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Prosocial behaviors are voluntary actions aimed 
at benefiting others. They include a wide variety 
of behaviors, such as cooperation, helping, shar-
ing, caring, donating, comforting, and volun-
teering (Batson, 1998; Eisenberg & Fabes, 1990). 
These actions are often mediated by empathy and 
concern about the welfare and rights of others, 
though egoistic and practical concerns also may 
be involved (Eisenberg, 2009; Hoffman, 2001). 
There are surprisingly few studies that have exam-
ined prosocial behavior within the domain of peace 
psychology, an emerging area of research and prac-
tice that examines the prevention and mitigation 
of direct and structural forms of violence and the 
promotion of peaceful and socially just relations 
(Christie, Wagner, & Winter, 2001). In the current 
article, we examine peace psychology using a mul-
tilevel framework similar to one used by Penner, 

Dovidio, Piliavin, and Schroeder (2005) and 
Dovidio, Piliavin, Schroeder, and Penner (2006) 
when they examined a wide array of prosocial 
behaviors. In particular, we identify some proso-
cial features of peaceful and social just relations at 
three levels: macro (intergroup), meso (intragroup) 
and micro (interpersonal and personal) level. We 
should note that our framework deviates slightly 
from Penner et al. (2005) and Dovidio et al. (2006) 
in that our meso level focuses on intragroup pro-
cesses and interactions, whereas their meso level is 
primarily concerned with dyadic helping.

In addition to being a multilevel endeavor, 
peace psychology draws from the multidisciplinary 
field of peace and conflict studies, which employs 
Galtung’s (1969) broad conception of peace. 
Hence, “peace” includes “the absence of direct vio-
lence” (negative peace) as well as the amelioration 
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of structural violence and pursuit of social justice 
(positive peace). Structural violence is a perni-
cious form of violence that indirectly kills people 
through the deprivation of human need satisfac-
tion. If, for instance, someone dies of hunger even 
though there is enough food in the world to feed 
everyone, then structural violence has taken place. 
Structural violence curtails life spans and kills peo-
ple just as surely as direct violence; indeed, world-
wide, direct violence has a toll on human life on the 
order of 1.5 million people per year (World Health 
Organization, 2009), whereas structural violence 
is implicated in 14 to 18 million deaths per year 
though starvation, inadequate access to medical 
care, and unsanitary water (Gilligan, 1996).

In recent years, one of the most consequential 
manifestations of positive peace worldwide has 
been the development of nonviolent social justice 
movements in which individuals, in coordination 
with collective efforts, have sought to democratize 
authoritarian political systems. Even before the 
Arab Spring uprisings of 2011 in Egypt, Bahrain, 
Yemen, Tunisia, Libya, and Syria, nonviolent 
democratization movements were on the ascen-
dancy, with democratic space opening up dur-
ing the past decades in Latin America, Eastern 
Europe, South Africa, and Southeast and East 
Asia (Montiel & Christie, 2008). Notable suc-
cesses included Mexico (1988—early 1990s), 
Chile (1983–1988), Estonia, Lithuania, and Latvia 
(1987), East Germany (1989), Ukraine (2004), 
South Africa (1994), Nepal (2006), Taiwan (1986), 
South Korea (1987), Thailand (1992), Philippines 
(1986; 2001), Indonesia (1998–1999), and East 
Timor (2002).

We are not the first to suggest nonviolent social 
justice movements represent a form of prosocial 
behavior. Passini and Morselli (2011) have distin-
guished between prosocial disobedience and anti-
social disobedience, the former of which consists of 
actions taken by individuals and groups to advance 
the interests of society as a whole, whereas the anti-
social type is aimed at preserving and reproducing 
social inequalities, and thus privileging one group 
at the expense of another.

In the current chapter, we will use a multilevel 
framework and identify prosocial processes that 
occur within and across levels for both negative 
and positive peace processes. The first half of this 
chapter examines negative peace within a multi-
level frame, beginning at the most commonly used 
level of analysis in peace psychology: the macro, or 
intergroup, level. Then we examine negative peace 

at the meso and micro levels of analysis. In the sec-
ond half of the chapter, we examine positive peace 
processes, using the same levels or units of analysis 
(viz., macro, meso, and micro). For convenience, 
we will use the term “peacemaking” interchange-
ably with processes involved in negative peace, 
and “peacebuilding” in reference to the pursuit of 
positive peace.

Peacemaking: Peaceful Actions  
That Promote Negative Peace

In the 1990s, intergroup peacemaking became 
a focal point in the work of peace psychologists. 
The Cold War and superpower tensions at the 
international level were winding down and the 
threat of nuclear war no longer seemed imminent. 
Reacting to the changing geopolitical climate 
and the upswing in intrastate violence around the 
world, peace psychologists shifted their attention 
away from an analysis of international relations 
and toward the growing problem of within-state, 
intercommunal conflicts, characterized by deeply 
divisive ideologies, oppositional social identities, 
and politically motivated violence. Such a shift 
seemed appropriate because most of the intergroup 
violence since the 1990s has been intercommunal 
(Eriksson, Wallensteen, & Sollenberg, 2003), pit-
ting neighbors and families against one another 
and resulting in cycles of violence. Some of the 
cycles of intergroup violence that emerged repre-
sented a resumption of violent patterns that had 
not been manifest for many years and were viewed 
by scholars as intractable conflicts, by which is 
meant an intergroup conflict that lasts one or more 
generations and is perceived by the contending par-
ties as existential and zero sum in nature (Bar-Tal, 
2007; Coleman, 2003).

Macro-Level Peacemaking: Intergroup
We begin our analysis by examining proso-

cial actions that can be undertaken to interrupt 
protracted cycles of violence, thereby preventing 
or de-escalating intergroup violence and yielding 
beneficial outcomes for the parties to the violence. 
For analytical purposes, a cycle of violence will be 
viewed as a three-phase process in which each phase 
is an antecedent for the next: (1) intergroup con-
flict, (2) organized violence, and (3) post-violence 
phase, with interventions tailored to each phase 
(Christie, Tint, Wagner, & Winter, 2008; 
Christie & Louis, 2012). Prosocial interventions 
during the intergroup conflict phase are aimed at 
managing and preventing conflict from turning to 
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organized violence; if conflict management is not 
implemented effectively and organized violence 
ensues, interventions can be tailored to de-escalate 
violence. When organized violence abates (for 
whatever reason), interventions take place at the 
post-violence phase and are aimed at intergroup 
reconciliation and sustainable development.

inTergrouP conflicT PHase
The term conflict has been defined in vari-

ous ways: as differences in interests, views, or 
goals (Deutsch, 1973); opposing preferences 
(Carnevale & Pruitt, 1992), antagonistic feelings 
(Fisher, 1990); perceptions of real or imagined 
divergent interests (Rubin & Levinger, 1995); or 
the shared belief of parties to a conflict that both 
groups’ aspirations cannot be realized simultane-
ously (Pruitt & Kim, 2004). Although intergroup 
tensions may be high, intergroup conflict does 
inevitably lead to organized violence; moreover, 
because conflict is an antecedent of organized vio-
lence, in some instances it is possible to manage the 
conflict creatively and constructively so the parties 
reach a mutually beneficial outcome and improve 
the relationship (Kriesberg, 2003).

The literature on conflict resolution is replete 
with prosocial tactics and strategies aimed at initi-
ating and sustaining a pattern of nonviolent inter-
group interactions that result in mutually beneficial 
outcomes. A sample of potentially prosocial actions 
include unilateral initiatives, confidence-building 
measures, unofficial (citizen) and official diplo-
macy, third-party mediation, apologies, dialogue, 
arbitration, interactive problem solving, and inter-
group contact (Christie & Louis, 2012). When 
used effectively, some of these prosocial actions 
(e.g., unilateral initiatives) are well suited for 
resolving impasses and bringing the parties to the 
table, while other actions may effectively guide the 
parties through the conflict resolving process (e.g., 
dialogue).

Typically, some form of cognitive reframing is 
involved in prosocial actions that bring the par-
ties to the table and set the stage for negotiations 
and conflict resolution. When effective, cogni-
tive reframing changes the parties’ beliefs about 
the nature of the relationship and the prospects 
of attaining mutually beneficial outcomes. An 
example of cognitive reframing that is often cited is 
Egyptian president Anwar Sadat’s trip to Jerusalem 
in 1977. The trip was viewed as a grand gesture 
that reduced Egyptian-Israeli tension by signal-
ing a change in the relationship from intransigent 

political positioning toward greater cooperation 
and trust (Kelman, 1997). The results of Sadat’s 
initiative demonstrated the effectiveness of refram-
ing and were consistent with research evidence 
suggesting a circular relationship between tension 
reduction, trust development, and cooperation 
(Kramer & Carnevale, 2001).

Fisher and colleagues have provided a template 
for many of the approaches to conflict resolution 
that have proliferated over the past 20 years (Fisher, 
Ury, & Patton, 1991). Their “interest-based” 
approach to conflict relies heavily on cognitive 
reframing and recommends that when the par-
ties are brought together, each should separate 
the people from the problem, engage in cognitive 
flexibility, pursue joint problem solving, eschew 
intransigent positions, seek options for mutual 
gain, and pursue a deeper understanding of each 
other’s underlying motivations, desires, and needs. 
Movement toward an improved relationship is 
manifested when the conflicted parties begin to 
reduce oppositional interactions aimed at win-
ning and increase prosocial interactions aimed at 
mutually beneficial outcomes (Johnson & Johnson, 
2012). The desired end point for interest-based and 
other approaches to conflict resolution is an inte-
grative solution that is mutually beneficial and sat-
isfies the needs of all parties.

While unilateral initiatives and interest-based 
approaches to intergroup conflict resolution are 
often carried out by leaders, these top-down 
approaches can be complemented by bottom-up 
initiatives designed to improve intergroup rela-
tions. One bottom-up initiative that can take place 
at the grassroots level to improve intergroup rela-
tions and reduce antipathy and prejudice between 
members of opposing groups is intergroup contact 
(Pettigrew, 1998). The improvement of intergroup 
relations and reduction of prejudice through con-
tact can be enhanced when contact occurs under 
conditions in which the parties are equal in sta-
tus and engage in cooperative actions, aimed at 
common goals, in the context of support by insti-
tutional authorities (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & 
Tropp, 2006).

In order to estimate the overall impact of inter-
group contact on the improvement of intergroup 
relations, Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) conducted 
a meta-analysis of 515 studies representing 38 
nations and 250,493 individuals. An inverse rela-
tionship between contact and intergroup prejudice 
was observed in 94 percent of the studies that met 
the conditions originally delineated by Allport 
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(1954). In addition, because intergroup friendships 
can also have a powerful influence on the reduction 
of prejudice and the improvement of intergroup 
relations, Pettigrew (1998) added a fifth condition 
to the contact hypothesis, noting that the “contact 
situation must provide the participants with the 
opportunity to become friends (p. 76).” Indeed, 
even knowing that other ingroup members have 
had positive contact with outgroup members can 
sometimes change attitudes for the better (Wright, 
Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe, & Ropp, 1997).

A key mechanism involved in all of the 
approaches to conflict resolution and the improve-
ment of intergroup relations is empathy. The rela-
tionship between empathy and prosocial behavior 
has been well documented over the years (cf. 
Eisenberg & Miller, 1987), and, similarly, a grow-
ing body of research in the peace psychology litera-
ture has provided evidence for the role of empathy 
in the pursuit of negative peace. Stephan and 
Finlay (1999) have reviewed a number of programs 
that have empathy as a core component. Examples 
include the “jigsaw classroom” and other coopera-
tive learning approaches designed to bring children 
from various ethnic groups together to work inter-
dependently on academic tasks, dialogue groups 
that bring social groups together typically under 
conditions endorsed by the contact hypothesis, 
multicultural education programs that typically 
introduce information about various groups in 
a society and encourage perspective taking, and 
intergroup conflict-resolution workshops designed 
to arrive at mutually beneficial outcomes for groups 
in conflict.

Initially, cognitive forms of empathy (i.e., per-
spective taking) were emphasized in the conflict 
resolution literature (Kelman, 2010), but more 
recently there has been a growing recognition of 
the importance of affective empathy and the emo-
tional states of parties in conflict situations. Recent 
research, for example, indicates that positive emo-
tions can facilitate the sharing of information, hon-
est exchanges of information, and the enhancement 
of trust, empathy, creative brainstorming, and con-
structive problem solving (Shapiro, 2001, 2012). 
Positive affect has been shown to decrease the use of 
contentious tactics and competition while increas-
ing concessions and cooperation (Baron, 1990; 
Carnevale & Isen, 1986). Experimentally designed 
studies employing a false-feedback manipulation 
to induce good or bad moods in negotiators have 
demonstrated that affective states influence nego-
tiators before, during, and after a negotiation. In 

contrast to sad negotiators, happy negotiators are 
more likely to plan to be cooperative before actual 
negotiations, to use more cooperative strategies 
during negotiations, and to honor agreements after 
negotiations (Forgas, 1998). Positive affect also 
has been shown to improve the quality of decision 
making and problem solving by enhancing cog-
nitive processes such as flexibility, creativity, and 
innovation (Isen, 2001).

Perspective taking and affective empathy also 
play a role in the relationship between intergroup 
contact and improved intergroup relations. Research 
findings generally indicate that intergroup contact 
is positively associated with empathy, and, in turn, 
that empathy is negatively associated with prejudice 
(Pagotto, Voci, & Maculan, 2010; Pettigrew & 
Tropp, 2008). Moreover, there is some evidence 
suggesting both affective empathy and perspectives 
taking partially mediate the relationship between 
contact and intergroup relations; however, more 
systematic research is needed to ascertain precisely 
which mechanisms are most effective in various 
contexts (Tausch, Kenworthy, & Hewstone, 2005).

organized Violence PHase
When conflict management breaks down and 

violence ensues between groups, a number of 
cognitive processes that resist peaceful overtures 
become intensified. Thinking becomes faulty and 
rigid, characterized by negative attributions of the 
other group, us-them/black-white categorizing, 
selective inattention to positive overtures by the 
other group, heightened outgroup antipathy, and a 
host of processes that form barriers to constructive 
dialogue (Christie, 2006; Kimmel & Stout, 2006). 
In addition, violent episodes are typically charac-
terized by high threat levels, and the appraisal of 
threat can evoke strong negative emotions, includ-
ing anger, fear, rage, resentment, and insecurity. 
These negative emotional states can reduce empa-
thy for outgroup members and adversely impact 
movement toward a negotiated, mutually satisfying 
outcome (Stephan & Mealy, 2012).

When organized violence characterizes inter-
group relations, there is a risk of protracted cycles 
of violence developing. As Bar-Tal (2007) noted, 
intractable cycles of violence can be particularly 
difficult to de-escalate because they are supported 
by societal beliefs, by an “ethos of conflict” that 
functions as an ideology through which all aspects 
of the conflict are processed and interpreted. This 
ethos provides a clear and simplified picture of 
the conflict, its goals, rationale for actions taken, 

OUP UNCORRECTED PROOF – FIRSTPROOFS, Fri Dec 12 2014, NEWGEN

Schroeder251014OUS_PC.indb   673 12/12/2014   4:39:17 PM



674 Pe ace Ps ychOL Ogy a nd PrOsOci a L beh av iOr

images of one's own group and the rival group, 
collective myths, and selective attention to events 
that validate the ideology and reject disconfirm-
ing information. While the ideology casts one’s self 
and group in a positive light, the enemy is delegiti-
matized or assigned to an extremely negative social 
category that is beyond the conceptual boundary 
of what constitutes humanness (Bar-Tal, 2007; 
Bar-Tal, Raviv, Raviv, & Dgani-Hirsh, 2009).

Yet, even intractable conflicts eventually de-  
escalate, typically because one party forces the 
other party to capitulate or the situation becomes 
“ripe” for resolution, which means the continua-
tion of the conflict is seen as too costly and the par-
ties are able to envision a path to conflict resolution 
(Zartman, 2006). In addition, de-escalation may 
occur because unilateral initiatives are taken by one 
party and set the stage for reciprocal initiatives in 
tension reduction (Osgood, 1962).

In recent years, third-party interventions have 
become widely used to de-escalate violent episodes 
and cycles of violence. Third-party interventions 
involve the use of a mediator that facilitates dia-
logue and conflict management between parties to 
a conflict (Fisher, 2005). The Camp David Accords 
are often used as a prototype for third-party inter-
ventions. Prior to the Accords, Israel and Egypt had 
been in a state of war since 1948 (Telhami, 1992). In 
1978, President Jimmy Carter of the United States 
invited President Anwar Sadat of Egypt and Prime 
Minister Menachem Begin of Israel to Camp David 
for 13 days of secret negotiations. Carter served as 
mediator for the negotiations, which resulted in 
several agreements that have effectively managed 
the conflict until the present day (Stein, 1993; 
Telhami, 1992). When third-party interventions 
are used to mitigate and prevent violence, they rely 
heavily on prosocial processes such as intergroup 
empathy and the enactment of mutually beneficial 
actions (Chataway, 1999).

While President Carter’s use of mediation was 
an example of an “official” third-party interven-
tion, social and behavioral scientists have engaged 
in a number of unofficial forms of third-party 
interventions. The use of unofficial third parties 
to mediate intergroup conflicts was pioneered by 
Burton (1969) and colleagues, who referred to the 
method as “controlled communication.” Groups 
in conflict were brought together and engaged 
in a joint problem-solving process with the guid-
ance and facilitation of knowledgeable and skilled 
social scientists who created a climate conducive to 
constructive communication and problem solving. 

Using a seminar format, participants engaged in 
an analysis of the problem and sought to gener-
ate perspectives and ideas that could be used later 
in official negotiations. Kelman and colleagues 
developed a variation of the “controlled communi-
cation” approach called “interactive problem solv-
ing” (Kelman & Cohen, 1976). Fisher (1997, 2005) 
also has conducted a number of studies on these 
third-party interventions, which he refers to as 
“interactive conflict resolution.” While given vari-
ous labels, these approaches all employ third-party 
members who are not politicians or diplomats but 
are influential members of their respective soci-
eties. Effective third-party facilitators are able to 
create a supportive climate in which members of 
conflicted groups can freely discuss their percep-
tions of the conflict as well as options and ideas for 
resolving the conflict. Participants are encouraged 
to engage in intergroup empathy as they analyze 
the conflict, redress biases, test assumptions, arrive 
at insights, improve intergroup relations, and craft 
constructive policies that, under ideal conditions, 
can be fed into official peace negotiations and 
adopted by policymakers (Fisher, 1997; Kelman & 
Cohen, 1976).

Third-party interventions have resulted in a 
variety of desirable outcomes: deepening mutual 
understanding between parties, improving inter-
group relationships, generating new perspectives on 
old problems, and loosening rigid, polarized posi-
tions (Fisher, 2005). When successful in the con-
text of intractable conflicts, third-party approaches 
tend to humanize and challenge overly simplified 
views of the other group (Fisher, 1997).

Because the participants are unofficial, their agree-
ments are nonbinding; however, because they are 
influential and widely respected, the problem-solving 
workshops have served as a catalyst for change in 
wider political communities. Problem-solving work-
shops and seminars have been applied in many 
conflicts, including Northern Ireland (Hall, 1999), 
Cyprus (Fisher, 2001), Israel/Palestine (Kelman, 
1995; Rouhana & Kelman, 1994), Malaysia/
Indonesia (Mitchell, 2005), Sri Lanka (Hicks & 
Weisberg, 2004), and the Horn of Africa (Beyna, 
Lund, Stacks, Tuthill, & Vondal, 2001).

PosT-Violence PHase
In the wake of organized violence, societ-

ies are often divided and polarized, which can 
make the process of rebuilding institutions, 
infrastructures, and social capital challenging. 
Under these conditions, intergroup forgiveness 
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and reconciliation are paramount in order to get 
on with the task of social and economic develop-
ment. Forgiveness is typically viewed as a process 
that takes place within individuals and groups 
and can occur quite independent of the perpe-
trator of the offense. In contrast, reconciliation 
is a mutual process in which both parties decide 
to resume their relationship (Wertheim, 2011). 
Under some circumstances, forgiveness can heal 
the emotional wounds of the victim even if the 
perpetrator does not repent; however, forgiveness 
alone will not necessarily produce reconciliation, 
which involves the mutual restoration of a broken 
relationship and the creation of intergroup har-
mony (Kalayjian & Paloutzian, 2009). Scholars 
and practitioners generally agree that both for-
giveness and reconciliation can play a role in 
improving intergroup relations in post-violence 
contexts though much remains to be learned 
about the precise nature of their influence.

Swart and Hewstone (2012) define forgive-
ness as a “prosocial process of volitional change 
of affective, cognitive, and behavioral attitudes 
that serve to motivate the victim to modify or 
repair their relationships with the offender by 
pursuing relationship-constructive, as opposed to 
relationship-destructive, reactions (pp. 445–446).” 
Research on intergroup contact suggests forgiveness 
can be facilitated by positive intergroup contact, 
particularly when the contacts have the potential 
for the development of acquaintances and encour-
age cross-group friendships (Hewstone, Cairns, 
Voci, Hamberger, & Niens, 2006).

A host of factors predict whether or not forgive-
ness will occur, some of which include personal-
ity characteristics of the injured individual or 
group, the severity and harmfulness of the offense, 
whether the offense was repeated, the sociohistori-
cal context, and whether apologies or some con-
ciliatory gesture took place. Underlying many of 
these factors that influence whether forgiveness 
will occur is the centrality of empathy (Wertheim, 
2011), though it remains unclear whether cognitive 
or affective forms of empathy are most powerful. 
Hodgson and Wertheim (2007) have made the case 
that the bulk of the evidence from empirical stud-
ies suggests that perspective taking is most consis-
tently associated with a tendency to forgive others. 
At the same time, some research models have 
placed affective empathy and compassion at the 
center of the forgiveness process (Enright, 2001). 
Swart and Hewstone (2012) invoked both forms 
of empathy when they summarized the literature 

on intergroup contact and forgiveness, noting that 
forgiveness is mediated by a host of emotional and 
cognitive factors including increases in intergroup 
trust, perspective taking, affective empathy, and 
the reduction of anger-related emotions.

Although members of war-torn societies often 
find it difficult to begin the process of rebuild-
ing social and economic structures, in some 
post-violent contexts, the process of rebuilding 
and reconciliation work together and influence one 
another reciprocally. For instance, in 1994, during 
the aftermath of the genocide in Rwanda, some 
groups were able to simultaneously work on recon-
ciliation and development. Cobb (2003) discusses 
how solidarity developed between Tutsi and Hutu 
women who came together to mourn the death of 
loved ones. The victim narratives that resulted from 
these encounters served as a common bond and 
foundation for cooperative work that promoted 
economic development.

In addition to research and practice on forgive-
ness and reconciliation, there is growing appre-
ciation among peace psychologists for the role of 
collective memories in both the maintenance and 
mitigation of cycles of intergroup violence (Bilali, 
2012). On the macro level, collective memories 
about a group’s victimization can be represented 
by public speeches and institutionalized through 
memorials and commemorations. People who feel 
victimized do not have to experience harm directly 
or personally; rather, ingroup identification is suf-
ficient to experience collective victimization even 
when the harmful event occurred generations ago 
(Vollhardt, 2012). Hence, intractable conflicts 
can be sustained through the transgenerational 
transmission of victimhood at the collective level. 
Collective memories of intergroup conflicts provide 
a coherent, if selective, interpretation of the key 
historical events in a conflict as well as the likely 
course of a conflict. These memories can provide a 
rationale for the conflict as well as delegitimize the 
outgroup, cast the ingroup in a favorable light, and 
focus on the victimization of one’s group (Bar-Tal, 
2000). When collective memories involve victim-
ization, there is typically a mindset that the vic-
tim group was intentionally and severely harmed 
and that the harm was undeserved, immoral, 
and unjust. The harmful events, whether real or 
imagined, may have occurred recently or in some 
distant past.

The literature on victimization and collective 
memories has tended to focus on trauma, group 
divisions, and the perpetuation of cycles of violence. 
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Staub (2003, 2005), meanwhile, introduced the 
concept “altruism born of suffering” to depict how 
individuals and groups that have endured suffer-
ing may become motivated to help others, not only 
despite having experienced difficult and painful 
experiences, but precisely because of those experi-
ences. Vollhardt (2009) has identified some of the 
mediating variables that are operative at the inter-
group level of analysis. They include the presence 
of situational variables and norms that encourage 
helping behavior, the perception of intergroup sim-
ilarities that enhance empathy and perspective tak-
ing with other victims, and perceptions of common 
fate and shared experiences of suffering that alter 
the boundaries of us-them social categories such 
that “others” become part of a common ingroup.

Another line of research examines efforts to 
resolve grievances and reconcile harmful acts 
through the use of apologies. Since the turn of the 
century, a number of government leaders and offi-
cials have issued apologies. Some notable examples 
include the apology of the Japanese prime minis-
ter, Junichiro Koizumi, to the Chinese people for 
the lives lost in World War II (2005); the Irish 
Republican Army’s apology for the deaths of 
more than 600 civilians during its long campaign 
against British control in Northern Ireland (2002); 
German president Johannes Rau’s apology before 
the Israeli parliament for the Holocaust (2000); 
and the Australian government’s apology for the 
“stolen generations,” a policy that resulted in about 
1 in 10 Aboriginal children being forcibly taken 
from their families and institutionalized in an 
effort by government and missionaries to “civilize” 
the children (2008). Apologies can be regarded as 
prosocial behavior because they are typically issued 
voluntarily and are aimed at improving relations. 
Studies examining the effects of apologies for his-
torical injustices suggest they can promote forgive-
ness and reconciliation if and when they can be 
tailored to the concerns of the victim group (Blatz, 
Schumann, & Ross, 2009).

In summary, at the macro level, prosocial 
actions are involved in all three phases of a cycle of 
violence; namely, (a) intergroup conflict, (b) orga-
nized violence, and (c) post-violence. Conflict 
theorists and practitioners view intergroup con-
flict as an opportunity for the parties to reframe 
relationships and engage in creative and coopera-
tive problem solving in pursuit of mutually ben-
eficial outcomes. At the intergroup conflict phase, 
actions that minimize threat and maximize inter-
group contact, empathy, and friendship can play an 

important role in creating conditions that decrease 
conflict and increase the likelihood of the parties 
developing a mutually beneficial and construc-
tive relationship. When intergroup conflict is not 
managed or resolved effectively, organized violence 
or cycles of violence may ensue. At the organized 
violence phase, de-escalation efforts often involve 
unilateral initiatives and third-party interven-
tions. Under ideal conditions, unilateral initiatives 
result in a sequence of reciprocal initiatives that 
reduce tension, build intergroup trust, and reframe 
the relationship in constructive ways. Similarly, 
third-party interventions, whether official or unof-
ficial, are designed to de-escalate tensions and build 
a constructive relationship between the conflicted 
parties. Third parties encourage intergroup empa-
thy, perspective taking, and integrative problem 
solving—which can satisfy the interests and needs 
of all parties. Finally, in the post-violence phase, 
there is a growing body of research and practice 
aimed at the promotion of intergroup reconciliation 
processes that effectively restore broken relation-
ships. As we have noted, a host of prosocial pro-
cesses mediate intergroup reconciliation, including 
perspective taking, empathy, and intergroup trust. 
In addition, the reduction of anger and transforma-
tion of collective memories from victimization to 
a shared sense of suffering and common fate seem 
important. Prosocial behavior as embodied in vari-
ous forms of apologies is also a very active area of 
research on reconciliation.

In short, using the three phases of a cycle of 
violence for a conceptual frame, we have reviewed 
some research and practices aimed promoting 
between-group, or macro-level, peace. Research 
and practice designed to promote peace within 
groups raises a host of questions at the meso level of 
analysis, to which we now turn.

Meso-Level Peacemaking: Intragroup
In recent years, research has indicated not only 

that intragroup peace is possible, but also that 
peaceful communities can exist even within violent 
societies. These pockets of peace, or zones of civil-
ity, remain peaceful and maintain civil discourse 
and relations inside geographical boundaries even 
when exogenous shocks and armed conflicts erupt 
in neighboring villages. Zones of civility have been 
identified in a wide range of geohistorical contexts, 
including Wayame Village in Ambon, Indonesia 
(Braithwaite, 2010), Calicut in India (Varshney, 
2002), Tuzla City in Bosnia (Armakolas, 2011; 
Wallace, 2002), and the Jaghori district in 
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Afghanistan (Suleman & Williams, 2003). In all 
of these cases, people inside the boundaries of these 
zones exhibit a wide range of prosocial behaviors 
that demonstrate a collective commitment to civil-
ity and cooperation. Together, they share a sense 
of connectedness, develop cohesive and endur-
ing relationships, agree on the value and means 
of preserving relationships, manage political dif-
ferences nonviolently, and work toward keeping 
infrastructures intact and local populations safe. 
Accordingly, zones of civility manage to avoid the 
ravages of a war by proactively mobilizing collec-
tive strength and communal resilience, thereby 
strengthening civil society.

Not only are pockets of peace possible, on a 
more grand scale, peaceful societies have been 
found in various parts of the world (Fry, Bonta, & 
Baszarkiewicz, 2009). Members of peaceful societ-
ies seldom engage in physical violence, and they 
share an ideology that eschews aggression and 
encourages nonviolent, harmonious, intragroup 
relations (Fry, 2007; Fry et al., 2009). In addition, 
based on evidence from cultural anthropology, 
these peaceful societies tend to be small communi-
ties with egalitarian social structures that encour-
age voice, wide representation, consensual decision 
making, cooperation, and sharing. Importantly, 
the norms in peaceful societies emphasize coopera-
tive approaches to dispute resolution (Ross 1993; 
Sponsel 1996).

While zones of civility and peaceful societies 
demonstrate that peace is possible within groups, 
a central challenge for peace psychologists is to 
understand and create peace under conditions in 
which intergroup violence prevails. In the follow-
ing sections, we examine the prospect of creating 
peace across meso and macro levels. We base our 
analysis on the assumption that intragroup peace is 
a necessary prerequisite for the formation of peace-
ful relations between groups, that is, macro-level 
peace is heavily dependent upon meso-level peace. 
We begin by examining some barriers to peace-
making across meso and macro levels, and we then 
turn to an examination of some avenues for remov-
ing barriers.

Peacemaking Across Meso and 
Macro Levels

Some barriers. As discussed in the section on 
macro-level peacemaking, there are peaceful inter-
ventions that increase the likelihood of moving 
conflicted groups toward a relationship character-
ized by the nonviolent management of conflict. 

However, in order for the parties to move in the 
direction of mutually beneficial outcomes, each 
of the parties to a conflict must have a sufficient 
degree of intragroup solidarity and consensus on 
conflict-related issues in order to “cut a deal” or 
“build a relationship” with the other party. The 
within-group divisions among groups that are 
involved in protracted conflicts (Bar-Tal, 2007; 
Coleman, Vallacher, Nowak, & Bui-Wrzosinska, 
2007) are a reminder that some within-group con-
flicts are structured in a zero-sum arrangement 
in which the gains that would accrue from inter-
group conflict resolution are not viewed as widely 
distributed among all members within the divided 
group; instead, the prospect of intergroup conflict 
resolution is met with anticipated gains for some 
members within the group and anticipated losses 
for other members. For example, at the time of this 
writing, the Palestinian community is experiencing 
a deep political divide between members who align 
themselves with Hamas versus Fatah. Intergroup 
negotiations between Palestinians and Israelis are 
stymied in part because Hamas and Fatah have very 
different views on the legitimacy of Israel. From a 
social identity perspective, part of the difficulty is 
that national identity (i.e., Palestinian) does not 
measure up in strength to the identities associated 
with each political faction. Clearly, some degree of 
intragroup peace and harmony would seem to be 
a necessary, though not sufficient, condition for 
intergroup peace.

While within-group divisions can create a prob-
lem for intergroup peacemaking, a general prin-
ciple is that the mere formation of a group tends 
to promote within-group solidarity. Clearly, a 
well-documented finding in the social identity and 
categorization literature is that self-categorization 
typically creates ingroup cohesion and a tendency 
toward ingroup favoritism, along with prosocial 
actions such as cooperation and altruism toward 
ingroup members, even when members of a group 
do not view themselves as positively interdepen-
dent (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 
1984). In addition, identification with a group is 
associated with loyalty and pride in the group’s 
activities and internalization of group values and 
norms (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Self-categorizing 
also results in depersonalization, a process in 
which the self is seen to exemplify the group, 
thereby increasing an individual’s perceived simi-
larity with other group members and increas-
ing the likelihood of conformity to group norms 
(Turner, 1982, 1984).
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Although self-categorization typically produces 
ingroup cohesion and is associated with a host 
of prosocial behaviors, the extension of prosocial 
actions to outgroup members is not a given. Indeed, 
both laboratory and field-based research studies 
have found that appeals to empathy are more likely 
to be associated with helping ingroup members than 
outgroup members (Sturmer, Snyder, & Omoto, 
2005). Moreover, the process of self-categorization 
can lay the foundation for identity-based conflicts 
between groups. Kelman (1999) has noted, for 
instance, that some protracted conflicts can be 
conceptualized as a situation in which social iden-
tities are negatively interdependent, such that the 
assertion of one group’s identity negates the other 
group’s identity. Indeed, some of the most intran-
sigent intergroup conflicts occur when groups have 
overlapping territorial self-images, with each side 
claiming a sovereign right to the territory in dis-
pute (Liu & Paez, 2012).

In addition to problems associated with social 
categorization, ingroup cohesion and solidarity 
combined with outgroup antipathy can be strength-
ened by a number of external variables that make 
intergroup peacemaking and prosocial behav-
ior more difficult and less likely. The perception 
of threat, for example, while increasing ingroup 
cohesion can result in strong negative emotions, 
including contempt and insecurity, along with a 
reduction in emotional empathy for members of 
the outgroup (Stephan & Mealy, 2012). Mortality 
salience, a particularly pernicious form of threat 
that arises when people are subjected to conditions 
that heighten their awareness of their own mortal-
ity, increases ingroup cohesiveness, a readiness to 
defend ingroup norms and values, and a tendency 
to derogate outgroup members who are viewed as a 
threat to the worldviews of the ingroup (Greenberg 
et al., 1990). In the wake of the 9/11 attacks in the 
United States, for example, death concerns were 
salient among Americans and were accompanied 
by increased support of conflict-enhancing policies 
(Fritsche & Jonas, 2012).

The double edge of social identity processes is 
also apparent in intractable conflicts, which often 
produce a “collective fear orientation,” character-
ized by a pervasive and shared sense of fear for 
members of a society, resulting in cohesion and 
solidarity among ingroup members while simulta-
neously mobilizing large segments of a society to 
engage in violence (Jarymowicz & Bar-Tal, 2006). 
Intractable conflicts are also accompanied by an 
“ethos of conflict,” a configuration of societal beliefs 

that binds the members of a society together, pro-
vides a clear picture of the causes and consequences 
of the conflict, engenders positive images of one’s 
own group and negative beliefs about rival groups, 
construes one’s own goals as just, casts ingroup 
members as victims, and delegitimizes other groups 
(Bar-Tal, 2007). In short, while social identity pro-
cesses may increase ingroup solidarity and a host 
of prosocial actions directed at ingroup members, 
there is a potential downside to social identity at 
the macro level when ingroup amity is linked with 
outgroup enmity.

remoVing Barriers
In this section, we highlight a number of ways 

to promote peacemaking across meso and macro 
levels. They include reducing threats that increase 
outgroup animosity, creating conditions that fos-
ter a wider sense of social identity, implementing 
interventions tailored to the current state of the 
relationship, resolving grievances arising from per-
ceptions of social injustice, and using narratives to 
simultaneously improve intragroup and intergroup 
relations.

Brewer (2001) conducted research indicating 
that while the mere act of social categorization 
tends to increase ingroup favoritism, social catego-
rization does not inevitably lead to outgroup dero-
gation unless certain conditions are met. One such 
condition that is ubiquitous in intergroup relations 
is intergroup threat, a condition that typically has 
the effect of simultaneously promoting ingroup 
cohesion and outgroup antipathy. Stephan and 
Mealy (2012) make the point that threats may be 
realistic (tangible, such as political or economic) 
or symbolic (intangible, such as identity, values 
or beliefs). A range of tactics can be used to miti-
gate the adverse impact of realistic group threats 
on intergroup relations, such as ramping up peace-
ful rhetoric and overtures, offering amnesty to 
low-level combatants, prosecuting those who com-
mit crimes against humanity, renouncing violence 
and hate groups, and engaging in civil discourse. 
Symbolic group threats that often take the form 
of offensive or divisive symbols can be mitigated 
through media campaigns that support conflict 
resolution and reconciliation efforts, memorials 
that bear witness to those who have suffered or 
died, laws that rule out offensive symbols, and the 
promotion of norms of inclusion.

Moreover, although social identities provide 
a sense of certainty, permanence, and stability 
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979) because they arise from the 
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internalization of subjective conceptions of com-
mon ties among members of a social group, they 
are malleable. Gaertner’s and Dovidio’s (2000) 
common ingroup identity model recognizes the 
fluidity of categorization processes and the real-
ity that people internalize multiple social identi-
ties. Their work demonstrates that intergroup bias 
can be reduced by changing members' percep-
tions of group boundaries from “us” and “them” 
to a more inclusive “we.” In addition to increasing 
positive evaluations of outgroup members, a com-
mon ingroup identity has been shown to increase 
trust, forgiveness, self-disclosure, and helpfulness 
(Dovidio, Gaertner, & Saguy, 2009). In a rather dra-
matic demonstration of the model, Jewish students’ 
exhibited a greater willingness to forgive Germans 
for the Holocaust and reduced their expectations 
that Germans should have a sense of collective guilt 
when category inclusiveness was increased from 
intergroup (us and them) to the level of common 
humanity (Wohl & Branscombe, 2005).

In addition to addressing threats and encour-
aging a wider social identity, within-group peace-
making interventions can be tailored to the 
particular phase of the relationship, as is the case in 
intergroup relations. Hence, when intragroup rela-
tions are nonviolent but conflictual, interventions 
can be aimed at conflict management. Conflict 
management interventions are well suited for con-
taining, limiting, or deterring conflict escalation, 
but they are not necessarily well suited for con-
flict resolution (Tint, 2012). Accordingly, a more 
durable peace is likely when conflicts are resolved 
rather than merely managed or contained. When 
conflicts cannot be managed or resolved and vio-
lence ensues, a range of violence de-escalation 
interventions can be implemented. In turn, when 
intragroup violence eventually abates, post-violence 
reconciliation efforts can be applied.

Another approach to intragroup peacemak-
ing deals with social justice issues. Deeper, more 
intransigent divisions within groups may require 
conflict transformation, which involves efforts that 
promote social justice and address deeper social 
and political inequities (Lederach, 2003). Because 
ingroup cohesion and the potential for intergroup 
peacemaking can be hampered by perceptions of 
injustice within groups, enhancement of a sense of 
social justice within and among group members 
can contribute to intragroup harmony.

There is a long line of research that underscores 
the importance of social justice in the promotion 
of ingroup solidarity (Homans, 1958; Deutsch, 

1975). In organizational settings, for example, 
where workers feel a lack of procedural justice, 
their perception of being treated unfairly can affect 
group solidarity and morale. Moreover, a sense of 
injustice is associated with social deviance, such 
as not working to one’s capacity (organizational 
deviance) and mistreating others (interpersonal 
deviance) in the workplace (Bennett & Robinson, 
2000). In addition, feelings of powerlessness in the 
workplace are associated with workplace sabotage 
(Bennett, 1998) and other types of destructive 
behavior within organizations (Spreitzer & Mishra, 
2000). Spreitzer (2007) argued that when employ-
ees feel helpless, they are likely to engage in efforts 
to restore a sense of control and influence over their 
environment by resorting to violence. In contrast, 
when employees feel empowered or have a sense of 
voice in the workplace, feelings of helplessness and 
loss of control may be reduced, thereby creating a 
climate conducive to within-group dispute resolu-
tion though words rather than violent deeds.

Finally, intragroup and intergroup relations 
can be improved through changes in social narra-
tives that occur over time, as reflected in chang-
ing social representations of history. In discussing 
the nature of social representations, Liu and Hilton 
(2005) noted:

History provides us with narratives that tell us 
who we are, where we came from and where we 
should be going. It defines a trajectory which helps 
construct the essence of a group’s identity, how 
it relates to other groups, and ascertains what its 
options are for facing present challenges. A group’s 
representation of its history will condition its sense 
of what it is, can and should be, and is thus central 
to the construction of its identity, norms, and values 
(p. 537).

Although social representations are based on 
historical events, there is considerable latitude for 
constructive changes in representations over time. 
For instance, German and French memories of 
great battles like Verdun, which claimed the lives 
of a quarter of a million soldiers, were regarded as 
great patriotic events in the aftermath of World War 
I. After World War II, however, battles like Verdun 
were construed as a symbol of mutual slaughter 
for both German and French combatants. This 
change in collective memory was shared within 
and between groups and commemorated in an 
iconic tribute in 1984 by Prime Minister François 
Mitterand of France and Chancellor Helmut Kohl 
of Germany, as they stood in solidarity, hand in 
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hand in front of the charnel house that contains the 
remains of 150,000 French soldiers (Rosoux, 2001). 
These powerful symbolic gestures of reconciliation 
serve the function of increasing both ingroup and 
intergroup cohesion.

Similarly, communal clashes between Chinese 
Malaysians and Malays in 1969 resulted in many 
deaths (officially 196), which were seared into the 
collective memories of Malaysians. Since then, 
both sides have adopted a “never again” ethos and 
a powerful narrative that the causes of the violence 
were due to social injustices, a narrative with the 
force to drive a massive society-wide affirmative 
action program designed to level the playing field 
in all sectors of the society. As a result, national 
identity (Malaysian) has often been called upon by 
the political leadership to supersede ethnic group 
identities in the interest of intragroup and inter-
group peace (Christie & Noor, 2012).

The potential for deliberately designing dialogue 
and narrative approaches to produce changes at the 
intragroup and intergroup levels has been demon-
strated by Bar-On and colleagues (Bar-On, 2004; 
Bar-On & Kassem, 2004). Some of their work, 
for example, has brought together descendants 
of Nazis from Germany and Holocaust survivors 
from Israel and the United States. Descendants 
of perpetrators and victims of violence met on a 
number of occasions and listened to each other’s 
personal accounts of their lives, including painful 
stories and memories of the past. Based on the per-
sonal stories and reflections, the group developed 
an acceptance of each other’s narrative, a common 
collective memory, and the recognition that those 
on both sides have suffered from the actions of their 
parents. The legitimization of a common painful 
past was accompanied by a resolve to improve 
intergroup relations (Bar-On & Kassem, 2004).

Truth commissions also use a narrative approach, 
combining intragroup consensus with intergroup 
reconciliation. There have been over 50 truth com-
missions, which means about half of the countries 
that have recently undergone transitions from a 
violent political past have employed some kind 
of truth commission for reconciliation purposes 
(Hamber, 2009). Truth commissions are typically 
empowered by the state to provide a public forum 
that gives voice to victims, and sometimes perpetra-
tors, of political atrocities. Truth commissions gen-
erally comprise of a team of investigators and are 
led by leaders who have a strong record in human 
rights communities (Backer, 2009). While the evi-
dence that truth inevitably produces reconciliation 

in divided societies is questionable, these commis-
sions can serve the useful function of constructing 
a shared and inclusive collective memory of atroci-
ties, thereby opening a space for dialogues based 
on a common past. In the context of South Africa’s 
Truth and Reconciliation Commission, Gibson 
(2004) found that people who were more willing 
to agree to accept the commission’s version of the 
truth, namely, that all sides were to blame, agreed 
more with the goal of reconciliation.

In summary, peacemaking across meso and 
macro levels can be facilitated by leadership that 
effectively mitigates threats within and between 
groups while encouraging a wider sense of social 
identity. The principles of conflict resolution are 
applicable both within and across groups, and 
if violence erupts, de-escalation efforts are the 
intervention of choice. In post-violence contexts, 
the preferred intervention is one that induces 
reconciliation within and across groups. Ideally, 
all intra- and intergroup peacemaking efforts are 
accompanied by supportive narratives and norms 
that sustain peaceful relations while moving the 
parties toward socially just relations.

Micro-Level Peacemaking: Personal and 
Interpersonal Peace

In this section, we look at some conceptions of 
personal and interpersonal peace and their links 
with prosocial behavior. We also examine relation-
ships between personal and interpersonal peace.

Personal Peace
The term personal peace is often used inter-

changeably with intrapersonal peace, and it typi-
cally refers to a state in which the individual feels a 
sense of inner harmony. Not surprisingly, there are 
other conceptions of personal peace, including one 
that equates personal peace with awareness of the 
present moment, or mindfulness.

Blumberg (2012) pointed out a number of fea-
tures of mindfulness based on studies employing 
factor analysis, some of which include “acting with 
awareness and nondistraction; being nonjudgmen-
tal, at least temporarily; nonreactivity to inner 
experience; [and] observing and attending to sen-
sations, feelings, and thoughts (p. 646).” Mayton 
(2009) found mindfulness, as defined by living in 
the present, is associated with a number of peace-
ful characteristics including self-control, empathy 
for others, and nonviolent dispositions. Proponents 
of mindfulness, such as Thich Nhat Hanh, 
emphasize the importance of combining mindful 
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practices with prosocial action (Blumberg, 2012). 
Increasingly, contemporary Buddhist approaches 
to peace emphasize not only mindfulness and 
meditation, but also social engagement in pursuit 
of social justice and human rights (Dockett, 2012).

Another conception of personal peace views the 
peaceful person as an individual who possesses a 
particular set of values (e.g., nonviolence, pursuit 
of social justice), competencies (e.g., active listen-
ing, accurate empathy, effective communication, 
conflict resolution skills), and a sense of efficacy 
reflected in the belief that peaceful actions will pro-
duce desired outcomes (Nelson & Christie, 1995). 
A fair amount of research has looked carefully at 
the values component in peacemaking. A reason-
ably consistent finding is that people who describe 
themselves as having nonviolent dispositions place 
a high priority on the values of (1) benevolence, a 
self-transcendent value reflected in concern about 
the welfare of others; (2) conformity, by which is 
meant self-regulation or the restraint of impulses 
that might upset or harm others or violate norms; 
and (3) universalism, which engenders concern 
about the protection of humanity and nature 
(Mayton, 2009).

inTerPersonal Peace
Deutsch (2006) has provided a useful set of con-

cepts and principles for understanding interpersonal 
conflict and peace. First, Deutsch notes that it is 
generally assumed that interpersonal conflict is inev-
itable and ubiquitous. The key question is whether 
individuals will deal with conflicts in ways that 
are constructive and strengthen the relationship, 
or in destructive ways that harm the relationship. 
Interpersonal conflicts arise when the goals of the 
parties are incompatible or negatively interdepen-
dent such that gains by one party result in losses to 
the other party. In contrast, when positive interde-
pendence characterizes the structure of the relation-
ship, goals are not only compatible, but one party’s 
goal attainment facilitates goal attainment for the 
other party. Positive interdependence encourages 
cooperation, whereas competition typically results 
when goals are negatively interdependent. Hence, 
the structure of the conflict, whether characterized 
by negative or positive interdependence, influences 
how parties behave.

Each party’s characteristic style of approaching 
conflict situations also influences how conflicts are 
managed. Various typologies for styles of conflict 
management have been proposed, most of which 
can be conceptualized using a “dual concern 

model” with “concern for the others’ outcome” 
on the x-axis and “concern for own outcomes” on 
the y-axis (Rubin, Pruitt, & Kim, 1994). Conflict 
management styles characterized by low concern 
for both others’ and own outcomes correspond 
to behaviors such as avoiding and withdrawing. 
Behaviors associated with low concern for others’ 
outcomes and high concern for own outcomes 
include fighting, forcing, dominating, competing, 
and contending. High concern for others’ outcomes 
but low concern for own outcomes is reflected in 
behaviors such as accommodating, smoothing, 
and obliging. High concern for the outcomes of 
both the self and others is regarded as most desir-
able and characterizes a relationship based on 
problem-solving and collaboration (Thomas & 
Kilmann, 1974). Compromising behavior falls at 
a midpoint between low and high concern for self 
and other. Presumably, prosocial behaviors would 
correspond to actions driven by concerns for oth-
ers as well as concerns for both; that is, accommo-
dating, smoothing, obliging, problem-solving, and 
collaborating. There are also cultural variations 
in conflict management. Typically, in Western 
cultures the ideal way of managing interpersonal 
conflict is to directly engage in a collaborative rela-
tionship rather than avoiding the conflict or dealing 
with the conflict indirectly through intermediaries 
(Ting-Toomey, Gao, Trubisky, Yang, Kim, Lin & 
Nishida, 1991). Moreover, in Western contexts the 
normative approach is for the parties to work with 
each other directly, listen carefully to each other, 
empathize with each other’s perspective and feel-
ings, and demonstrate their understandings by 
periodically paraphrasing the views of the other, all 
the while moving away from initial positions and 
toward a deeper understanding of the underlying 
concerns, interests, needs, and aspirations of each 
other. The goal is to arrive at a mutually satisfying 
outcome that strengthens the relationship (Fisher, 
Ury, & Patton, 1991).

some relaTionsHiPs BeTWeen Personal 
and inTerPersonal Peace

At present, there is a paucity of research on 
the relationship between “feeling peaceful” and 
behaving peacefully in interpersonal interactions. 
However, research on positive emotions would sug-
gest it might be fruitful to explore relations and 
processes within and across personal and inter-
personal levels. In particular, research on positive 
affect indicates that positive affect reduces conten-
tious tactics and competition in conflict situations 
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while increasing the likelihood of concessions 
and cooperation (Baron, 1990; Carnevale & Isen, 
1986). Moreover, positive affect has been shown 
to improve the quality of decision making and 
problem solving by enhancing creativity, flex-
ibility, innovation, thoroughness, and efficiency 
(Isen, 2001).

Nelson (2012) carried out the most thoroughgo-
ing research and analysis of the literature on the 
relationship between personal and interpersonal 
peace. Nelson examined personal, interpersonal, 
and international peace, and all the permutations 
thereof, and concluded that there is a moderate 
degree of consistency between personal and inter-
personal peace such that people who experience rel-
atively more inner peace tend to be more peaceful 
toward others, and people who are peaceful toward 
others tend to experience more personal peace. 
There also is a substantial amount of evidence in 
support of a relationship between interpersonal 
peacefulness and peaceful attitudes about interna-
tional relations, and the converse, though there is 
not enough research evidence to draw any firm con-
clusions about the relationship between personal 
peace and attitudes toward international peace.

If there is a personality disposition linked 
with peaceful interpersonal relationships, the 
trait “agreeableness” is a likely candidate, in part 
because agreeableness “describes individual differ-
ences in being likeable, pleasant, and harmonious 
in relations with others (Graziano & Tobin, 2009, 
p. 46).” An agreeable disposition would seem to be 
well suited for promoting interpersonal harmony 
and the nonviolent resolution of interpersonal con-
flicts, which depend heavily on the ability to take 
the perspective of others and adopt a cooperative 
orientation toward others (Mayton, 2009; Nelson, 
2012). In addition, people who are high in agree-
ableness not only elicit less conflict from others, but 
they also are more likely than low-agreeable people 
to engage in empathic concern and cooperative and 
helpful behavior (Graziano & Tobin, 2009).

Evidence for the role of agreeableness in inter-
personal peace can be found in research con-
ducted by Graziano and colleagues (Graziano, 
Jensen-Campbell, & Hair, 1996). In one study, 
participants were given conflict scenarios, and they 
then selected their preferred modes of conflict reso-
lution. Participants low in agreeableness reported 
destructive tactics, such as the use of force, to be 
a better choice more than highly agreeable par-
ticipants did. In a second study, participants were 
assigned to partners on the basis of scores on 

agreeability, and they then worked on two tasks 
designed to elicit conflicts. In comparison to par-
ticipants low on agreeability, highly agreeable 
participants perceived less conflict in the tasks, 
elicited less conflict, and reported more liking of 
their assigned partner. In other research, conflict 
resolution styles such as competing, collaborat-
ing, accommodating, and avoiding (Thomas & 
Kilmann, 1974) were examined in relation to 
personality variables. Higher levels of agreeabil-
ity were positively associated with a preference 
for accommodating styles in experimental situa-
tions and negatively correlated with competitive 
tactics (Wood & Bell, 2008). In related findings, 
highly agreeable students used negotiation tac-
tics more often and attack tactics less often dur-
ing interpersonal conflicts that took place over a 
three-week period than students who scored low 
on agreeableness (Sandy, Boardman, & Deutsch, 
2006). Similarly, adolescents high in agreeable-
ness were more likely to engage in compromising 
and constructive tactics to deal with day-to-day 
peer conflicts than adolescents low in agreeableness 
(Jensen-Campbell & Graziano, 2001).

The notion that highly agreeable people are more 
motivated to minimize interpersonal conflict and 
maintain interpersonal harmony was supported in 
a study that examined reactions of low-agreeable 
and high-agreeable persons to interpersonal situ-
ations involving competitive and cooperative 
goal structures (Graziano, Hair, & Finch, 1997). 
Highly agreeable persons expected competitive 
situations to be more aversive than low-agreeable 
persons. Moreover, expectations of competitiveness 
were found to partially mediate the relationship 
between agreeableness and cooperation, in that 
low-agreeable participants were less likely to view 
themselves as interdependent with other group 
members and exhibited more competitive behav-
ior than their high-agreeable counterparts. In a 
resource dilemma experiment in which partici-
pants received feedback indicating that a common 
resource was being used at an unsustainable rate, 
agreeableness was positively related to cooperative-
ness and self-restraint (Koole, Jager, van den Berg, 
Vlek, & Hofstee, 2001).

In summary, while the constellation of per-
sonal and situational variables that contribute to 
negative peace continue to be explored, it seems 
likely that cooperative behavior in the context 
of positive interdependence across levels (from 
micro to macro) is a reasonable recipe for creat-
ing peaceful relations. Clearly, prosocial actions 
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across levels are desirable when engaging in 
peacemaking. In the next section, we take up a 
more vexing problem that emerges when relations 
at the macro level are characterized by power 
inequalities and result in structural violence. 
Under such conditions, structure-based inequali-
ties can undermine the sustainability of peace-
making across levels. Accordingly, we turn to an 
examination of prosocial processes that promote 
positive peace or peacebuilding, by which we 
mean the amelioration of structural violence and 
the promotion of social justice. As will become 
clear, prosocial actions at the micro and meso 
levels are well suited for peacebuilding, but at 
the macro level, when groups are unable to sat-
isfy basic needs because of oppressive structures 
of violence, prosocial actions that can produce 
more equitable intergroup relations often require 
the oppressed group to engage in actions that 
ordinarily are not regarded as prosocial. These 
actions include nonviolent conflict, resistance, 
and noncooperation.

Peacebuilding: Nonviolent Actions That 
Promote Positive Peace
The Nature of Positive Peace

Positive peace connotes the diminishment of 
structural violence and the development of social 
justice. The adjective positive indicates a creative act 
of building a robust just society, and peace refers 
to the reconfiguring of a structurally violent sys-
tem. In developing the conceptual links between 
a psychology of prosocial behavior and positive 
peace, we borrow from other disciplinary lenses in 
the social sciences, such as sociology and political 
science. We use the sociological meaning of struc-
ture to develop the meaning of structural violence. 
From a political standpoint, we likewise view social 
conditions of massive oppressions as expressions of 
structural violence, and as arenas for the agentic 
building of positive peace.

Social structure refers to relatively unchanging 
vertical relationships between groups in a social 
system (Parsons, 1961). We highlight features of 
this definition that may be of interest to psycholo-
gists. First, structural analysis requires a macro lens 
that sees large-scale intergroup relations, because 
the fundamental analytical unit of a structure is 
an entire social system, rather than intrapersonal 
or interpersonal relations. Second, because of the 
hierarchical system, intergroup relationships are 
not only marked by differentiation but also by 
inequality (Blau, 1977; Galtung, 1978). Hence, 

groups in a structurally violent system are not only 
different but also unequal, with one group hold-
ing more power over the other. Thirdly, because 
social structures are relatively permanent and have 
existed over long periods of time, they are norma-
tive. Efforts to alter such systems may be viewed by 
the dominant group as threatening and wrong, or 
even illegal.

The sociologist and peace scholar Johan Galtung 
theorized about structural violence and positive 
peace, positing that a social structure is violent 
when its hierarchical array thwarts efforts of large 
numbers of people from satisfying their basic 
human needs (Galtung 1975, 1978, 1980a, 1980b, 
1996). The social violence is expressed as massive 
human deprivations and deaths among the deprived 
groups.

But structural violence is not located inside peo-
ple, nor between individuals. Rather the systemic 
verticality is found in relationships between groups. 
Further, not all issues of peace and violence that are 
described as contextual-dependent are structurally 
based (Galtung, 1980b). In some instances, peace 
and violence can be explained at the actor level, but 
in other instances, explanations most usefully draw 
on the structural level, and in still other instances 
both actor and structure matter.

Psychologists may be more familiar with actor-  
dependent explanations of violence and peace. For 
example, the story of Egypt’s military forces beating 
up prodemocracy protesters during the 2011Arab 
Spring is an actor-dependent narrative. Changing 
the mental dispositions or behaviors of military 
agents, from violent to peaceful thoughts and acts, 
would be an example of an actor-dependent peace 
intervention. Such interventions stop the intraper-
sonal and interpersonal violence, but they fail to 
reconfigure the authoritarian political system that 
allows such violent behaviors.

On the other hand, a structural lens traces the 
underlying problem of military agents beating up 
protesters to an unequal relationship between a 
militarized state, on one hand, and its unarmed 
political opposition, on the other hand. Structural 
peace, or the cessation of such structural violence, 
would entail building a more equal power relation 
between the militarized state and its opposition cit-
izenry. In its simplest form, structural peace arises 
in an intergroup relationship as the problematic 
intergroup relationship is transformed from a verti-
cal to a more horizontal form.

In addition, actor-based and structural explana-
tions of violence and peace are related to each other. 
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Although manifestations of structural violence do 
not have any intent, object, or interpersonal action 
(Galtung, 1975), and are seldom taken into account 
in conventional psychological explanations of vio-
lence and aggression (Berkowitz, 1993), intraper-
sonal and interpersonal interventions can provide 
agentic channels for structural transformations 
(Giddens, 1984). More specifically, personal action 
(Haugaard, 1992; Porpora, 1987) and a subjective 
sense of purpose (Hurrelmann, 1988; Porpora, 
1987) mediate structural change from a vertical to 
a more horizontal intergroup relationship.

In the following section, we underscore the use-
fulness of seeing both person- and structure-based 
attributions simultaneously, as we elaborate on pro-
social behavior and structural peacebuilding.

Prosocial Behavior and Positive Peace
Prosocial behavior refers to acts considered by a 

significant number of people in one’s society or one’s 
group as beneficial to other individuals (Dovidio 
et al., 2006; Penner et al., 2005). What is the nature 
of prosocial behavior in the process of building 
positive peace? Positive peace entails reconfiguring 
a relatively rigid vertical intergroup relationship 
in order to create a more horizontal relationship, 
where previously marginalized groups may more 
easily access the means to satisfy their basic needs. 
However, groups on top of vertical structures tend 
to resist attempts to reconfigure the unjust sys-
tems. Top groups tend to be oblivious to struc-
tural injustice (Fox & Ferri, 1992; Gurin, Miller & 
Gurin, 1980; Gurney, 1981; Howard & Pike, 1986; 
Montiel & Macapagal 2006). Further, intergroup 
helping behavior in asymmetric group relations may 
serve to calcify the inequality. Studies have shown 
that high-status groups, in attempts to fortify 
social dominance, provide low-status groups with 
dependency rather than autonomy-oriented help 
(Nadler, 2002). Interestingly, dependency-oriented 
helping behavior by high-status groups increases as 
their advantageous social position turns insecure 
or unstable vis-à-vis the low-status groups (Nadler, 
Harpaz-Gorodeisky, & Ben-David, 2009). Indeed, 
the building of positive peace involves the appro-
priate use of social power and intergroup helping 
behavior, not only to destroy embedded hierarchi-
cal systems, but also to build new horizontal inter-
group relationships.

The nature of structural violence and struc-
tural peacebuilding may be clarified with exam-
ples of particular vertical intergroup relations. 
More specifically, there is structural violence in a 

labor-management relationship when management 
holds excessive control over labor; in a relationship 
between the militarized authoritarian government 
and its civilian population; and in an intereth-
nic relationship where one ethnic group domi-
nates another ethnic group in the same contested 
territorial space.

Macro-Level Peacebuilding and  
Prosocial Behavior

Macro prosocial behavior involves an alteration 
of intergroup relations from vertical to a more hori-
zontal arrangement. Prosocial behavior on a macro 
level refers to agentic acts that lead to the destruc-
tion of vertical and abusive intergroup relations 
and the creation of horizontal and just intergroup 
relations.

In the labor-management example, structural 
peacebuilding would entail crafting a collective 
bargaining agreement aimed at a more balanced 
sharing of decision-making powers over critical 
issues in labor-management relations. In authori-
tarian political systems, structural peacebuilding 
involves toppling the militarized government and 
building a more democratic government. such as 
what happened in the Philippines in 1986 and in 
Egypt in 2011. The births of East Timor in 2002 
and South Sudan in 2011 stand as recent examples 
of new states emerging in the context of structural 
peacebuilding that transformed unequal intereth-
nic relations to more equal group relations.

We identify three features that distinguish 
prosocial behavior in relation to peacebuilding; 
namely, prosocial behaviors are (1) public rather 
than private, (2) collective rather than individual, 
and (3) conflictual but not violent.

First, prosocial behavior is carried out in the 
public sphere, rather than in privatized mentalities, 
conversations or episodes. Public sphere refers to a 
discursive space where individuals gather together 
and create various phenomena through public dis-
course (Habermas, 1974). Prosocial behavior in 
peacebuilding is enacted in the public sphere that 
holds the vertical social system. It is insufficient 
that a person hold a justice-oriented social attitude 
but keep it in his or her internal mentality. Nor is 
it adequate to enunciate such positions in private 
interpersonal conversations (or survey interviews), 
because such enunciations will not impact the ver-
tical social structure. The set of antecedents and 
consequences of public rather than private enact-
ments against existing social structures may war-
rant different psychological and material demands 
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on social actors. For instance, in an oppressive sys-
tem, it is safer and less strenuous to enact prosocial 
behaviors privately than publicly.

Second, prosocial behavior is collectivistic 
rather than individualistic. When marginalized 
groups attempt to reconfigure relatively permanent 
vertical intergroup relations, they need to produce 
social power that does not emanate from money, 
cultural articulation, the state arsenal, or other 
sources of power conventionally accessed by the 
top groups. The social muscle that can be produced 
by marginalized groups can emanate from the 
strength of organized numbers. This is why pro-
social behavior is collective or group-based rather 
than interpersonal or intrapersonal.

Third, during the stage of dismantling vertical 
structures, prosocial behavior is conflictual but 
not violent. Intergroup conflict refers to a rela-
tionship state in which two antagonistic groups 
hold incompatible goals. Some conflicts may be 
resolved constructively and nonviolently, resulting 
in more positive intergroup relations. Other con-
flicts erupt into violence and can trigger an escala-
tion of destructive hits and counterhits between the 
conflicting groups (Christie et al., 2008). Building 
positive peace on a macro level entails a conflictual 
stance against the status quo and relatively per-
manent vertical systems. On the intergroup level, 
positive peace behaviors often involve social con-
testations and open-yet-nonviolent confrontations 
with political and economic power groups.

Although the primary analytical unit for 
ascertaining positive peace is on the macro level, 
structural peacebuilding is embedded in a layered 
human landscape, with social-psychological altera-
tions arising on all levels of human experience. 
Such sweeping changes on the macro layer latch on 
to meso and micro human phenomena that may 
be necessary but insufficient for the production 
of structural change. Hence, positive peace also 
involves prosocial behavior on the meso and micro 
analytical layers.

Meso-Level Peacebuilding  
and Prosocial Behavior

Meso-level prosocial behaviors are located 
within groups rather than between groups. For col-
lective behavior to be agentic in structural change, 
large numbers of individuals should move in uni-
son, toward a common goal. Hence, prosocial 
behaviors on the meso level would be character-
ized by moves to unify and build organizational 
potency.

Ironically, the psychological demands of inter-
group peacebuilding on the macro layer lie dia-
metrically opposed to the subjective requirements 
of intragroup peacebuilding. Intergroup prosocial 
behaviors hold as their collective intent the goal 
to divide and topple existing structures, while on 
the intragroup level, the goal is to build stron-
ger organizational unity. For example, in a labor 
union, prosocial behavior on the meso level would 
entail keeping the organization united throughout 
various crisis periods. In democratic transitions, 
prosocial behaviors may include networking and 
mobilizing to produce People Power; while ter-
ritorial liberation movements may need leaders 
who can manage internal squabbles among village 
chiefs.

The emotional overtones of macro and meso 
peacebuilding likewise differ. Intergroup contes-
tations demand combative and confrontational 
stances vis-à-vis the status quo, while intragroup 
unifying behaviors call for maximum tolerance 
and patience in dealing with fellow union mem-
bers, comrades, or potential breakaway factions. 
Hence, a psychology of prosocial behaviors in the 
context of positive peace would need to attend 
to the dynamic complexities of an unusually 
wide spectrum of emotions and ever-changing 
organizational goals.

On the meso level, the production of intra-
group collective power for structural change 
would involve prosocial acts such as public con-
scientization to create collective intent, as well 
as networking and mobilization to produce syn-
chronized collective behavior. Conscientization is 
a process of shaping the public mind toward the 
unified goal of altering the vertical intergroup 
relationship (Montero, 2009). During this shap-
ing process, large numbers of peoples from vari-
ous ideological factions and social classes need to 
move in unison. What helps this synchronized 
collective movement is a common goal, or what 
may be referred to as a “collective action frame” 
for mass actions. Conscientization can be accom-
plished through a variety of means, including 
seminars about labor rights, Facebook walls about 
an oppressive regime, or websites owned by mar-
ginalized groups claiming their ethnic identity. 
The process of conscientization can occur on both 
the meso and micro levels, because it has features 
such as political education agendas that are objec-
tive and social, along with other elements, such 
as individual meanings, that are subjective and 
individual.
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Networking creates the alternative social infra-
structure among the marginalized to counter the 
powers of the dominant group. Such activities 
require linking up and making connections with 
individuals and groups who share the same feelings 
and beliefs about altering the vertical intergroup 
relationship. Networking examples would include 
joining a large workers’ federation, befriending 
international media, and organizing a global con-
ference to gather together international members 
of one’s ethnic/religious group. Mobilizing refers 
to activating the networked alternative group dur-
ing confrontative episodes with dominant groups. 
During peacebuilding, mobilizations may entail 
sending vocally aggressive representatives from a 
huge workers’ federation to the management’s press 
conference, requesting CNN to cover a massive 
anti-dictatorship street rally, or pressing an oil-rich 
Arab government to mediate in an Asia-based 
Muslim-Christian territorial conflict. Networking 
takes place over a long period of time and is low-key 
(sometimes even underground and invisible, during 
dangerous authoritarian regimes), while mobiliza-
tion is episodic, short-lived, and politically intense.

In summary, peacebuilding on the meso level 
involves strengthening organizational muscles, 
especially among the marginalized groups in 
asymmetric intergroup conflicts. Such efforts call 
for leadership that can unify fractured ingroups 
along a common collective action frame. On the 
subjective plane, conscientization processes hone 
and shape a group’s narrative toward a unitary goal. 
Subsequently, networking activities create a web of 
interlocking human relationships that coagulate 
around this collective action frame. Finally, mobi-
lizations activate this networked web during epi-
sodes of direct confrontations with powerful and 
gilded groups, making it possible for low-status 
groups to obtain their collective goals, in spite of 
meager material resources.

Micro-Level Peacebuilding  
and Prosocial Behavior

On the micro level, we locate prosocial psycho-
logical phenomena in two arenas: interpersonal 
relations and intrapersonal mental conditions. 
The former refers to sets of interpersonal behav-
iors that facilitate social effectiveness as one relates 
to both ingroup and outgroup members during 
the course of agentic structuration. Interpersonal 
skills require a wise and substantive knowledge of 
oneself. Further, street-smart interpersonal skills 
within a dynamic political arena are honed by 

deepening one’s experiential knowledge, not only 
of the psychological terrain of individual ingroup 
and outgroup members, but also of the cultural and 
historical landscape of the place in which social 
structuration takes place.

Prosocial behaviors in positive peacebuilding 
are guided by mental dispositions of individuals 
who participate in social restructuring. In general, 
individual cognitions would be related to agreeing 
with the collective goal to change the status quo 
and create a new social structure. On the emo-
tional level, the love evoked during peacebuilding 
is an abstract love for a bigger social object beyond 
a person. For example, one might profess love of 
country, labor-union rights, or one’s ethnic group. 
Further, the motivation of peacebuilding individu-
als tends to be based on self-sacrifice rather than 
self-serving motives. Often, especially in religious 
societies, this self-sacrificial script is evoked by nar-
ratives from holy books or religious authorities.

Prosocial Peacebuilding Across  
Levels of Analysis

To recapitulate this section, we present in Table 
32.1 a summary of the various analytical units that 
are relevant to prosocial behavior during positive 
peacebuilding. Three positive peacebuilding exam-
ples are presented to show the activation of specific 
prosocial phenomena. Table 32.1 shows prosocial 
phenomena located in each analytical layer.

We use the term phenomena, rather than behav-
ior, because the columns on Table 32.1 deal with 
various kinds of prosocial conditions: macro social 
structures, intergroup/intragroup relations, inter-
personal relations, and intrapersonal mental condi-
tions. The purpose of Table 32.1 is to show that all 
analytical layers are interconnected, and that there 
is a coherent storyline that runs across any type of 
agentic restructuration, as specified in the rows.

Conclusions
We have examined some conditions that favor 

prosocial actions that promote negative and posi-
tive peace. Negative peace at the macro level can 
be usefully pursued through the management 
of conflict, violence de-escalation, post-conflict 
reconstruction processes, and a host of meso and 
micro processes confluent with harmonious rela-
tions at the macro level of analysis. In contrast, the 
pursuit of positive peace requires confluent micro- 
and meso-level processes in the service of a skillful 
mix of sustained macro-level tension and nonvio-
lent disharmonious interactions in order to yield 
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more equitable social arrangements. Accordingly, 
what constitutes prosocial peacebuilding at the 
macro level of analysis engenders intragroup pro-
cesses that promote noncooperation with oppres-
sive structures.

Future Directions
A wide range of questions have been raised for 

future research throughout this chapter. For exam-
ple, a key question that we have raised in regard to 
negative peace is how to create ingroup solidarity in 

order to have sufficient consensus to negotiate at the 
intergroup level without simultaneously enhancing 
intergroup antipathy. At issue is the question of 
how to promote peace at two levels of social orga-
nization, meso and macro, simultaneously.

Similarly, a task for future research is to deepen 
our understanding of relationships between and 
among levels of analysis. Some work has been done 
on the relationship between personal peace and 
interpersonal peace, much of which has focused 
on agreeableness as a personal trait that fosters 

Table 32.1. Positive Peace and Prosocial Phenomena across Macro, Meso, and Micro Level

Analytical Unit Macro: Intergroup 
Relations

Meso: Intragroup 
Relations

Micro: Interpersonal 
Relations

Micro: Intrapersonal 
Mental Conditions

Pro-social phenomena Transforming a 
vertical intergroup 
relation to a more 
horizontal relation

Strengthening 
internal 
organizational 
dynamics that 
support success 
in intergroup 
contestation

Building interpersonal 
abilities to relate 
with in- and 
out-group members 
in politically effective 
ways

Conscientization: 
Developing awareness 
of one’s oppression 
and the means 
for transforming 
intergroup power 
relations

Example 1: 
Labor-Management 
Collective Bargaining

Reducing power 
differences between 
management and 
labor

Intra-union 
organizational 
leadership 
and dynamics 
to produce 
labor-union 
strength.

Interpersonal skills 
in dealing with both 
union members 
and management 
representatives.

Developing thoughts 
and feelings that are 
about using one’s 
power-position to 
acquire more collective 
rights for the union, 
rather than more 
benefits for one’s 
self-serving goals.

Example 2: Democratic 
Transitions

Reversing the 
hierarchical power 
relationship between 
an authoritarian 
government and the 
people

Networking, 
mobilizing to 
produce People 
Power.

Interpersonal skills 
in dealing with 
both pro-democracy 
comrades and the 
armed forces of the 
authoritarian regime

Developing 
collectively-shared 
political goals 
of toppling the 
authoritarian regime 
and building a new 
democracy. Building 
a sense of self-sacrifice 
for one’s country.

Example 3: Territorial 
Liberation

Removing power 
from geo-historical 
space and replacing 
with autonomy and 
self-determination 
e.g., through the 
recognition of 
a separate state 
(Sudan, East Timor) 
or the creation of a 
federalized national 
structure.

Unifying one’s 
ethnic group 
and managing 
internal 
identity and 
organizational 
fissures.

Cultural skills and 
sensitivities in dealing 
with both one’s 
ethnic group and the 
Other ethnic group.

Developing thoughts 
and feelings about 
strengthening the 
political rights of 
one’s ethnic group. 
Continued respect for 
the collective identity 
of the Other ethnic 
group.
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interpersonal harmony. However, much less is 
known about common and emergent variables that 
link negative peace at the micro level with peace at 
meso and macro levels of analysis.

Narrow analyses confined to particular disci-
plines can also fall prey to the problem of finding 
peace at one level without regard for the larger 
structural context that may be riddled with vio-
lence. For instance, while agreeableness may make 
it more likely that one will relate to others in a 
peaceful way, under some conditions, agreeable-
ness could invite complacency in interpersonal 
relationships that are inequitable and exploitive. 
Similarly, there may be peace at micro and meso 
levels that are maintained through oppression at 
the macro level. Clearly, a key theoretical issue 
is to carry out research both within and across 
disciplines in order to clarify relationships within 
and across levels of analysis. A practical issue is 
how to promote peacemaking across levels and 
form a system of peace that is sustainable, as con-
trasted with fragmentary forms of peacemaking 
that operate at some levels while violence ensues 
at other levels.

Future research in prosocial behavior may 
likewise tackle issues of a psychology of macro 
social conflicts and confrontations. The demands 
of peacebuilding, especially in countries shack-
led by social oppression, entail open intergroup 
conflicts as formerly oppressed peoples demand 
fundamental changes in the structures of their 
society.

We invite psychologists interested in proso-
cial behaviors to wrestle with intellectual ques-
tions about how to produce negative and positive 
peace simultaneously, without sacrificing one for 
the other. Prosocial concepts that concentrate on 
negative peace may produce a kinder psychologi-
cal discourse that is oblivious to social deprivations 
and mass sufferings. On the other hand, a psychol-
ogy singularly focused on structural equality may 
miss out on the softer yet powerful human agen-
cies that emanate from gentler intrapersonal and 
interpersonal interventions. A few examples on the 
world’s stage demonstrate that nonviolent struc-
tural change is not oxymoronic. These include the 
Philippines and Corazon Aquino in 1986; South 
Africa and Nelson Mandela in 1994; and Myanmar 
and Aung San Suu Kyi, which is an ongoing social 
confrontation as of this writing.

In particular, questions for psychologists 
include: How can asymmetric intergroup conflicts 
be managed nonviolently without sacrificing the 

goal of structural change? How can emotional and 
cognitive demands of confrontational social move-
ments develop alongside the more gentle require-
ments needed to keep one’s organization intact 
and avoid spinning off into a revolution that may 
devour its own children?

We likewise suggest that future research exam-
ine interaction rather than main effects across 
analytical layers of peacemaking and peacebuild-
ing. Unfortunately, rigid disciplinary boundar-
ies have restricted particular analytical layers to 
the research domains of specific social science 
disciplines. For example, macro issues of peace 
have been investigated by political scientists, 
meso questions have been asked by sociologists, 
and micro phenomena have been studied by psy-
chologists. Such a practice produces volumes of 
information full of dangling and disjointed prop-
ositions. Can prosocial-behavior research also 
investigate how the subjective landscapes of intra-
personal, interpersonal, intragroup, and inter-
group relations intersect at particular historical 
moments? This dynamic multidisciplinary strat-
egy seems essential in order to produce a coherent 
corpus of theory and practice in peacemaking and 
peacebuilding.
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