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ABSTRACT
This thesis discusses one of the first data sets designed to help identify and outline
challenges to integrating Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution. By engaging these
challenges, scientists and practitioners become better equipped to navigate the interstices of
sectors and ultimately to communicate and collaborate better- thereby improving understanding
of, and work toward, a more strategic Conflict Resolution. The challenges presented in this paper
include those of culture, differing methodologies, scaling, frame of reference, status,
accessibility, and language.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
“Our civilization has evolved through the continuous adjustment of society to the stimulus of new
knowledge.”(Lord Boyd Orr of Brechin, 1949)
“The task is not straightforward, but essentially it is people who lie at the heart of conflict, and
therefore it is people who can stop it.” (Power, 2011)
Peace Psychology, Social Psychology, Political Psychology, and Conflict Resolution all find
their origins in the twentieth century – an era characterized by global war and crises (Kriesberg,
2009; Lubek, 2000; Christie, 2008). Researchers in these subfields of psychology and
practitioners alike set out to address their shaken notions of human nature and human conflict.
Despite asking similar questions and sharing common interests, each sector pursued different
operating assumptions, methodologies, and scales of engagement, and developed unique
languages and protocols for sharing and consuming knowledge. The gap between the lab and the
field has widened to a point where it currently appears insurmountable.
Today, Peace Psychology, Social Psychology, and Political Psychology are no longer the
only domains of Psychology to be asking questions pertinent to conflict. Now there is work
being done in the many silos of both Psychology and Neuroscience relevant to Conflict
Resolution.
Conflict Resolution1 has likewise grown increasingly multifaceted. It has evolved into a large
network of sub-specialties with sophisticated toolkits for building movements, interventions,
programs, and policies. Thanks to the insights and work of individuals in this field, great strides
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have been made toward the securement of greater global peace2. Despite real progress however,
conflict remains a reality and conflict resolution remains a complex, ever-evolving challenge. It
is crucial that those interested in conflict and conflict resolution reflect on their methods and
continually seek new tools for improving outcomes.
Psychology and Neuroscience represent potential partners of Conflict Resolution. Daniel
Philpott and Gerard Powers argue in their book, Strategies of Peace: Transforming Conflict in a
Violent World, for a more strategic approach to peacebuilding involving the coming together of
“a wide array of actors and activities, at all levels of society and between societies, oriented
toward the past, the present and the future. These sectors are inter-dependent, and in taking them
into its range of vision, strategic peacebuilding evinces holism” (Philpott & Powers, 2010).
Bringing together Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution, could likewise create
space for a more holistic strategic conflict resolution.
There exists a growing precedent for similar partnerships between Psychology,
Neuroscience, and applied sectors. And perhaps more importantly, there is a budding precedent
among researchers and practitioners interested in Conflict Resolution for the incorporation of
insights from the brain and behavioral sciences.
The growing consensus concerning the value of integrating Psychology, Neuroscience, and
Conflict Resolution has catalyzed conversations around possible conceptual and instrumental
amalgamations of thought and work across sectors. These conversations have yet to produce any
recognizable infrastructure for integration. This thesis will argue that integrative efforts can be
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
2	
  The data regarding trends of global conflict and global peace are somewhat contested, but there
are some good reasons to believe that our world, as a whole has grown increasingly more
peaceful (see Pinker, 2011).	
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improved when individuals interested in cross-sector engagement make efforts to identify, name,
and reflect on the inherent challenges to doing cross-sector work. Accordingly, this paper
provides the first case study analysis investigating those fundamental obstacles to synthesizing
Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution.
Chapter 2 of this thesis provides a literature review examining the context, precedent, and
necessity of integration between Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution.
Chapter 3 outlines the methods used in the conduct of this study.
Chapter 4 represents the first data chapter. Its topic is “culture.” The chapter argues that
Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution are each characterized by registers, or sets of
distinct attributes, which fundamentally shape the approach and nature of work pursued and
condoned within each field.
Chapter 5 examines the challenges of integrating differing methodologies as they manifest
conceptually and logistically. It will additionally elaborate on the implications of methodological
challenges for ethical review, funding, and publishing. Finally, it will also explore these
implications as they weigh disproportionately on young people.
Chapter 6 describes the challenge of scaling, specifically, the difficulty of taking insights
attained at different scales of inquiry and drawing meaningful theoretical and instrumental
connections between them.
Chapter 7 discusses the consequence of intersecting cultural, methodological and scaling
challenges. It argues that the standard perspectives and frameworks of individuals within a sector
dictate how those individuals make judgments about the “importance” of other sectorial work.
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Chapter 8 explores hierarchies of status that emerge (a) between sectors and (b) between
researchers, practitioners, and actors actively affected by conflict.
Chapter 9 surveys accessibility challenges made evident by literal and figurative
firewalls, confusing linguistic and topical content, prevailing formats of knowledge
consumption, and lack of community spaces and networking opportunities.
Chapter 10 defines the language challenge, exploring first the barriers to navigating
unfamiliar terminology that is unique to a certain sector; and second, the challenges to navigating
terminology that is shared by different sectors yet is differentially defined within each sector.
Finally, Chapter 11 presents the conclusions of this study and offers recommendations for
improving cross-sector3 collaboration between Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict
Resolution. Recommendations are aimed at efforts to both organize and participate in the act of
integration. They are not meant to exemplify concrete strategies, but alternatively, to suggest
important considerations, questions, and to inform mindsets for approaching the architecting of a
more strategic conflict resolution.
By articulating possible pathways to better practice and more holistic thought, the paradigms
used in this research program supply a valuable stepping-stone for more work to come. The hope
is that this thesis will motivate further research on the important topic of cross-sector integration.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
The Centre for Research on the Epidemiology of Disasters estimated that in 2012, more
than 172 million people were impacted by conflict around the globe. These numbers do not
include those affected by systemic violence. Conflict is multifaceted and its affects are far
reaching. It devastates individuals, communities, nations, and global networks. Every year, the
world economy spends trillions of dollars on violence containment, a term defined by the
Institute for Economics and Peace as, “economic activity that is related to the consequences or
prevention of violence where the violence is directed against people or property” (Institute for
Economics & Peace, 2015). These funds offset some of the many financial strains of conflict
ranging from military expenditures to UN peacekeeping missions. The US alone spends nearly
10.5% of its GDP on violence containment (Institute for Economics & Peace, 2015).
Simultaneously, almost 1,300 NGOs are registered in association with the United Nations
working on various issues including human rights, peace and security, and social development
(United Nations). There is little doubt that work being done in the Conflict Resolution sector has
been transformative. Yet, despite expenditures and despite the diligent and intelligent work of
numerous organizations, latest UNHCR statistics estimate that more than 50 million people are
now either refugees or internally displaced because of conflict and violence: the highest reported
number since the end of the Second World War. Terrorism has been steadily increasing through
the last decade and shows few signs of tapering (Institute for Economics & Peace, 2015).
Developments in nuclear technology and impending pressures related to resource scarcity and
climate change threaten international security. Systemic and institutional oppression, inequality,
and injustice are pervasive.
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While work in the many silos of Conflict Resolution (e.g., conflict management,
negotiation, peacebuilding, transitional justice, etc.) has made notable progress, its overall impact
in resolving domestic and international conflict has been limited.
It remains imperative that the sector of Conflict Resolution continually introspects and
assesses the work being done to better understand and resolve conflict. It is crucial that new
scientific, technological, and ideological advancements be engaged if the field is to continually
improve its outcomes. That is, to continue safeguarding the lives, protecting the rights, and
increasing the freedoms of humans worldwide.
Psychology and Neuroscience, harbor untapped empirical knowledge with the potential
to inform work in Conflict Resolution. Meanwhile, those who study and work in conflict have
achieved rich observational and experiential data with power to better inform the research
questions of scientists in the psychological and neuro-sciences. At the interstices of these sectors
lie frameworks with the potential (1) to provide greater depth and breadth to our understandings
of human conflict and conflict resolution, and (2) ultimately to improve the strategies which fuel
our movements, interventions, programs, and policies in Conflict Resolution.

Precedent for Cross-Sector Integration
Psychology and Neuroscience have been integrated into various pre-existing domains of
thought and practice. As Mari Fitzduff, professor and director of the international Master of Arts
Program in Coexistence and Conflict at Brandeis University, points out in her report titled, “An
introduction to Neuroscience for the Peacebuilder,” many large businesses, Google for example,
consult or fund researchers in Psychology and Neuroscience (Fitzduff, 2015). Sub-disciplines
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such as Industrial and Organizational Psychology are dedicated to improving interpersonal and
intra-organizational efficiencies. Fitzduff also draws attention to fields such as Neuromarketing,
Neuroeconomics, and Neurolaw as examples of cases where Neuroscience specifically has begun
informing practice and vice versa (Fitzduff, 2015). Communication Neuroscience, sometimes
associated with neuromarketing, has even introduced the idea of “neural focus groups”
publishing novel findings suggesting significant linkages between neural data and behavioral
outcomes (Emily B. Falk, 2012).
Outside of academic and corporate circles, Psychology and Neuroscience also inform
work in government. In 2010, David Cameron set up the Behavioral Insights Team (BIT) in the
United Kingdom. The BIT’s purpose is to mobilize insights from the behavioral sciences to help
redesign public services. The BIT has produced some significant achievements, including for
example, work resulting in an additional £200m in income taxes being collected, and another
project producing huge spikes in rates of organ donation (Benjamin, 2013). Across the Atlantic
Ocean, President Obama in 2015 signed an executive order establishing the United States’ own
version of the UK’s BIT, the Social and Behavioral Sciences Team (SBST). The SBST is now a
permanent component of the National Science and Technology Council. The team’s purpose,
like that of the BIT, is to “use behavioral sciences to improve [government] programs and
operations” (Marron, 2015). The organization’s first annual report described how, “as a result of
SBST projects, more service-members are saving for retirement, more students are going to
college and better managing their student loans, more Veterans are taking advantage of education
and career counseling benefits, more small farms are gaining access to credit, and more families
are securing health insurance coverage” (Executive Office of the President: National Science and
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Technology Council, 2015). These achievements are exciting and particularly significant
considering the organization’s relative youth.
Both the BIT in the UK and the SBST in the US operate according to Nudge Theory,
propagated primarily by a well-known behavioral economist, Richard Thaler. Nudge Theory
essentially argues that the behavioral sciences can be mobilized in the crafting of strategic choice
landscape designed to “nudge” people towards positive behaviors within their best interest
(Thaler & Sustein 2009). The theory is understandably controversial, but as the achievements of
the BIT, SBST, and other piloting programs display, it is also powerfully effective.
Nudge Theory and its proponents are seated in the disciplines of economics and
behavioral sciences, two fields oriented towards the procurement of data, which is predictive of
behavioral outcomes. Nudge theory therefore, tends to ignore broader capabilities of psychology
and neurosciences to both expand our fundamental understandings of phenomena, and also to
assist in the changing of mindsets. This drastically limits the scope of what such units as the BIT
and the SBST are capable of achieving. These groups have a long way to go before they can map
their developing strategies onto larger and more complex social problems such as government
reform or economic and judicial inequity. That said, their successes are substantial and their
work provides an extremely compelling example of what similar partnerships between the social
and natural sciences may be capable of achieving.
An example of using Psychology and Neuroscience to address more complex social
problems can be found within the development sector. The main interests of the contemporary
development sector are aptly represented in the seventeen UN Millennium Development goals.
Many of these goals such as reduced inequalities; sustainable cities and communities; and peace,
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justice, and strong institutions represent shared interests of Conflict Resolution (United Nations,
2015). The development sector has begun integrating psychological and neuroscientific insights
into their strategies for addressing these shared goals. Predominantly, the natural sciences have
been utilized in the design of anti-poverty programming as well as in the innovation of novel
frameworks for economic development.
The Crittenton Women’s Union (CWU) is a Boston-based group working to “break the
cycle of poverty” by providing a plethora of services to low-income women. The CWU is an
impressively forward-thinking group, a self-described “think tank” modeled loosely after a
“teaching hospital,” which uses behavioral and brain sciences to inform their frameworks and
practices (Babcock, 2013; Babcock, 2014). The CWU has successfully utilized insights in
Psychology, Neuroscience, Child Development, and Economics to create new coaching
mechanisms for helping women in poverty achieve economic independence. The CWU’s holistic
approach to poverty alleviation has achieved unprecedented positive outcomes garnering a great
deal of attention from governmental and non-governmental groups. In her TEDx talk “Using
Brain Science to Create New Pathways out of Poverty,” Elisabeth Babcock, the CWU’s
president and CEO discussed the profound affect incorporating brain sciences has had on her
organization’s outcomes. She states proudly, “80% of the families we have in shelter are working
or going to school 24 hours a week and are saving money, and 100% of the families that we
move out of shelter into the community are retaining their housing for 18 months or more”
(Babcock, 2013). Part of the CWU’s effectiveness is born of their organizational infrastructures
for knowledge management, knowledge sharing, and their general openness to learning from the
experiences of others (Babcock, September 30, 2015). The CWU emphasizes transparency: they
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consistently publish analytic data, make many of their materials open-sourced, and work actively
to create partnerships with other organizations across the country. Furthermore, the CWU uses
its capacity for knowledge acquisition to continually revisit its fundamental operational
frameworks. The CWU is an excellent organizational reference and resource when considering
how several sectors might intersect to transform practice.
Recently, the utilization of insights from Psychology and Neuroscience in the realm of
poverty-alleviation has been picked up and adopted by the World Bank. The World Bank is a
global financial institution with significant influence in the developing world. In 2015, the
organization released a report entitled “Mind, Society, and Behavior” (World Bank, 2015). The
report transcends sectorial boundaries using brain and behavioral sciences to challenge many of
the underlying assumptions of economics and political science; and to communicate those
critiques in a framework for helping improve understanding and work in the realm of
development.
In summary, Psychology and Neuroscience are now being integrated into corporate,
academic, government, and development sectors, among others. Growing relationships between
these sectors have inspired new bodies of empirical research that are now being published in
interdisciplinary journals (e.g., Journal of Neuroscience, Psychology, and Economics;
Psychology, Public Policy, and Law etc.). The development of these reciprocal relationships
whereby science informs practice and practice informs science represents an epistemic ideal. If
Psychology and Neuroscience are already being used successfully and profitably to inform
corporate strategy, transform judicial systems, promote the payment of taxes and the donation of
organs, assist people in getting out of poverty, and to improve economic development around the
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world, then why couldn’t they also be used to help inform thought and practice in Conflict
Resolution?

Precedent for Cross-Sector Integration: Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution
In terms of conceptual integration,4 Psychology, Neuroscience and Conflict Resolution
have a mounting precedent. As mentioned earlier, Peace Psychology, Social Psychology, and
Political Psychology were all born in times of conflict as researchers began to question
fundamental assumptions about human nature, society, and governance (Kriesberg, 2009; Lubek,
2000; Christie, 2008).
Peace Psychology emerged in the late twentieth century, largely as a response to the Cold
War (Christie, 2008). Today, Peace Psychologists are interested in several themes including, but
not limited to, the geohistorical context of conflict and peace and the nature of episodic and
systemic violence (Christie, 2006). Social Psychology, similarly to peace Psychology, developed
in response to the sociopolitical climate of the Second World War (Lubek, 2000). Generally
speaking, Social Psychologists are interested in social influence and its impact on human thought
and action (Smith, 2015). They study such topics as diversity, conformity, stereotyping, social
decision-making, altruism, and social cognition to name a few. Likewise, Political Psychology
emerged under very similar circumstance and motivation as social psychology following the
events of WWII. Political Psychologists however focus their studies on various political
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A useful distinction is borrowed from Outside the Lines between Conceptual and Instrumental
Integration. Conceptual interdisciplinarity is described as, a “conceptual integration of
knowledge,” whereas instrumental interdisciplinarity is described as “a primarily methodological
and instrumental enterprise that involve[s] borrowing tools and methods across the disciplines”
(Salter & Hearn, 1996).
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structures and political behaviors. They investigate such things as political identities, political
motivations, decision-making, persuasion, and voting behavior (stone et al, 2014).
While the study of general Psychology has been around institutionally since the late
nineteenth century, and even before then as an exercise of early Greek philosophers, the practice
of brain imaging is fairly new (Dwyer, 2010). Many individuals, including Mari Fitzduff, argue
that the perspectives and tools of Neuroscience represent a new frontier for the study of social
conflict. Rebecca Saxe, a professor and researcher at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
(MIT) argues that, “the advantage of Neuroscience is being able to look under the hood and see
the mechanisms that actually create the thoughts and the behaviors that create and perpetuate
conflict” (Saxe, August 9, 2012).
Whereas historically, peace psychologists were the only academics in Psychology to
explicitly orient their research toward application in conflict, researchers are now drawing
similar connections across the various sub-disciplines of Psychology and Neuroscience. You
now find social psychologists studying dehumanization, social neuroscientists studying
intergroup empathy, neuroendocrinologists studying chronic stress in conflict populations, and
neuroepigenetisist studying intergenerational effects of trauma on cognition and behavior.
More difficult to find are publications produced by actors outside the academic practices
of Psychology and Neurosciences on the integration of these fields with Conflict Resolution.
Mari Fitzduff’s paper is a rare example. That said, many comprehensive texts in Peace and
Conflict Studies now reference or discuss psychological theory (see Oliver Ramsbotham, 2011;
Peter T. Coleman, 2014). While the inclusion of brain and behavioral sciences indicates
receptivity to new multi-disciplinary approaches, the content of these texts remains fairly limited.
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They very rarely venture into the lesser-known sub-disciplines of Psychology and Neuroscience
to draw novel connections. Additionally, these texts often present scientific research in literal or
figurative sidebars, they boast of multidisciplinary approaches, but fail to actively integrate
psychological and neuro-scientific thought into pre-existing theory, use it as a critical benchmark
for pre-existing frameworks in Conflict Resolution, or to suggest concrete ways of mobilizing
insights to improve practice.
Beyond Conflict is a prime example of an actor outside the academy publishing on the
integration of Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution. The group has over two
decades of experience in Conflict Resolution, and now five years experience undergoing a
translational process to bring in the insights of brain and behavioral sciences. Beyond Conflict
staff regularly publishes opinion pieces interpreting current events through multiple lenses,
applying theories of Conflict Resolution and psychological/neuroscientific explanation (see
Omar Sultan Haque, 2015; Phillips, 2015; Phillips, 2014). Also as a part of their ongoing
Neuroscience and Social Conflict Initiative, the group has published several reports. These
reports chronicle various interdisciplinary conferences hosted by Beyond Conflict and partners to
bring psychologists, neuroscientists, academicians, practitioners, and global leaders together to
share their insights and experiences with one another. Beyond Conflict’s partners in the
execution of these conferences include MIT’s SaxeLab, MIT’s Political Science department, the
El-Hibri Foundation, and the Alliance for Peacebuilding. Each of these partners has expressed
similar interest in the integration of Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution.
Aside from Beyond Conflict’s, other Conferences have engaged people cross-sector on
topics of Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution. In March 2016, the British
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Academy hosted, “Empathy Neuroscience, Translational Relevance for Conflict Resolution,” a
conference attempting to bring Psychology and Neuroscience to bear on the ongoing conflicts in
the Middle East, specifically Israel/Palestine. In April 2016, Brown University hosted a
conference entitled “Brains in Crisis: Stress and Resilience in Syrian Refugee Children”
representing a partnership between Middle East Studies at the University; the Brown Institute for
Brain Science; and the Department of Cognitive, Linguistic, & Psychological Sciences. These
are only two examples of an emerging effort to bring together multidisciplinary groups for
discussion on topics related to conflict resolution.
In terms of more instrumental integrations across the natural and social sciences,
examples are far and few. The works of Emile Bruneau and Mike Niconchuk however, provide
valuable examples of pioneering efforts to mobilize cross-sector frameworks. Bruneau is
developing new tools for helping peacebuilders evaluate their work. He is piloting these new
tools to help improve peacebuilding interventions trying to reduce anti-Roma bias in Budapest
(see Interlandi, 2015). Niconchuk, on the other hand, has been collaborating with local and
international partners to develop brain-science informed programs for aggression-reduction,
particularly within refugee populations. Hopefully the future sees more projects like those of
Bruneau and Niconchuk, which take on the challenge of making new cross-sectorial frameworks
functional.
In general, there is a growing consensus regarding the value of cross-sector partnerships
between Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution. Developing efforts at integration
have begun catalyzing new understandings of conflict and conflict resolution. These initial
efforts have achieved varying levels of success.
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The Challenges
Why is it that initial efforts at integrating Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict
Resolution seem to pause at consensus? Why are they so limited? And why have they yet to fully
develop and flourish?
In their book, Outside the Lines, Salter and Hearn argue,

Too many people are promoting interdisciplinary research without
addressing even the most basic difficulties and conundrums involved in
the attempt to do it. These people seem to assume that all that is necessary
for interdisciplinary research to succeed is a combination of scholars from
different disciplines and a consensus about the importance of their joint
efforts. We feel that such interdisciplinary efforts will inevitably fail.
(Salter & Hearn, 1996)

Salter and Hearn recognize that interdisciplinarity is inherently challenging. They discuss
what it means to do work that is characteristically “outside the lines.” Integrating Psychology,
Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution, as a cross-sector venture, encounters many of the
challenges described in Outside the Lines. If Salter and Hearn are correct, consensus regarding
the value in synthesizing these fields is not enough to ensure success. They highlight the
importance of taking time to identify, name, forecast, and account for the discrete challenges to
integrative work.
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Elisabeth Babcock utilizes a helpful analogy to explain this dilemma: the construction of
a building. She argues that putting an electrician, an architect, a plumber, and a slew of other
specialty contractors in a room together with common motivation to build a building does not
ensure that a building will be built (E. D. Babcock, 2009). In construction, a company is
incentivized to hire program managers. A program manager keeps costs low by efficiently
coordinating all of the specialty contractors to ensure that a building gets built. Being a program
manager requires one to spend time interrogating the actual process of constructing a building:
who are the players, where do they come from, what are their motives, what are their objectives,
etc.
One could view psychologists, neuroscientists, and Conflict Resolution practitioners as
specialty contractors thrown together in a room. Everyone wants to contribute to understandings
of human conflict and work toward its resolution however nobody knows what the proper
procedures are for going about achieving that goal. There are no blueprints, and each actor is
somewhat ambivalent regarding the attributes and goals of those other sectors represented in the
room. As a result, nobody knows precisely how to navigate sectorial boundaries.
This thesis contends that Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution need people
to think more like program managers if they are to collectively pursue a more strategic conflict
resolution. If individuals continually fail to scope out the challenges to their integrative work,
our building will either (1) be erected on weak foundations, or (2) will never get built at all.
Thankfully, anyone can think like a project manager if they have the right tools. By engaging the
challenges to integration, scientists and practitioners become equipped to better navigate the
interstices of Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution.
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODS
A case study was used to investigate the challenges to integration between Psychology,
Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution. Analysis was performed on ten qualitative semistructured interviews. The participants in this study were primarily researchers and practitioners
within the sectors of Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution. This program took an
action research approach: the purpose at the outset was to uncover information that might
improve practice in Conflict Resolution, and therefore the participants in this study also represent
the target consumers of reported findings. A qualitative approach was used as a mechanism for
exploration into these unvisited topics, and represents an important starting point for future
qualitative and quantitative inquiries on challenges to integration. The forms presented in the
appendix (recruitment e-mail template, project proposal, consent documents, and interview
script) were submitted in addition to the necessary paperwork to the Tufts University
Institutional Review Board. This project was processed and granted exemption from formal
review.

Participants
Participants in this study represented a sub-sample of individuals with pre-existing
interest in, perspective on, and/or experience with cross-sector work in Psychology,
Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution. Data was also included from two participants doing work
in development. Ten participants were interviewed (described in the table below).
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Table 1. Participants
Participant

Relevant Areas of
interest/ Expertise
NA (requested anonymity)

Reason for recruitment

Participant 1

Relevant
Occupation(s)
Social Neuroscientist

Participant 2

Social Psychologist

NA (requested anonymity)

-

Participant 3

Social and Cognitive
Scientist

Empathy; Dehumanization;
Intergroup Conflict;
Conflict Resolution; fMRI

-

MSc Candidate in
Social Cognition;
previously
Emergency Response
Coordinator with
Questcope

Social Cognition; Social
Endocrinology;
Powerlessness; Group
Belonging;
Dehumanization;
Aggression; Displacement

-

Participant 5

Grant-making and
philanthropy
specialist; Gather
fellow for Seeds of
Peace

Non-profit sector

-

Helped organize a conference entitled
Empathy Neuroscience: Translational
Relevance for Conflict Resolution held at the
British Academy in 2016. The event
addressed the translational capacity of
empathy Neuroscience for informing
peacebuilding in the Middle East, specifically
Israel/Palestine

Participant 6

Strategic Designer;
Neuroscience &
Peacebuilding
Affinity Group
Facilitator with
Alliance for
Peacebuilding;
previously
Neuroscience &
Peacebuilding
Graduate Fellow at
El-Hibri Foundation
Program Officer at
Beyond Conflict

Cross-sector strategies for
addressing social
challenges; Traumainformed approaches in
development and
peacebuilding

-

Experience in the non-profit sector
Interests in both Psychology/ Neuroscience
informed practice
Interest in facilitation of cross-sector
strategies

Program Development;
Neuroscience and Social
Change

-

Participant 4

Participant 7

	
  

-

-

-

-

-

Experience in the field of Social Neuroscience
and interest in translational/applied work
Experience in the field of Social Psychology
and interest in translational/applied work
Has background in peacebuilding,
Psychology, and Neuroscience
Research is explicitly oriented towards
translation and application in Conflict
Resolution
BA in International Relations
Experiences developing brain scienceinformed programming for at-risk youth
Transitioned from field work to a masters
program in social cognition

Early interest in Psychology, Neuroscience
and the middle east
Experience in non-profit sector
Experience developing cross-sector
programming for psychologists,
neuroscientists, peacebuilders, Conflict
Resolution specialists, diplomats, and global
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-

Participant 8

Co-Founder and
Chairman of the
Board for Beyond
Conflict

Shared Experience;
Neuroscience and Social
Change

-

Participant 9

Participant 10

Behavioral
Economist at the
World Bank Group;
previously consultant
for President Michael
D. Higgins of Ireland
on interdisciplinary
policymaking in
development
President and CEO of
Crittenton Women’s
Union

Applying insights from
multiple disciplines to
development policy

-

Non-profit Strategy;
Interdisciplinary
approaches to promoting
Economic Independence

-

leaders
General work on Beyond Conflict’s
Neuroscience and Social Conflict Initiative
Co-Founder of Beyond Conflict
Helped lead organizational initiative to
incorporate Psychology and Neuroscience into
frameworks for practice
Advocate for value and applicability of
Psychology and Neuroscience in Conflict
Resolution

Member of the research team for the World
Development Report 2015: Mind, Society, and
Behavior
Experiences integrating behavioral sciences
into economic frameworks
Interest in interdisciplinary policymaking

Experiences in healthcare
Collaborations with Dr. Jack Shonkoff
(researcher on effects of toxic stress during
child development)
Experiences leading an organization that
works within a multidisciplinary framework
and utilizes psychological/neuroscientific
insights to inform practice

Materials
A standard recruitment email was drafted and then customized for each individual being
recruited (Appendix A). Customization included a stated reason for recruitment and in some
cases, mention of referral. Attached to each recruitment email was a one-page project proposal
(Appendix B).
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A consent form was drafted outlining the purpose and procedures of this study (Appendix
C). The form indicated potential risks, discomforts, and benefits to participation. Additionally,
participants were notified of their right to voluntarily withdraw consent and discontinue
participation without penalty or loss of benefits. The consent form asked participants to indicate
whether their names and other identifiers could be attached to quotations in the final write-up of
this paper. Ultimately, no names were used.
A semi-structured format was chosen for these interviews. Semi-Structured interviews
utilize, but do not strictly adhere to, a pre-composed interview script. This method is
advantageous because it (1) caters to variations in the participant pool and (2) places greater
value on the perspectives of participants, particularly when the topic being researched represents
a gap in pre-existing knowledge. As the participants in this study represent various disciplines
and fields of practice, and as nobody to date has completed an in-depth analysis of the challenges
to integrating the fields in question - the use of a semi-structured format was logical. A
preliminary interview script was drafted prior to the execution of this research (Appendix D).
This script prompted participants to discuss their relevant work, to describe how they came to do
such work, and to elaborate on the challenges of their work.

Procedure
The primary method for recruitment in this study was snowball sampling whereby
participants were recruited based on referrals by colleagues. Many participants were within the
formal and informal network of Beyond Conflict; a Boston based international non-profit
organization working in Conflict Resolution. For around five years, Beyond Conflict has pursued
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an ongoing initiative in Neuroscience and Social Conflict. During these five years they have
done a great deal of research on, and relationship building with, key persons across all fields
relevant to this study. Snowball sampling within this network provided an opportune strategy for
making the most of limited resources. Eighteen individuals were recruited. Ultimately, ten
interviews were scheduled.
Each participant read, signed, and returned the consent form prior to commencement of
their interview. Nine interviews were conducted in person either face-to-face, over Skype, or on
the telephone. The average length for these interviews was 1:02.19. All were recorded using an
audio recorder. The interview with Haifa Staiti was conducted over email due to time
constraints. This exchange was comparably brief.
Each interview began with a short introduction and description of the project. Participants
were then questioned about their relevant work.

Strategy for Analysis
Once all interviews were conducted, each recording was partially transcribed. The
method used for analysis was open and axial coding by major concept and category. Preliminary
categories were chosen based on data presented in Outside the Lines by Liora Salter and Alison
Hearn. The book outlines research on the challenges to interdisciplinary work. Salter and Hearn
analyzed (1) research proposals submitted to the Social Sciences and Humanities Research
Council of Canada within a five-year window, (2) assessor’s comments on those proposals, and
(3) a series of interviews with officials representing several funding councils. Of the various
challenges presented in the book, eight were selected based on their intuitive relevance to this
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project: culture, evaluation, publishing, funding, youth, frame of reference, valuing, and
language. These categories were then expanded and adapted to better reflect the data collected.
Resulting categories included: culture, method, evaluation, publishing, funding, youth, scale,
frame of reference, valuing, equal voices, accessibility, and language. These categories were then
refined and, in cases, collapsed to reflect areas of major consensus among participants. The final
categories reported in this paper include culture, methodology, scaling, frame of reference,
status, accessibility, and language.

Limitations & Rationales
As in any study, the materials and procedures used in this research program have several
limitations. Best efforts were taken to forecast and account for these challenges.

Action Research Approach
An action research approach inherently born of critique yields inevitable pre-judgment.
This work is admittedly narrow in its focus on challenges to, as opposed to achievements in,
integrative efforts-to-date. This narrow focus however provides greater depth of information
yield. This depth is ideal where gaps in knowledge are attempting to be filled. Instead of creating
space for multiple perspectives, an action research approach provides greater detail about a
specific, in this-case underrepresented, perspective. Since nobody has published on the
challenges to integration efforts between Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution, a
narrow focus seemed appropriate. To address propensities for pre-judgment, a semi-structured
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approach to interviewing was used to empower participants to guide the interview schedule and
therefore to minimize the researcher’s ability to bias the interview agenda.

Snowball Sampling
Snowball sampling as a method of recruitment can often result in sampling bias, as
individuals tend to associate with and therefore refer like-minded peers. The fact that participants
in this study were drawn from a wide variety of disciplines improved the sample’s
representativeness but does not necessarily compensate for potential sampling biases. The
researcher’s intern status with Beyond Conflict compounded this dilemma. As previously stated,
many of the participants in this study were identified based on their involvement with Beyond
Conflict. However, the majority of participants interviewed were not directly affiliated with the
organization. Only Participant 7 and Participant 8 are currently employees. While collaborating
or communicating with Beyond Conflict may self-select for individuals with similar traits or
characteristics, the opportunities made accessible by this network outweighed the potential costs.
As community and networking increases between Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict
Resolution more research should be done on these topics using a larger and more representative
sample.

Sample Size
The small sample size used in this study results in weak generalizability of the data. This
is not abnormal with case study research. Case studies, in order to allocate resources toward
breadth and depth of narrative, tend to operate using small samples. This characteristic makes
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them particularly useful when a research program aims to challenge pre-existing theoretical
assumptions. The small sample used in this study allowed each participant the time to fully
elaborate on their ideas, and furthermore allowed the researcher time to adequately transcribe
and analyze the resulting data. The analysis presented in this paper cannot be explicitly
generalized to represent the challenges faced by all members of those communities discussed,
however it can still function to suggest challenges, inspire future research, and identify possible
next steps.
Semi-Structured Interviews
Semi-structured interviews require skillful listening and flexible thinking. Their success
is impacted by interpersonal dynamics, and can be heavily influenced by an interviewer’s
preconceived expectations regarding what topics are and are not worthy of discussion. As the
researcher conducting interviews was new to this methodology, a learning curve was inevitable.
It’s possible that the quality of interviews improved over time. Forecasting such challenges, all
efforts were taken to be thoughtful, patient, and to make provisions for the avoidance of leading
questions or selective listening. Each interview was listened to after its execution and critiqued
by the researcher in hopes of improving performance throughout the process. Semi-structured
interviews, while affected by interviewer bias, are in some ways inherently structured to damper
such biases by creating unstructured space for unpredictable outcomes.

Reflexivity
The researcher’s relationship with Beyond Conflict introduces a genuine and valid concern
regarding researcher bias. The researcher’s position in Beyond Conflict as someone working
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within the organization, and yet, as a full-time student and part-time intern, not completely
connected to it’s mission, puts her in a unique position to infuse new perspectives and critiques
into its organizational framework.
The explicit goal of the researcher was never to confirm Beyond Conflict’s assumptions and
practices, but alternatively to point out holes in its pre-existing frameworks in an attempt to
provide information useful for improving the work done by it and like-minded organizations.
However, the culture of Beyond Conflict: its inquisitiveness, mission, and dedication
surrounding the Neuroscience and Social Conflict Initiative assuredly supported and informed
the researcher’s fundamental orientation towards the issues addressed in this case study.
It is possible that the researcher sought out and attended disproportionately to challenges
aligning with her experiences at Beyond Conflict. That said, the research questions outlined in
the interview schedule were designed to be simple, neutral, and generic and the use of semistructured interviews allotted participants more power to dictate the content of dialogue.
The use of pre-existing coding schemes taken from a more neutral third party (Slater and
Hearn) may have also reduced researcher bias in the coding and organization of data. Generally
speaking however, having the primary researcher on this study also perform coding tasks
introduces the possibility of confirmation biases. Ideally, this study would involve multiple
readers and would perform inter-rater reliability checks however due to resource constraints that
was not possible. Further research on this topic is thereby encouraged.
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PART II: RESULTS
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CHAPTER 4: CULTURE
The most ubiquitous and fundamental challenge discussed by participants in this study
was that of culture. “Culture” was used in reference to those sets of distinct characteristics
attributed to each discrete sector. Cultural differences presented as an undercurrent causing or
coloring all subsequently examined challenges. Every participant mentioned culture either
directly or indirectly. Most often, culture was referenced in the explanations of other challenges.
Rarely was it discussed as a discrete challenge in-and-of itself. Particular distinctions were drawn
between psychologists and neuroscientists, NGO practitioners, and diplomats. In general
participants were quick to identify certain operating assumptions, approaches, or evaluation
styles as within or outside the cultural boundaries of a sector.
Table 2. Excerpts of Results: Culture
Participant 9

“You think about academic disciplines – they’re not just like one thing. They’re like a
bundle of things- so when you think, “what’s sociology?” Is it that it’s qualitative, is
it that it’s version of the human actor is defined by the fact that people are socially
constructed, is it that it looks at process instead of looking at – like money for
example, so these are like bundles of qualities that different disciplines had.”

Participant 7

“ In the scientific community, people have a particular incentive structure which
requires them to publish a lot on very particular issues, the funding stream is directed
in a very particular way and they are also bound by particular professional codes
which are very important- process, skepticism- all these things are engrained in
scientists, also make them very reluctant to offer policy recommendations- extremely
reluctant I would say. Extremely reluctant to weigh in on an issue that is applied
because most of the field is geared toward more theoretical problems”

Participant 2

“We [researchers] tend to try and be conservative and when we extrapolate wildly
from results is when we actually get in trouble with the scientific community so … I
mean I think part of that is a proponent of the culture which is “be circumscribed in
how generalizable your claims are” no one lab study is going to tell you how to go
make world peace.”
“It [person resources in diplomacy] is like 3 or 4 people and however many reports,
or conversations or conferences that you’ve gone to where the policy is formulatedand that environment, that epistemic community, for lack of a less pretentious term, is
pretty well defined and it has very particular inputs and very particular frameworks
that people use”

Participant 7
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In Outside the Lines, Salter and Hearn utilize the concept of “registers” coined by a
feminist theorist, Deborah Cameron in the late twentieth century to describe the cultural
differences between sectors and to further investigate how those differences might arise.
According to Salter and Hearn,
Cameron uses ‘registers’ to refer to the manner in which information is
understood, arguments are marshaled, and issues are discussed in different
communities. Each community has a different discourse, or register, reflecting its
specific points of reference and its prevailing epistemological assumptions; she
says each relies upon a different technical language and a distinct manner of
speaking. And each community has its own modes of perceiving, organizing, and
disseminating information. (Salter & Hearn, 1996)
The term “register” provides a useful semantic handle for discussing the cultural
constitutions of a sector. Registers are normally invisible. As Salter and Hearn describe them,
“they reflect what are normally taken for granted as the appropriate orientation, ways of
speaking, and practices within the disciplines. They are also directly associated with how any
community defines its boundaries, inculcates its members, and excludes others from the benefits
and perquisites of disciplinary status” (Salter & Hearn, 1996). It’s not unusual for integrations to
be attempted unsuccessfully without anyone preemptively or retroactively addressing, or even
noticing, underlying differences in sectorial registers. This is somewhat evidenced by
participant’s propensity not to identify culture as a discrete challenge.
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Salter and Hearn refer to those testing the boundaries of sectorial registers as “on the
margins.” Marginality is another borrowed concept- this one from Georg Simmel, an influential
individual in the world of sociology. According to Salter and Hearn, Simmel was interested in
those individuals who, while part of a community, were “not recognized as full members of it.”
Simmel suggested, “marginality is often highly uncomfortable for the individual involved. The
marginal person is not a participant in the received wisdom of the community, is not comfortable
with its accepted categories; but at the same time, is not oblivious to their significance” (Salter &
Hearn, 1996). Considering the narratives of participants in this research program, the discomfort
of marginality may discourage individuals in Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict
Resolution, particularly young people in these sectors, from breaking away from standard
practice and designing research programs, theoretical arguments, or policy recommendations that
cross cultural boundaries. Such cultural digressions risk the misunderstanding, devaluation, or ill
reception of peers within registorial confines. Both researchers and practitioners expressed
various anxieties about taking such risks.
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CHAPTER 5: DIFFERING METHODOLOGIES
Participants in this study demonstrated two challenges concerning the integration of
differing methodologies: (1) there are logistical challenges to translating methodologies crosssector, and (2) there are conceptual challenges to justifying the utility and value of different
methodologies cross-sector.

Table 3. Excerpts of Results: Methodology
Participant 1

Participant 4

Participant 3

Participant 3

“I think something researchers on the whole don’t always understand is that we
might just want to collect data in the most efficient way but, you know, I think it’s
really different to think about relationships we have as relationships instead of just
opportunities and it takes time, it takes patience, and it takes listening, and it takes …
and then some don’t really work well on the academic clock especially for people
early on in their careers who are trying to publish in journals – or trying to publish a
lot before they come up for tenure – you see how it can be very tempting to do online
MTURK studies – they’re a lot faster compared to building relationships with
communities or organizations in community settings.”
“We are at a point when academia is so highly regulated and not innovative and
that’s because there’s no incentive structures for innovation within academia – taking
risks means that your study will be discredited because you can’t control for certain
things outside of a lab setting, because your methods are going to be unconventional,
because you're going to use adapted skills that haven’t been tested- this and that. And
there comes a certain point where you honestly have to say, ‘Screw it.’”
“In science it’s understood that truth is established by convergent evidence and so it
can be dangerous to apply things to the real world you are not sure are true –
however right now in peacebuilding we are going by pure intuition and so you know,
it’s not like science would be eroding this perfect mechanism for figuring out what
works and what doesn’t – sure it could be the blind leading the blind, but maybe it’s
someone with half an eye leading the blind- at least it’s something and at least it’s
testable and if things don’t work than you find out quickly and can adjust as opposed
to what happens right now where we launch programs and then thirty years in they
still have not been evaluated.”
“It is quite tricky trying to run a research program where your participants are 4,000
miles away”

Different academic and field environments limit which methodologies can logistically be
accessed and successfully utilized. In terms of sharing methodologies cross-sector, participants
spoke for example, about the challenges of transporting standard tools (e.g., brain scanners or
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Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation devices) and practices (e.g., longitudinal blood sampling) of
Neuroscience into conflict zones. In Psychology, many behavioral measures (e.g., surveys or
indexes) are not translated into other languages or adapted to different cultural contexts.
Participant 3 spoke about the challenge of bringing not just evaluative tools, but good evaluative
tools to the practice of peacebuilding (Participant 3).
Additionally, different sectors have established consensus regarding which approaches and
tools are mandated by, and thus useful for acquiring knowledge. Standard methodologies are
informed by, and inform the kinds of questions individuals within a sector ask. The methods
used in a sector therefore directly reflect what kind of information that sector deems valuable.
When individuals clash in their method-of-choice, problems arise where not just logistic, but also
paradigmatic compromises must be made.

An Example: Randomized Control Trials
One example of a methodological disagreement that was discussed by several of the
participants in this research program regarded the use of randomized control trials (RCTs).
RCT’s involve the use of control groups.
In a typical psychological or neuroscientific experiment, a researcher manipulates a variable
in their population in attempt to discern whether that manipulation produces a certain predicted
or unpredicted outcome. Control groups are alternative groups of participants who don’t receive
any experimental treatment. They are used as a benchmark for measuring whether modulations
of the manipulated variable in the experimental group actually results in a measurable outcome.
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These comparisons enable researchers to claim causality. Causality simply denotes that the
manipulated variable was in fact causally related to the measured outcome.
Researchers interviewed in this study conveyed frustration with practitioner’s resistance to
the use of control groups. Participants with experience in peacebuilding argued that behind this
resistance, was an aversion to the practice of denying willing participants access to programs.
Such denial understandably was perceived as countercultural and also provided logistic
challenges (e.g., requiring them to recruit twice as many participants). Furthermore, over the
course of this research study, the sentiment emerged that elaborative evaluative measures were
incompatible with practitioning timelines and funding cycles (although there was pretty
aggressive disagreement about the validity of this sentiment).
Psychology and Neuroscience are experimentally and empirically based sciences. When the
psychologists and neuroscientists spoke about integrating science and practice in Conflict
Resolution, they imagined evaluative measures, or means for analyzing the outcomes of those
integrations, as methodologically necessary. As Participant 3 pointed out however,
“peacebuilding programs don’t have a culture of evaluation to get them to evaluate themselves”
(Participant 3). To reconcile these methodological contentions inevitably requires some kind of
dialogue, compromise, and/or innovation.

Ethics, Funding, Publishing
As Salter and Hearn described it, and as the participants in this study confirmed, cross sector
work is not always well received because “it draws on methodological and paradigmatic
assumptions that are unfamiliar (and thus not likely to be acceptable) to the established
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disciplines.” In other words, because any cross-sector knowledge or project is “read against the
background of the methodological assumptions” on which it is seated, differences in typical use
of certain methodologies do not just mean that sharing or developing such methodologies will be
difficult- but it also means that explaining, justifying, helping others to understand and value
those methodologies may present an equally difficult challenge (Salter & Hearn, 1996).
This challenge in explaining and justifying methodologies cross-sector is not just important
within those communities directly trying to facilitate and practice this integration- as several
participants noted, it also results in barriers when approaching ethical review boards, funding and
publishing councils (see table 4). These institutions, like individuals in different sectors, have
expectations about what makes a project or program well designed, rigorous, efficient, or
valuable in addressing any given question or problem. Not all methodological paradigms fit
neatly within those expectational boundaries. This is further made difficult when one considers
the fact that there are limited past examples of methods producing successful outcomes between
these fields to which an individual or an institution can compare new paradigms when trying to
evaluate their validity.
Table 4: Excerpts from results: Methods: Ethics/ Funding/ Publishing
Participant 4

“You’re going to have to go through a lot more paperwork with every ethics
committee”

Participant 2

“Both psychologists and practitioners have really different expectations from one
another about what’s ethical, what’s reasonable, and what would be helpful or
useful”

Participant 2

“If time and money weren’t constraints for you- what kind of experiment would you
want to run? I’m sure everyone can come up with that study.”

Participant 10

“Everyone in philanthropy wants what we call the ‘bed net strategy.’ Everybody in
philanthropy wants to find the 25-cent bed net that cures malaria. There are some
interventions that are so straightforward, and so cheap, that they really solve big
human problems… and so people in philanthropy are really biased toward looking
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for that nice, short, clean strategy that is the most effective use of their dollars for
solving big problems.”
Participant 1

“You know often times if you submit papers to kind of mainstream Psychology
journals- they’ll say: how can you really prove causation? Or can you replicate this
study?”

Young Professionals
Participants noted that methodological tensions weigh disproportionately on young people,
particularly young scientists entering career paths in academia where the pursuit of tenure instills
a sense of risk-aversion.
As one researcher phrased it: “The junior faculty member- there are countervailing pressures
about getting stuff out and you know, doing things that are impactful and important but mainly
have a shorter time scale than a large scale field intervention” (Participant 2). If an individual
hopes to pursue tenure, they are inevitably under more pressure to conform to the registorial
prescriptions of their academic institution. They are incentivized by that institution and by the
funders and publishers who support it to avoid taking risks that might undermine the quality of
their work.
This phenomenon can be understood to generalize outside of just Psychology and
Neuroscience into the realm of practice. In any field, the threat of marginality may appear greater
to those at the start of their careers- to those young people actively seeking the guidance or
legitimate validation of their mentors and peers. While practitioners in Conflict Resolution did
not discuss youth explicitly, many talked about the sometimes-debilitating pressure, personally
and professionally, to achieve positive outcomes. These pressures might logically be
compounded for young people trying to establish competency.
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CHAPTER 6: SCALING
After considering the underlying challenges to bridging different cultures, and navigating
various methodologies, participants discussed reception.5 One huge barrier to reception described
was scaling – or the act of making data from one sector meaningful to another other. Scaling
requires theoretical leaps between, for example, the relationships between neurons and the
relationships between nations. Participants discussed difficulties understanding the connections
between theory and reality, and between theory and action.
Very interesting was the interplay of culture, methodology, and scaling: different degrees
of valuing and cultural precedent seemed to impact an individual’s willingness to attempt scaling
in the first place. This intersectional effect was both discussed explicitly by participants as an
issue observed in their peers, and also to an extent modeled by certain participants themselves.

Theoretical Scaling
Theoretical scaling refers to the challenges of drawing logical connections between the
work of psychologists and neuroscientists and the lived reality of conflict and work in Conflict
Resolution (and vice versa). Participants mostly advocated for the complementarity of
reductionist and big-picture thinking. They believed that taken together these frameworks would
provide more information then taken separately. However, drawing connections between
reductionist and holistic thought is easier said than done. Participants recognized it as a difficult
and effortful process.
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  Here, reception is used to describe the act of consuming work done in sectors other than one’s
own.	
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Table 5: Excerpts from results: Scaling: Theory à Reality
Participant 7

“It’s a level of analysis problem… the level of analysis problem is that a lot of this
research is individual based. And we’re talking about groups, we’re talking about
nations, we’re talking about two countries interacting and the mechanisms are not
separate but they’re not the same. And I think it’s the integration part that’s going to
be tough: How do you connect the different levels in an effective way? I think that’s
where a huge challenge is- but also a huge opportunity for this particular field.”

Participant 8

“How do you make arguments in a way that’s transformative? Doesn’t end up on a
shelf that nobody reads? What we need to do is make arguments and demonstrate
them to the real world”

Participant 2

“I think practitioners often think that what we have to talk about is interesting but
because there is no opportunity to map those things that we are discussing onto their
particular interest, there’s sort of a sense of ‘ok well, I’m not really sure how this
translates,’”

Participant 9

“A lot of anthropologists, very good anthropologists, say that that’s not possible- it’s
not possible to get thick knowledge from an experiment.”

An interesting finding concerned a particular sectorial attribute that some participants
argued discourages researchers from explicitly discussing any far-reaching implications of their
experimentally acquired data. While researchers are incentivized to discuss the potential
implications of their work when introducing it to various readerships including colleagues and
funders, and while many researchers think about and orient their research towards possible
application, as a discipline the sciences do not encourage researchers to extrapolate wildly from
their results. Over-generalizing is one of the quickest ways to earn critique in the field. There is
logically sound reasoning underpinning this sectorial aversion to excessive extrapolation or
overgeneralization; however, some participants indicated that this aversion might resultantly
discourage researchers from engaging in such productive activities as providing policy
recommendations.
Other issues such as access and language (to be discussed in chapters 9 & 10) were
described as further exacerbating the challenges of theoretical scaling. When you cannot fully
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access theoretical concepts in research, it becomes harder to interpret and transform those
concepts. Likewise, when you cannot fully access the complex realities of conflict, it is harder to
consider their theoretical underpinning.

Applied Scaling
Closely related to theoretical scaling was the concept of applied scaling. Applied scaling
describes the challenge of taking cross-sector theoretical knowledge and making it instrumental.
Participants made it clear: scaling doesn’t just involve fostering an understanding of the
relationship between these sectors but also involves a degree of innovation surrounding strategies
for mobilizing new frameworks in order to improve practice.
Table 6: Excerpts from results: Scaling: Theory à Action
Participant 6

“… To just grapple with some of these things in a way that starts to span out some
actionable ideas and I think Neuroscience as well as the trauma work … people get
it- but tell me what to do?”

Participant 6

“So I think of things that are relevant for me or things that (1) I can understand and I
don’t find myself very savvy on some of these things so you can talk to me all about
oxytocin levels and this and that and it’s not going to do very much for me in that I’m
interested in “what a peace building practitioners could do with this piece of
information” and I’m not sure there’s really even anything you can do to measure
that in the field…”

Participant 2

“Nobody is TVCXing or TMSing people in conflict zones in order to get them to
negotiate with one another you know what I mean… its just not… and speaking of not
scalable”

Participant 9

“… These truths that are incredibly powerful and interesting and probably more true
as it were than economics, it hasn’t got teeth to it- it’s difficult to make it functional.”

Participant 8

“You can support, raise money and support their work on empathy, fear, bias, sacred
values, and then get them involved in real world translation problems… it’s
education to not only lay audiences, but scientists who don’t know this or other
people in academia…. And then people want training, they want to know ‘how do I
then incorporate this into my work.”
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One could argue based on the results that challenges to scaling between theoretical
knowledge and instrumental practice are inherently related to the challenges of methodological
dissonance. Many participants articulated confusion over how the methods supporting theoretical
work could be understood and utilized in practice.
In general, this challenge represented the question: “so what,” a question many
participants identified as a typical follow-up to cross-sector exposure. They described the
tendency for people to show interest in the insights of another sector without considering how
those insights might actually map onto their practice. A few participants provided personal or
observational anecdotes wherein inability to scale information from an unfamiliar sector led to
total disheartenment in the general prospect of integration.
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CHAPTER 7: FRAME OF REFERENCE
Frame of reference can be thought to encompass the barriers of culture, methodology,
and scaling. Frame of reference challenges refer to differential perceptions of importance. When
someone activates a particular frame of reference, they activate normative notions regarding
what questions are worth asking, what methods are worth using, and therefore what information
is useful and valuable. When differences in culture and methodology emerge, and when scaling
challenges result in a lack of perceived connectivity between concepts it becomes difficult to
judge the importance of work done by individuals in different sectors.
Table 7: Excerpts from data: Frame of Reference
Participant 7

“They won’t dismiss it but it’s a very different thing to have something that you’re
open to, that you’re interested in and to have something that’s your default. And I
think that’s what success looks like when we talk about reframing.”

Participant 2

“Not that I have some large canon of events in which I’ve participated but the few
that I have, have been unbelievably intellectually stimulating and interesting but not
at all productive. In large part because what I’m finding in my limited, admittedly
limited experience is that practitioners and researchers are- the only thing they have
a chance to do when they are meeting is exposure… because it’s like “hey it’s so nice
to meet you, what you do is so interesting, I haven’t really had a chance to think
through deeply what the connections are between the things we do- I’m just learning
about the social-historical-cultural specifics of the context in which you’re operatinglet me get back to you…”
“We often at these events have great conversations about – well what did we learn
here today or, do you take issue – because people are very kind to each other’s faces
and of course, of course that’s important… and I can really like this content that
someone’s saying but not think it’s very useful”

Participant 2

What this data evidently suggests, is that judgments of importance are not necessarily
underscored by contempt or lack of interest in the utilization of cross-sector information, but
rather might be due to non-recognition of differing frames of reference. People who show
disinterest may not articulate to others, nor recognize for themselves, that justifications for their
judgments may be based in mis-understandings or perceptions of incompatibility.
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CHAPTER 8: STATUS
Status refers here to the various hierarchies and power dynamics that may be pre-existing,
arising, or magnified during cross-sector integration efforts. Participants in this study discussed
two distinct angles on this issue: status differences across sectors and status differences
introduced in the relationships between those working toward conflict resolution and those
directly impacted by conflict.

Cross-sectorial Status differences
Status hierarchies exist within and between sectors. Particularly when trying to integrate
sectors, it is important to recognize what the perceived status differentials are.
Table 8: Excerpts from results: Status
Participant 2

“I mean, for whatever reason, people outside of Psychology seem to be much more
convinced about the potential for Neuroscience to inform intervention than
Psychology”

Participant 7

“People view neuroimaging as more true – I’m talking the popular conception, which
has a lot to do with policy and NGOs- because the way scientists view it, is with huge
amounts of skepticism. And rightfully so- because you can futz with it… you can find
anything in an fMRI scan- is what I’ve learned. But to an outside audience, a nonscientific audience, looking at a brain scan and having someone with fancy letters
after their name say ‘this is what that means’ is really powerful for whatever reason
and it cannot be denied.”

Participant 8

And I remember [two global leaders6] saying ‘well that’s just bullshit, that’s not true’
[to a researcher] and if it were a graduate student saying it, they wouldn’t have the
same status…. Saying well I’m going to push back on that because this has really
been my experience on this”

Participant 3

“And the goal is to be process oriented, not solution oriented- which I think is very
important: sort of believing in the wisdom of people who care or who are interested
in these issues rather than prescribing and saying ok- that program that you have is
crap and you should introduce our brain program.”
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Many participants discussed status in terms of such things as PhD’s. They also brought
up the authority granted to global leaders and individuals coming to the table from within
conflict zones. When a dichotomy is created pinning science against experienced reality, an
epistemological question arises about the differential valuing of experiential and empirical
knowledge.
Participants also noted how many conversations about integration revolve around means
of bringing Psychology and Neuroscience to Conflict Resolution and much less of the dialogue
investigates means by which Conflict Resolution can be brought to bear on Psychology and
Neuroscience. As participants illustrated, practitioners within the realm of Conflict Resolution
have an equal part to play in the developing partnership between these sectors. Individuals in
Conflict Resolution may therefore resent presupposed status differences that undermine or
devalue their potential for contribution.
Notably, several participants emphasized how important it was that psychologists and
neuroscientists not tell people in Conflict Resolution how to do their jobs and vice versa, but
rather that these parties find means of working together; sharing knowledge, tools, and
methodologies to improve understandings and to improve practice in Conflict Resolution.
There also seemed to be a predominant narrative between the sectors that Neuroscience,
as opposed to Psychology, was granted superior status. Brain images represented a particular
point of fixation- they were conjectured by participants to be perceived as more objective and,
simply put, sexier. The researchers, and some practitioners who were interviewed expressed
frustration with this narrative. Participant 7 made the insightful point that in fact; “this status
differential is not necessarily reflected within the sector” (Ankori-Karlinsky, February 3, 2016).
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Difference in perceived status present important questions regarding the ways in which
individuals interface differentially with the information they receive cross-sector, particularly
when that information is considered in relation to cultural, methodology, and scaling challenges.
Differences in status may have varying implications ranging from how much individuals listen,
engage, value, and trust in one another’s insight to how individuals fundamentally approach,
carry out, and follow up with cross-sector encounters.

Relational Equality
Whether we are creating new research programs that perhaps draw participant pools from
the field, or whether we are talking about movements, interventions, programs, and policy, those
actively affected by conflict undoubtedly play a key role. Participants emphasized the
importance of considering how status differentials enter partnerships and relationships with
individuals in conflict.

Table 9: Excerpts from results: Status
Participant 1

“Sometimes researchers will say, ‘I’m the expert and I’m going to disseminate my
knowledge to you so that you can learn from me’ And the relations inherent in
that….”

Participant 4

“It can be a very clinical discussion, it sounds really prescriptive, and it requires an
open admission of privilege. I mean for me to go to a group of refugees and say ‘let
me tell you about your brain – I mean when we're talking about hegemonic policy in
the developing world and perpetuation – I mean there is no colonialism greater than
that of the mind.”
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Participant 9

“But what that meant is that the vast majority of the report focuses on deviances from
rationality that poor people face- but that can send… like there’s a culture of poverty
or poor people are unique problems or something intrinsically bad which was
absolutely what we did NOT want to communicate. People didn’t believe that but in
particular we wanted to use tools to show that that was not the perspective of the
report”

When talking about their work, a few participants brought up pathologization. In bringing
Psychology and Neuroscience to bear on Conflict Resolution, they were careful to avoid making
humans in conflict out to be inherently abnormal or unhealthy. As plenty of research confirms,
living in environments of chronic stress and having experiences of trauma can, and does result in
pathology or various symptomologies but as participants noted, to only apply clinical
frameworks to Conflict Resolution is to miss the point. It disregards all Psychology and
Neuroscience has to teach us about human nature and universal human tendencies. To assume
that actors in conflict are inherently abnormal is inaccurate and to explicitly or implicitly
function within that framework is therefore misinformed. This is not to devalue the work done on
symptomologies and pathologies that arise as a result of conflict. This work is, in fact invaluable
and necessary. To function solely within a clinical framework however, as participants in this
study articulated to various extents, may institute status differentials, which can unintentionally
create hierarchies of power7 that, are counterproductive to the integrative process.
Additional questions arose surrounding the degree to which knowledge be made opensourced and available to individuals impacted by conflict. A few participants felt strongly that
providing access to information was crucial for empowering community partners. A few
participants made reference to the idiom, “knowledge is power.” Participant 4 very explicitly
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This argument does not intend to feed stigma toward mental illness, but rather to argue for the
careful humanization of those suffering from various pathologies and symptomologies
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equated accessibility to power, arguing that academic insularity was perpetuated as a mechanism
for safeguarding institutional power (Participant 4). Participant 8 recognized that, when people
gain access to understandings regarding what is fundamentally going on in their brains and
bodies, they are both “empower[ed] and “liberat[ed] (Participant 8).
These perspectives inspired further conversations about the problematic practice of
entering conflicting communities preaching dogma. Many participants recognized the inherent
challenges of teaching people about their brains. Participant 7 mentioned the understandable
experience within communities in conflict of feeling used or manipulated. He further emphasized
the importance of not exacerbating these feelings (Participant 7). Participant 4 further elaborated
on notions of privilege, and the dynamic that is created when a researcher tries to teach a person
affected by conflict about their mind, brain, and behavior. He emphasized the importance of
confronting and recognizing that privilege (Participant 4).
Translating research into language and formatting easily accessible to a broad, potentially
international, public; making that information open-sourced, and then communicating it in a way
that does not perpetuate status hierarchy invokes several of the challenges discussed in this
paper. According to participants however, to not confront these challenges is to inherently
preserve an unequal power structure, which disadvantages those individuals whom Conflict
Resolution hopes to serve.
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CHAPTER 9: ACCESSIBILITY
Accessibility is related to several of the challenges presented in previous chapters. Its
focus however is specifically on the institutional, cultural, and linguistic barriers that exist to
accessing individuals and information across sectors. Participants talked about accessibility in
several different ways. Many touched on the very literally challenges to accessing literature in
unfamiliar sectors. Others discussed challenges to interpreting the insights of other sectors,
primarily focusing on language and topical barriers. Still others spoke about accessibility in
terms of variations in styles of knowledge consumption. Finally, people also spoke about
accessibility to persons by articulating an absence of reliable community spaces and networking
opportunities.

Firewalls
The Oxford English Dictionary defines a firewall as both “a wall or partition designed to
inhibit or prevent the spread of fire “ and “something designed to protect the security or integrity
of a system, process, or institution, esp. by acting as a barrier; a measure taken to prevent
something undesirable occurring; a safeguard” ("firewall, n.,"). Both of these definitions are
relevant to the notion of closed-source information. Firewalls can prevent the spreading and
sharing of ideas by denying individuals access to information. However they also function
importantly to both protect the sustainability of institutions, and to protect policies surrounding
ownership and copywriting. Generally speaking, firewalls may introduce significant challenges
to cross-sector work.
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Table 10: Excerpt of Results: Accessibility: Firewalls
Participant 8

“Evolutionary biology and brain science already knows enough about the human
brain and how we are wired as a species and how it shapes our behavior that is
staying in these silos that isn’t getting out to the real world.”

Participant 4

“If there was a bridge between OXFORD and UNHCR… who have an open-source
materials, who had people who were well versed in both sectors, who spoke the
relevant languages etc. but they don’t.”

Participant 9

“We don’t have access to, within the World Bank library, Psychology journals.”

Participant 4

“We don’t live in a world where professionals do gap years after they’ve acquired
skills and therefore someone with a PhD – Researcher’s don’t get to witness the
phenomena they study play out in conflict environments”

Here the term “firewall” is used in reference to such obstacles as password-protected
files, access and purchase fees, and institutional barriers to gaining exposure in the field.
Participants spoke about firewalls largely in relation to psychological and neuroscientific
literature. The academy can be fairly insular: access to the insights of Psychology and
Neuroscience is largely granted through one’s membership to an academic institution or society.
Attempting to access Psychology or Neuroscience literature as a non-member of those
disciplines can be extremely challenging, as one will likely encounter passwords and
access/purchase fees.
Evidently, there are numerous articles and books geared toward nonscientific audiences.
These instances of, what some refer to as “pop science,” can sometimes provide well-structured,
accessible narratives; and other times, depending on the background and motivation of
authorship, provide misleading or misinformed information. Navigating the difference between
reliable and unreliable data can be extremely challenging for someone exploring an unfamiliar
sector for the first time.
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In addition to the challenges presented to practitioners attempting to access the insights
of Psychology and Neuroscience, participants also discussed the challenges researchers face in
gaining “real-world access” (Niconchuk, January 25, 2016). A few individuals took time during
their interviews to elaborate on the value of field experiences and the perspectives they provide,
noting how little opportunity researchers have to gain such experiences. In fact, when one
considers the cultural pressures and the methodological standards of the sector, researchers may
be implicitly discouraged from taking time off to gain experience or do work in the field.
Content
Just because someone gains literal access to the insights of a field, does not necessarily
mean that those insights they have acquired are accessible. The participants in this study spoke in
detail about obfuscated language, about sectorial jargon, and the translational challenges they
pose. Additionally described was the inaccessibility of uniquely sectorial topics which, when
encountered without contextual explanation become extremely difficult to penetrate.
Table 11: Excerpt of Results: Accessibility: Content
Participant 4

“And a huge part of it is accessibility – the accessibility of the language that’s used.”

Participant 8

“I’m always thinking about how you translate this to a lay audience… So I always
give examples.”

Participant 6

“Fairly communication-savvy in a way that not to dumb it down but just to present it
in an accessible way that’s engaging, maybe kind of funny or lighthearted or that
comes with a – I mean that’s why the podcasts idea is kind of interesting”

The challenge of obfuscated language was discussed primarily in regard to psychological
and neuro-scientific terminology. However Participant 9 also mentioned terminological
challenges to the consumption of social scientific work. He noted, “there’s no reason to think
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that a policy maker whose trained in any random discipline would find ‘marginal utility’ any
more intuitive than a ‘Schema’” (Participant 9). Language barriers will be further explored in
chapter 10.
Topically based inaccessibility is very similar to linguistic inaccessibility. It refers to
sectorial-based topics, which –often presented in dense terminology- are difficult to understand.
Individuals across sectors cited topics, which felt impenetrable. They ranged from Participant 6
talking about her difficulties understanding scientific work on oxytocin, to Participant 2
discussing a lack of understanding about the contextual details of specific conflicts.
Translation becomes therefore not just a linguistic challenge, but a topical one as well.
Individuals must make an effort to both speak in language that is accessible, and to use that
language to explain complex topics in an accessible way. Many participants noted the utility of
anecdotes and analogies in topical translation.

Cultures of Knowledge Consumption
Different sectors consume information in different ways. Sharing knowledge becomes a
challenge when an individual presents information to a sector in an unfamiliar format.
Information can then appear inaccessible, not just because of its linguistic or its topical content,
but also because of its presentation.
Table 12: Excerpt of Results: Accessibility: Culture of Knowledge Consumption
Participant 1

	
  

“When I work with organizations like that I prepare some summary report of findings
but it’s helpful to know what they are interested in so I know what pieces of the data
we are collecting to focus on.”
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Participant 7

“If you’re under pressure you need something that fits in three or four bullet points
and that’s really difficult to do… it takes a lot of time and a lot of thought- and that’s
just a broad framing.”

Participant 10

“Really not just talk about this work, but to write a brief that would help people
understand where and how… how there’s science that suggests that there may be
better ways that we could build tools, environments, coaching approaches,
incentives”

One example utilized to talk about this difference in formatting for knowledge
consumption was “the brief.” Briefs are utilized within various silos of Conflict Resolution, as
they are typically concise, articulate, and thus time efficient. Individuals working in Conflict
Resolution usually function within quick paced environments where such efficiencies are
optimal. Briefs and memos were discussed as the primary vessel for communication within, for
example, Diplomacy. By comparison, some participants noted the consumption of reports within
NGOs and alternatively, the employment of journal articles within the psychological and
neuroscientific communities.
Participant 7 provided a useful example of how this challenge manifests (See table). One
can imagine how trying to present psychological or neuroscientific insights within the format of
a standard memorandum or brief, ensuring to present enough background information to combat
language and topical accessibility challenges, and remembering to communicate cultural nuances
and methodological approaches would be extremely difficult.

Community Spaces & Networking Opportunities
Communal spaces and networking opportunities are both means by which individuals
across sectors might gain access to one another. Such spaces and opportunities are essentially
nonexistent and, to date, researchers and practitioners across the sectors of Psychology,
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Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution do not interact with any regularity. Several individuals
discussed this lack of infrastructure for facilitating encounters between sectors and for building
cross-sectorial networks.
Table 13: Excerpt of Results: Accessibility: Networking Opportunities
Participant 6

“We need to map and understand who is out there. I think the world gets very big and
it’s hard to keep up. It’s hard to keep up with everything and you have different sites
or different platforms that kind of overlap with one another – in this way or that way
and – so everything is sort of all over the place and I think that’s the same with
people too- that there are a lot of people interested”

Participant 2

“I do want people who are interested in these things, to collaborate with them! I want
them to know that I do this kind of stuff, and that I am interested in how this actually
works in the world and you know if I’m barking up the wrong tree or if I’ve got it
deeply deeply wrong- I’d rather know now or, you know be a part of the process of
someone trying to implement it than someone take an idea I have and it doesn’t quite
exactly catch what I said, or I didn’t communicate it clearly enough and then it
doesn’t work for whatever reason or it backfires. I’d rather be part of the process –
maybe it has a better chance of working? I don’t know.”

Participant 5

“This conference was a small step. More frequent interactions between science and
practice need to be planned and conducted in deliberate manner. The fields of
science are moving very fast and new knowledge is created everyday. We need to find
a way to share the latest with those doing the work on the ground more regularly and
quickly.”

This data suggest the importance of providing community spaces and networks where
individuals can interact across sectors with regularity. Ideally capitalizing on these kinds of
opportunities marginal actors can feel supported, validated, and recognized for their work
amongst somewhat likeminded peers. Notably, participants like Participant 6, didn’t just talk
about face-to-face opportunities for engagement but also about the opportunities posed by online
and other digital platforms.
A few individuals interviewed articulated a feeling of aloneness in their pursuit of crosssector integration. They mentioned those conferences held-to-date attempting to architect spaces
for cross-sector engagement. Despite being pioneering, it seemed these conferences had provided
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little infrastructure for addressing the challenges discussed in previous chapters. Additionally,
they had yet to optimize the interactions they facilitated or to establish innovative mechanisms
for long-term engagement.
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CHAPTER 10: LANGUAGE
In Outside the Lines, Salter and Hearn emphasize that, the semantic choices made by an
individual do not exist within a vacuum: words cannot be entirely understood disregarding the
cultural contexts in which they arise. The two authors articulated that differences in speech do
not just consist of “technical terminology, but also of the manner in which information gains
credibility, the order in which information is presented, the points of reference considered to be
appropriate, and the implicit agreements about what needs to be said and what can profitably be
taken for granted… the problem is not simply one of different terminologies but of
understanding the significance of what is being said in each case” (Salter & Hearn, 1996).
Language is curated and likewise received within an individual’s frame of reference, as Salter
and Hearn put it, “it can be said information takes its meaning from the context in which it is
generated and the situation in which it is understood” (Salter & Hearn, 1996).
Language is intrinsically connected to several of the other challenges discussed in this
paper: it emerges out of particular frames of reference; as some participants argued, it’s
obfuscation is directly related to power and status; and it can either improve or complicate
accessibility and scaling issues.
Participants in this study voiced two unique language challenges. The first, as mentioned
briefly in the previous chapter on accessibility, relates to language that is unique to a sector and
therefore unfamiliar to individuals external to that sector. The second language challenge occurs
when terms are shared but differentially defined between sectors.
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Table 14: Excerpts from results: Language
Participant 1

Participant 1

“And that’s something I’m really passionate about- is trying to maintain the
methodological and theoretical rigor that I talked about before but in really plain
language”
[On talking in front of nonscientific audiences] “- I think we often expect that it will
come naturally but actually it’s really effortful”

Participant 7

“It’s a minefield of semantics that are largely driven by disciplinary considerations
that are sometimes very useful sometimes not so useful.”

Participant 7

[On the word “dehumanization” being used during Beyond Conflict’s first
conference] … “We have different semantic understandings”

Participant 3

“So one thing about researchers though is when you say ‘empathy’ everyone who's
studying empathy knows how fraught the definition is, and that there are as many
definitions for empathy as there are researchers studying it but I feel like there’s –
yeah there’s an understanding of this, we always compel each other to put this
disclaimer at the beginning of papers so that everybody is always aware of it and
there’s certain, there are types of empathy that have clear delineations between each
other and we know these things, we know the evidence for one or the other. So, in that
sense, there’s a lot of kind of, there are many definitions but everybody knows them
so they’re all up front and when people say “empathy” in a talk they’ve either had to
define what they mean by empathy and/or the audience knows that that’s a specific
type of empathy that’s distinct from this other type of empathy- so everything’s there
you just have to be a little bit delicate about how we walk in the landmines – you
know that people in the audience are tribal in their definition of empathy. I think it’s
much more important in the peacebuilding community because all of this isn’t known
– but it’s still assumed right. People have in their minds an assumption of what
empathy is”

“Empathy” discussed by Participant 3 in the table above, provides a useful terminological
example for discussing the two component challenges described above.
In reference to the first language challenge, as Participant 3 articulated, Empathy is a
contested term within the psychological and neuro-sciences. Presently, researchers do not have a
reconciled definition of empathy. To account for definitional variances, there are distinct terms
researchers use to specify which definition of empathy they intend to utilize in their paradigm.
For example, researchers can use such terms as “parochial empathy,” “emotional/affective
empathy,” “cognitive empathy,” “ingroup/outgroup empathy,” or “empathic concern.” These
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terms are unique to Psychology and Neuroscience and utilization of these terms requires
explanation when used among individuals outside these sectors.
“Empathy” as an independent term however, is a particularly potent example of the
second language problem. It is a term that exists within psychological, neuroscientific, and
Conflict Resolution communities. It is a term, in fact, used fairly frequently within Conflict
Resolution circles. That said, psychologists, neuroscientists, Conflict Resolution practitioners,
and for that matter- individuals affected by conflict, may all have inconsistent notions of what
the term actually means.
An entire hospitable conversation between sectors may occur on empathy where all
parties walk away harboring extremely different interpretations of that conversation. Likewise, a
dissonant conversation between sectors may occur on empathy where contradictory definitions
of the term explicitly clash. In both scenarios, it’s probable that the likelihood of semantic
differences was never prefaced nor the underlying variables shaping semantic differences ever
confronted.
Translating language to be accessible cross-sector is challenging. There is a notion that
information stands for itself and can be objectively interpreted. As Participant 1 suggests, there is
also a presiding notion that translating language cross-sector is a somewhat “natural” or simple
enterprise. The data in this study provide evidence counter to both these notions. Specifically,
participants argued both (1) that information is often deemed inaccessible, misunderstood, or
simply not understood -particularly out of the context in which it is generated, and (2) that
translation is a difficult and necessarily intentional process.
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PART III: CONCLUSIONS
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CHAPTER 11: CONCLUSION
The challenges outlined in this paper provide tools for helping individuals hoping to
organize or participate in the integration of Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution.
Each challenge discussed in this paper: culture, methodology, scaling, frame of reference, status,
accessibility, and language, can inform next steps.
When Organizing
For those attempting to organize an event or architect an infrastructure for integration
between Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution, these data suggest a few necessary
considerations.
The first step is to acknowledge and, then account for registorial differences. Knowing
who the relevant parties are and what frames of reference they operate under can provide
valuable insights when trying to offset the discomforts, confusions, and incompatibilities
individuals experience when they suddenly find themselves in a marginal space. In line with this
acknowledgment is the necessity of incentivizing actors to step outside their sectorial boundaries
with open-mindedness, and a certain degree of courage.
Since many aspects of marginality are unpleasant, it is important that organizers consider
what it really means to support individuals engaging in thought, and pursuing work, across
sectors. This research suggests a possible strategy in the building of communities through
community spaces and networking opportunities. Community building enables individuals’
access to one another recurrently in pursuit of a common goal. Long-term engagement may
facilitate the building of common language, establishment of shared methodologies, and the
fostering of solidarity. To combat feelings of aloneness, it is important for individuals to feel
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their work is recognized and valued by others. Ethical review boards, funders, and publishers
must also be looped in so that standard valuation structures may be established.
When organizing within these communities, individuals must search for strategic,
sustainable, and reasonable means of making the insights, tools, methods, and experiences of
Psychology, Neuroscience, and Conflict Resolution accessible to all parties involved. This
involves navigating firewalls, identifying language and topical barriers, innovating nonalienating forms of data presentation, and incentivizing effortful scaling. Actors must be
encouraged to philosophize on how psychological, neuroscientific, and Conflict Resolution
theories might intersect and manifest in the real world and moreover how understanding those
intersections and manifestations might translate into better practice.
Finally, when thinking about how to best bring parties together, it is important to consider
how different approaches will function to either exacerbate or eliminate hierarchies of status and
power. Thinking about questions like: Who is given voice? Who is given authority? Who is put
in leadership roles? Etc. becomes extraordinarily important when architecting cross-sector
engagement.
When participating
Participating in integration, as an individual participant, requires similar, but subtly
distinct considerations.
First and foremost, participants in integration must interrogate their disinterest. It’s
crucial that, if someone within a particular sector believes an argument is important, that
individuals outside that sector engage that argument and attempt to understand its underlying
assumptions before devaluing it. Participants must recognize that their own frames of reference
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might contribute to implicit close-mindedness. Moreover, they must appreciate that their
judgments regarding the work of others may be deconstructed and transformed when scrutinized.
Additionally, it’s crucial that one recognizes their status and understands what kind of
perceived authority they hold. Ultimately, every participant in integration holds a stake in the
establishment of equal voices. Cross-sector and relational equality involves a willingness to
learn, to listen, and to introspect.
Within the integrative community, it’s furthermore important, particularly in creating
spaces for equal voices, that each participant critically engages their language. Using obfuscated
language, jargon, or terms with multiple definitions can promote both inaccessibility and
misunderstanding. It’s equally important that individuals provide the background and context to
effectively explain topics that may be unfamiliar or highly technical to someone in a different
sector. One can work to use anecdotes, stories, and analogies as tools for mutual understanding.
Ultimately, being an active participant in integration involves humility and courage. It
involves a willingness to compromise and take risks, recognition that one’s standard paradigms
may be insufficient or incomplete, openness to deviate from those familiar paradigms, and a
willingness to learn and transform one’s practice.

Conclusion
Moving forward, we can look to the precedent set in other fields, and to those working
currently at integrating Psychology, Neuroscience and Conflict Resolution. We can use the
challenges outlined in this paper as a framework for collecting observational data on their
successes and failures.
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Generally speaking, individuals in this research program were quick to identify
challenges to their work; the overall lack of elaboration on concrete strategies for combatting
those challenges suggests that such strategies remain amorphous and intangible. The data
provided in this thesis presents a starting point, for asking the right questions, making
appropriate considerations, and beginning the task of formulating strategies for improved
practice in Conflict Resolution.
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APPENDIX A: RECRUITMENT E-MAIL TEMPLATE
Dear ________,
My name is Mallory Feldman and I am a senior at Tufts University majoring in
Psychology and Peace and Justice Studies. I’m currently conducting research for my thesis, and
as someone I’ve identified with relevant knowledge and experience, I’d appreciate an
opportunity to interview you.
The purpose of my study is to engage researchers and practitioners in a thought exercise
meant to generate strategies for making the integration of research and observations from
different disciplines a means to a more peaceful world. Specifically, this study will investigate
the necessary steps required to bridge the gap between studies of the brain & behavior and
work in areas of peace & conflict.
Considering that you _______(personal message)__________ I think you may provide an
interesting perspective on the topic I’ve described above. I am very interested in asking you a
few questions. Your participation would be much appreciated.
If you would agree to an interview, or if you would like more information please let me
know!
I’m attaching a copy of my research proposal to this email.
Thanks you for your consideration,
Mallory Feldman
Tel: (203) 731-1571
Email: Mallory.Feldman@tufts.edu
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APPENDIX B: PROJECT PROPOSAL
Psychologists have studied patterns of cognition and behavior for a long time. More
recently, with the advent of neuroscience, researchers have begun investigating the biological
mechanisms underlying human experience. Understanding of the mind and brain now spans from
the microscopic to the macroscopic – from the cellular to the cultural and beyond.
Insights into the complex ways in which humans understand and navigate their worlds
can enrich the outlooks, frameworks, and methodologies of any individual or organization. This
is especially true for those interested in resolving conflict and promoting peace. All interpersonal
or intergroup conflict is grounded in the experiences of humans. It is therefore intuitive that an
understanding of the human operating system might be beneficial.
The research being generated by scientists in the social and natural sciences has
incredible functional potential for those in peace and justice studies. However this potential has,
to date, not come to fruition. This is largely due to gaps in accessibility and community building
between these two fields.
Many researchers studying psychology and neuroscience hope for their work to be
meaningful and impactful; however, academia by its nature can be restrictive. A lot of insight
and knowledge, unfortunately, remains within communities of academics and outside realms of
application.
Actors and practitioners in the field of peace and justice studies hunger to understand the
minds and actions of actors they interact with. They have very minimal access to psychological
and biological information trapped behind firewalls and heavy jargon.
Equally important, these actors and practitioners collectively have lifetimes of valuable
lived experiences, quantitative and qualitative observations, which can inspire future research
and collaboration. They themselves are extraordinarily valuable resources to scientists interested
in topics pertaining to conflict and peace. However, due to lack of community spaces for
personal dialogue and collaboration, the lab and the field remain impractically disconnected. A
bridge between these intellectual spaces would be valuable for communities on both sides.
This thesis will provide the first in-depth look at what such a bridge might look like:
at how these disciplines, in specific circumstances, have come together, and how they may better
do so in the future. Research data for this project will come from an in-depth literature search
and a series of discursive, semi-structured interviews.
In order to grasp the degree to which the disciplines described are in dialogue and to
further gain insights from writings on interdisciplinary ventures, research will commence with an
in-depth literary search. The results of this search should lay groundwork for the interviews to
follow.
The bulk of data collected will come from a series of interviews with researchers,
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scholars, practitioners, and others across the relevant disciplines that are integrating knowledge
from the social and natural sciences into the practice of conflict resolution and Peacebuilding.
Their narratives, their achievements and frustrations, will inform blueprints for the
infrastructure needed in order to bring knowledge out of the lab and into the field and vise
versa.
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APPENDIX C: CONSENT FORM
TUFTS UNIVERSITY
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH STUDY
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Mallory Feldman, Senior Thesis Candidate
CONTACT DETAILS:
Tel: (203) 731-1571
Email: Mallory.Feldman@tufts.edu
PURPOSE AND DURATION: The purpose of this study is to engage researchers and
practitioners in a thought exercise meant to generate strategies for making the integration of
research and observations from different disciplines a means to a more peaceful world. This
study will investigate the necessary steps required to bridge the gap between studies of the brain
& behavior and work in areas of peace & conflict. Specifically, this study will look out how
individuals in relevant disciplines project or have experienced, and forecast the merging of these
bodies of knowledge.
PROCEDURES: You will be asked a series of questions about your personal work involving
either one or several of the relevant fields described above. You will additionally be asked to
participate in a creative brainstorm regarding the creation of an infrastructure for supporting
accessibility and community across disciplines. Wherever possible, interviews will be recorded
and then partially transcribed.
RISKS AND DISCOMFORT: There are no foreseeable risks of participating in this study
beyond those encountered in daily life. Interview content will revolve around content and topics
engaged in participant’s field of study.
BENEFITS: This thesis will ideally offer some concrete strategies for bridging the gap between
disciplines that have, historically, been largely isolated from one another and yet can be of great
service to each another. To this aim, you’re contributions will be the building blocks of a
resource for people hoping to take knowledge out of the lab and into the field and vice versa.
Hopefully, this research will prove itself a tool for you and your peers.
CONFIDENTIALITY: The final write-up of this study will be openly accessible to the general
populous. The full audio files and transcriptions will not be distributed. Only transcriptions will
be used for analysis. Your name and other identifiers will be attached to the data. Only myself,
and my faculty advisor, Laura Graham, PhD. Will have access to the raw data. You may opt at
any time to have any comment stricken from the transcription, or to have your comments cited
anonymously in the final write-up.
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COMPENSATION: You will receive no compensation for participating in this study. Your
participation is completely voluntary.
REQUEST FOR MORE INFORMATION: You may inquire further about the study at any
time. Please e-mail the principal investigator at Mallory.Feldman@tufts.edu or telephone (203)
731-1571 with any questions or concerns about the study.
WITHDRAWAL OF PARTICIPATION: Your participation is voluntary. Should you decide
at any time during the study that you no longer wish to participate, you may withdraw your
consent and discontinue your participation without penalty or loss of benefits.
SIGNATURE: Please choose one of the following options and sign below.
1. [Please check here _______] I confirm that I understand the purpose of the research and
the study procedures. I understand that I may ask questions at any time and can withdraw
my participation without prejudice. I have read this consent form. I understand that my
comments may be quoted and cited in the write-up of this research. Furthermore, I
understand that my name and other identifiers will be referenced. My signature
below indicates my willingness to participate in this study.
2. [Please check here _______] I confirm that I understand the purpose of the research and
the study procedures. I understand that I may ask questions at any time and can withdraw
my participation without prejudice. I have read this consent form. I understand that my
comments may be quoted and cited in the write-up of this research. Furthermore, I
request that my name and other identifiers not be referenced. My signature below
indicates my willingness to participate in this study.
_______________________________________________________________________
Participant Signature
Date
_______________________________________________________________________
Printed Name of Participant
_______________________________________________________________________
Researcher Signature
Date
_______________________________________________________________________
Printed Name of Researcher
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APPENDIX D: INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
Hi, my name is Mallory.
As described in my project proposal, I am doing research on the existing and potential
intersection points between study of the brain & behavior and work in peace & conflict studies.
Again, I wanted to speak with you, specifically because […].
This interview will be semi- structured: I hope we can have a dialogue, however I will be
using this script for reference.
Major Questions:
- Can you tell me a bit about the work you do?
- How did you come to do this kind of work?
- Do you consider your work disciplinary or interdisciplinary?
- Do you work with members of other disciplines?
o If yes: In your experience, what are the main challenges of working across
disciplines?
§ In your experience, what are benefits of working across disciplines?
- What do you think about integrating knowledge of the brain and behavior into existing
paradigms in the realm of peace and conflict?
o If response is positive: How do you foresee such an integration being successful
and impactful?
o If response is negative: Can you elaborate?
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