to eat", "It would be awfully silent without animals. It just would be like a cemetery here"
(negative arguments)
3) "He 1s not human", "He always is so strange" "He has no feelings”, "He is so selfish, only thinks
of himself', "He can't dare any little disturbance around him : look how he bebaves with his
children! The poor ones..." (destructive arguments).

Tom on the other hand thinks and taiks to his neighbor, or about him to others in the
following way :
1) "It's so nice to have quietness around a house", "You at least then can hear your own music!”,
“It's much more easy to keep things clean without antmals” (positive arguments)
2) "These animals are so dirty. They smell awfully!", "They bring sicknesses. They are dangerous.",
"They make so much noise : they disturb the whole neighborhood.”, " Amimals are not made to live
around houses of people, but must stay far from houses, anyhow not in this neighborhood"
(negative arguments)
3) "He doesn't care about us not being able to sleep. He only thinks about what he wants!”, "He
says he loves his animals, but ook how he treats them : he hits them, he hurts them!", "He doesn't
know how to deal with animals”, "He uses his animals to get rid of his frustrations”, "He is so dirty
himself, T wonder if he ever takes a shower or a bath" {destructive arguments).

Sidi and Tom not only put one another in minor-positions with words, but also in all kinds
of nonverbal ways (glances, gestures, attitudes, smiles). And progressively they also do more and
more things to put the other one in a minor-position. They get more and more into an escalation.
This is war between neighbors.

To transform the relationship from the Major-minor model toward the Equivalency, Sidi
and Tom should not think and speak anymore with arguments, but with foundations.

How could those foundations look like (%)?

2 : To bring about and to formulate foundat\iom, some particular instructions need to be observed.
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We see those two ways of thinking and talking are completely different : there 1s a transfer
from negative criticism and judgment of the other person and his viewpoint toward openness,
understanding and acceptance of the other person and oneself The relationship becomes totally
different.

How can Sidi and Tom work on such a transformation? Essentially by becoming aware of
the consequences of the Major-minor way of thinking and behawng, and by learning HOW to put
the Equivalency model in practice.

" How will solutions for this conflict look like? In the Equivalency model there usually are
many possible solutions. And a sohition is often not just ONE piece, but a compound of several
pieces, which all together satisfy all the foundations of the different parties nvolved.

In this case THE solution, that means the different pieces of the compound of the solution, could
be:

1) The animals are put inside of a fence, at the opposite side of the house of Sidi;

2) and Tom helps Sidi to build the fence;

3) and, if the fence of Sidi is broken or a plant of Tom is destroyed, the other one expresses his
regrets to him and even helps him to repair;

4) and each expresses his apprecmuon for what the other one is domg for him, and how he does it;
5) and, by communicating in a different way, they progressively learn to know each other better,
and start looking at one another in a different way, and feel better with their neighbor m a general
way.

All over the world there are many conflicts, and particularly armed conflicts, between
populations of breeders/shepherds on the one hand and populations of farmers on the other. They
are in Major- and minor-positions towards one another, so in the Major-minor model, out of which
escalations develop.

Foundations similar to the ones of Sidi and Tom are present in these situations.

If people like Sidi and Tom would be working on transforming their conflict from the
Major-minor system toward the Equivalency system, it is clear that this would be the base of a
transformation of the society in which they are living. And the more people do this, the more we all
work on transforming our conflicts from thé Major-minor system toward the Equivalency system,
the more we shall transform our societies and the world from negative judgment and prejudice
toward respect and tolerance, from violence and war toward harmony and peace.

(Paper given at the World Social Agenda, Padova (ltalia), May 4, 2002)




Figure 1. Violence - the Root and te Mechanims
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