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1.     The Challengetc  \l 2 "1.     The Challenge"
(For every complex problem there is a simple solution. Most often, it(s wrong.(
- Anonymous
Under normal circumstances, conflicts over social, political, economic, and environmental policies present strenuous challenges to negotiators, mediators, and problem solvers. The resolution of multi-party disputes that also involve ambient patterns of threats, fears, power plays, political intrigue, and chronic failures to make progress are especially hard and require extraordinary diplomacy and leadership. These conflicts seem to offer few clear adhesion points for problem solving.  They obdurately resist closure, and on their face, often appear non-negotiable.
 

(The human side of complex public policy problems,( writes Susan Podziba, (reflects a chaotic mix of passions, values, interests, emotions, self interest, and altruism.(
 As disputes, they are protracted, entrenched, and unpredictable. Battles over abortion, same-sex marriage, genetically modified foods, spotted owls, arsenic levels in water, cloning, salmon recovery, dam deconstruction, and climate change policies come to mind, no less than the oft cited disputes between Israelis and Palestinians and Indians and Pakistanis. Many private disputes also have deep emotions and long memories and mirror the dynamics of public controversies. Divisional fights in manufacturing companies, multi-generational probate conflicts, and entrenched divorces over children and property sometimes have Bosnia-like qualities to them. 

Public policy problems have additional complexities. They deal with competing ideologies of how public (goods( and (bads( should be allocated. They impact future generations, and create long running, if not irreversible decisions in the form of altered landscapes or chemical body burdens whose long term impacts are uncertain. And under constitutional and parliamentary forms of government, they sprawl across and play out in different jurisdictions, often simultaneously (Table 1).  (In the United States,( say Lawrence Susskind and Jeffrey Cruikshank, (we are at an impasse. Public officials are unable to take action, even when everyone agrees that something needs to be done.( 
 The power to stop, delay, or checkmate others rests in many hands.  

Table 1
THE JURISDICTIONAL CONTEXT OF PUBLIC POLICY CONFLICTS

	
	LEGISLATIVE
	EXECUTIVE
	JUDICIAL

	FEDERAL
	
	
	

	STATE
	
	
	

	CITY & COUNTY
	
	
	


Public policy conflicts have other unique dynamics. Much of their political intensity arises from the real or symbolic decisions that will seemingly determine how public purposes are conceptualized, honored, or made subsidiary, whose values from the political left, right, or center will prevail on a given issue, and who will take what specific political gains or losses in the social, environmental, and economic arenas. Procedurally, these disputes (like other disputes) rely on authority, competition, or cooperation strategies to mobilize constituencies and either escalate or de-escalate conflict as may be desired by political actors. As shown in Table 2, authority, competition, and cooperation strategies each have certain advantages and disadvantages for problem solving. 
 

Table 2
ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES

OF DIFFERENT STRATEGIES

	PRIVATE 

	Authority

Strategies
	Competition

Strategies
	Cooperation

Strategies

	Advantages
	Make use of professionals who are trained to delimit the problem

Fewer people are involved reducing complexity.

Problem solving is quicker because it relies on(logic.(

	Encourage (and often turbo-charge) the search for new ideas.

Keeps the power to define and solve problems circulating. Prevents mono-polization of ideas.

Weeds out weak solutions that might otherwise survive.


	Alliances, partnerships, and coalitions create multipliers, synergies, and strength in numbers.

Helps eliminate redundancies.

Builds relationships that can potentially be applied to other issues, problems, or projects.



	Disadvantages
	People who actually have the problem often feel excluded or disenfranchised.

Experts are often wrong.

For many problems, there is no single definitive forum or jurisdiction.


	Consumes time and resources that could be applied to solutions.

May result in impasse or gridlock.

When it becomes extreme, can become manipulative, deceptive, or violent.
	Increases complexity (more meetings, more people, more time).

Requires practice and skills that many people do not have.

Takes time with no guarantee of success.




Regardless of which strategy seems to be employed, intractable problems are very rarely (solved.( More often, they are slowly (tamed( during the interludes that seem to occur between more furious periods of conflict. In our work at The Keystone Center on issues ranging from federal facility siting practices to the cleanup of polluted rivers, we find that intractable problems also typically involve contested technical information and scientific uncertainty, both of which are often linked to divergent values and competing ideologies.
  We have further learned that the search for mutually usable information in the context of intractability seems to unfold as a succession of small windows of opportunity that open and close, that are usually beyond any single actor(s control, and during which parties can potentially re-name, re-frame, and try to re-tame long-running problems for which short-term comprehensive solutions seem impossible. 

To that end, it is also helpful to distinguish at least three broad categories of problems that have been variously alluded to or described by thinkers in different fields.
 As illustrated in Table 3, these categories or (types( are defined by two factors: the degree to which there seems to be a common definition for a problem and the degree to which there is agreement on a list of possible solutions.

Table 3
PROBLEM TYPES

	PRIVATE 

	TYPE-1

((Technical/

Convergent()


	TYPE-2

((Value/

Divergent()
	TYPE-3

((Wicked/

Intractable)

	Agreement on Problem Definition


	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Agreement on Possible Solutions


	Yes
	No
	No


Issues with any degree of depth, breadth, or complexity rarely fit these kinds of neat categorizations. Our use of this typology at The Keystone Center (and our suggested use for others who take interest in public policy conflicts) is therefore diagnostic rather than formulaic or prescriptive.  Stated differently, conflict resolution practitioners as well as researchers will do well to examine stubborn issues and problems with an eye towards (a) identifying their Type-I, II, or III characteristics; (b) identifying different potential leadership strategies and interventions (including the option of waiting and doing nothing) that are suggested by this problem diagnostic; (c) designing an appropriate choreography for bringing people, process, and data together when and if (doing something( is appropriate; and (d) approaching implementation as an improvisation, as if one were playing jazz.
      

PRIVATE 
2.     Type-I Problems and the Myth of Conventional Problem Solving  tc  \l 1 "2.     Type-I Problems and the Myth of Conventional Problem Solving  "
Each situation changes the situation. -  John Madden
(Type-I( problems are fundamentally (how to( questions. They are technical or, to use E.F. Schumacher(s term, (convergent( in nature, meaning, they can be intellectually bounded and there are high levels of agreement on both the definition of the problem and a short list of possible fixes. The more that people of reasonable intelligence and reasonable good will study these problems, the more likely that possible solutions congregate into a narrow range of choices.

Generally, Type-I problems are amenable to expert-generated solutions.  Intrinsically, these problems tend not to require much consideration of values and beliefs and may not even always require high levels of participation and involvement by those who have the problem.  Hypothetical examples of Type-I problems might include retrofitting an older water system for conservation ((how do we best fix up old pipes(), finding the fastest route to Mexico City ((how can we get to Mexico City as quickly and comfortably as we can(), setting a broken arm ((how do we reduce the fracture so it heals the quickest and with the least amount of discomfort(), or eradicating a termite infestation ((how do we get rid of the termites without poisoning the people inside().  

To say that Type-I problems are technical in nature is not to say that they are simple. Think, for example, of the Apollo 13 mission during which astronauts Lovell, Haise, and Swigert were stranded 205,000 miles from Earth in a broken spaceship and with most of their life-support systems at or near failure. Or consider the challenges of designing, testing, and commercializing a new generation of hydrogen-fuel cell vehicles and the roadside service stations that will be needed to support them. Or building a new kind of airplane, searching for survivors in the aftermath of a 7.5 earthquake, or even the more day-to-day professional tasks performed by traffic engineers, tree trimmers, dentists, architects, forklift operators, plumbers, or social workers.  

Most professions and trades ( truck drivers, lawyers, printers, and doctors, to name a few more ( are taught one or another version of a basic planning and problem-solving model that has many variations. While steps and phases will differ from author to author, the usual fundamentals are described in Table 4:

Table 4

CONVENIONAL PROBLEM SOLVING

	1.
Problem identification

	2.  
Analysis and information gathering.

	3.
Formulation of criteria for weighing alternatives. 

	4. 
Generating alternatives.

	5.
Scaling and weighing choices.

	6.
Choosing the most optimum solution.

	7.
Implementing the solution.

	8.
Evaluating the solution and making appropriate changes 
as needed. 


This problem-solving model has many variations and uses. 
 Interestingly, an experimental simulation done at the Microelectronics and Computer Technology Corporation (MCC) suggests that few professionals actually use it.

MCC asked a number of engineers to design an elevator control system for a new office building. All of the participants in the experiment were experienced systems designers though none had actually worked on elevator systems. The designers were asked to think out loud while they worked on the problem and their sessions were videotaped and then analyzed to try and detect the actual individual and collective problem solving moves that were used as they attacked the problem.
 

The observers noted two things. First, the engineers persistently worked to understand the requirements for the system. Second, they performed mental modeling efforts to try different solutions. For example, one of them would say: "Let's see, I'm on the second floor and the elevator is on the fifth floor and if I push the button, its going to go down when I want to go up...."). None of the engineers actually used anything similar to the formal sequence of the steps described in Table 4. Instead, the logic pattern seemed to be (1) here(s what I(m trying to do; (2) here(s the problem (i.e., (I have to get the elevator to the top floor;( (3) here(s the solution (i.e., (send the elevator up(); (4) here(s what is wrong with that solution (i.e., (all the elevators will go up at the same time, or they won(t stop for others going up also;( and (5) here(s the new solution (i.e., (stagger the cars in the elevator bank and program them to make stops going in only in one direction().

Generalizing from the MCC experiment, normal problem solving behavior, despite professional training to the contrary, appears to be to first formulate a problem, then leap to a possible fix, then find the flaw with the fix, then find a new fix, and so on. What happened in the elevator experiment is instructive for groups working on Type-I problems. With single designers, the (problem-fix( sequence remained stable, though not necessarily effective. With multiple designers at work, the (problem-fix( sequence became chaotic, that is, different designers worked simultaneously on different problems and different fixes with no reference to what others were working on. This introduced additional psychological and social complexities. 

Several conclusions emerge from the MCC game. First, the use of conventional problem-solving procedures by experts is probably mythical. Left to our own devices, most of us will use a more intuitive approach that probably works most of the time. In many situations ( perhaps most ( this sequence suffices. It gets us by. Second, problem-solving groups become vulnerable to breakdown for reasons that have little to do with the nature of the problem or the nature of the fix but more because of interaction issues: competing egos, differing agendas, divergent paces, dissimilar mental roadmaps (deductive vs. inductive reasoning, big picture vs. detail orientated, etc.), and the perennial tension that emerges in groups between (good( and (perfect( solutions. 

Third, the disciplined, sequential, and bounded problem-solving processes learned by most professionals turns out to be quite useful when problem-solving requires people to work together on issues that are dominated by Type-I characteristics. Bringing leadership to more challenging Type-I problems seems to require a more disciplined version of the steps outlined in Table 4 when experts need to work together, when other conflicts are present, or when a problem appears to be extraordinarily complex. The conventional model doesn(t need to be used all the time but it will have salutary effects when chaos threatens to overwhelm the usual (problem-fix( intuition. In this kind of situation, mediators can potentially do a great service by holding people(s feet to the fire and keeping them working in a disciplined manner.

3.     Type-II Problems and the Misapplication of Type-I Problem Solving Strategies

People, things, unseen forces, sort of come together from time to time.(
  Michael Connelly
If Type-I problems are characteristically (Technical/Convergent( in nature, Type II problems are best thought of as (Value/Divergent.( The more that people of reasonable integrity, reasonable good will, and reasonably good working relationships study such matters, the more likely it is that ideas about (the reasonable solution( seem to swerve away from each other. Even though there may be general agreement on the definition of the problem, there is little or no agreement on potential solutions. In fact, solution-seeking discussions cause people to confront painful choices that they will either try to avoid or dominate. 

Consider that particular scene in Kevin Costner(s film Dances With Wolves when the Lakota Sioux chiefs are sitting in council pondering what to do about Lt. John Dunbar who is stationed alone at a remote cavalry outpost nearby. There is general agreement among the chiefs on the problem: the whites are overrunning the traditional lands of the Sioux. However, one faction favors sending warriors over to Dunbar(s encampment and shooting a few arrows into him to see if he really has (medicine.( Another faction believes they should try to talk with him and see if agreements can be made. A third chief says: (No man can tell another what to do but killing a white man is a delicate matter. If you kill one, more are sure to come.( He urges the group to talk further before deciding what to do, in effect, to not act precipitously and to continue exploring the different value premises that are at play.

Unlike Type-I problems that lend themselves to the diagnostics and interventions of experts, Type-II matters require a serious consideration of values, not just by the experts, but by those who in some way must implement the solutions or live with the outcomes. In these circumstances, information alone won(t fully inform decision-making because the problems involve matters of the heart. Not only can the full contours of the problem not be well described intellectually, the consequences of any one single proposed course of action cannot be fully predicted or relied upon. Type-II problems are therefore more visceral. They evoke the emotions and stubborn responses associated with worldviews, ideologies, and belief systems. 

Technical experts can help inform possible solutions to Type-II problems but without the participation of those who actually bear the full brunt of the problem (stakeholders), progress remains elusive. In day-to-day life, examples might include determining how we will expand a water supply once existing sources have been tapped out ((gray-water recycling? desalinization? importing from elsewhere?(), deciding (why( we want to go to Mexico City and what we are going to do once we get there ((see the cultural sites? take in the nightlife? go to language school and learn Spanish?(), or determining how we will effectively educate our children ((charter schools? year-round school? national standards? Voucher system?().

Bringing leadership to Type-II problems requires skills and strategies very different from those needed for Type-I problems. Faced with more emotion-laden and value-driven problems, the inclination of many professionals is to apply one or another version of the conventional problem-solving model outlined in Table 3, i.e. systematic problem identification, analysis and information gathering, formulation of alternative solutions, etc. The elements of this model may be useful, but only after some of the following other tasks may have been set in motion, if not accomplished:

1. Gathering together a strong but representative cross-section of voices and perspectives.

2. Establishing the goals and protocols needed for sustained and disciplined discussions.

3. Collecting multiple narratives that help illuminate different descriptions of the problem as seen through different eyes.

4. Naming the fears and risks associated with different problem definitions.

5. Reframing narratives into mutual questions.

6. Managing the pace of problem solving.

7. De-positioning and/or preventing premature negotiation.

8. Helping everyone to avoid the wishful thinking that one value set will ultimately prevail.

9. Helping everyone understand the trade-offs involved in tough choices.   

4.     Type-III Problems and the Challenge of Bringing Leadership to “Wicked” Problems
Dance with your demons and they become angels.
- Anonymous
In the various literatures on problem-solving, Type-III problems are often referred to as “wicked” or “intractable” because they seem to be diabolically complicated by multiple stakeholders, overlapping jurisdictions, powerful moral dimensions, and deep, nasty, and much remembered histories. Simon Shum says these problems cannot be easily defined so that all stakeholders actually agree on the problem to solve. They require complex judgments about the level of abstraction at which to define the problem, have no clear starting or stopping rules for defining the problem, and have no objective measure of success.
 Similarly, the concept of “intractability” carries a variety of connotations and denotations, not the least of which is the inability to find or create a traction point from which to try to tame or resolve the problem.

“Type-III” problems preoccupy us because of their volatility, drama, high public consequences, and difficulty to tame.  One key indication of a Type-III problem is that communication channels have been clogged, if not actually severed. Stakeholders are unable to talk with each other without inflaming the situation. If there is communication, it takes place through lawyers, press releases, symbolic acts (violent or non-violent) that (send a message,( and through escalatory or retaliatory behaviors. This does not mean that simply restoring communication is the answer. Communication failures are a symptom and must be part of a solution-finding process. By itself, good communication is insufficient.

In Type-III problems there is inevitably broad disagreement on what (the problem( actually is and competing solutions that create on-going discord among stakeholders when they try to discuss (it.( Further, there is a diffusion of power that makes any one party incapable of both defining the problem in a way that sticks or imposing a solution. Because integrity, good will, trust, and working relationships are perceived to be missing, people often actively seek to defeat each other. The conflict seems to have a life unto itself. In the most extreme stages, writes Friedrich Glasl, disputants give up their deepest instincts for self-preservation and charge headlong and together into the abyss. 
  

Like Type-II problems, Type-III problems are driven by deeply conflicting values. Unlike Type-II challenges, proposed solutions are suspect simply because they are brought forward by someone who is typically defined as an essential part of the problem. For example, a proposal from Ariel Sharon or Yasser Arafat is distrusted simply because it comes from either Ariel Sharon or Yasser Arafat. Intentional and unintentional signals create complexity. Offers are confused as bribes and demands are considered extortion.

Bringing leadership to Type-III problems requires both the right political timing (the (window( opens) and a suite of different strategies, tools, and formats that can be used to organize and sustain disciplined naming, framing, and taming efforts. Most writers believe that these kinds of problems can only be solved by groups of disputants made up of people with knowledge pertinent to all aspects of the problem, and artfully organized into sub-groups that correspond to the elements and structure of the problem. Further, the process must be choreographed as a series of events or meetings with time-breaks between events.  And the team must be unconstrained in applying knowledge tools, creative intuition, and common sense. Finally, the group must be unshackled when it comes to finding unconventional solutions.
 

At The Keystone Center for Science & Public Policy, we are often asked to help parties try to resolve frictions associated with energy, environment, and public health problems. This brings us into the political eye of the storm on disputes ranging from prescription drug labeling to the use of military live-fire training on environmentally and culturally sensitive lands. Our projects typically have non-governmental organizations (NGOs), industry, and government at the table questing for solutions. Most of these conflicts have characteristics that span all three-problem types: they are scientifically and technically complex; they are riddled with value dilemmas; and there are difficult failures in the past that color how stakeholders from all three sectors think about the present and the future.

In our work on politically sensitive and science-intensive problems, we use a generic template of interventions for both Type-II and Type-III problems that probably represents most of the core moves that public policy mediators and negotiators use in other settings use. The focus is on achieving both a politically actionable plan as well as the highest possible level of consensus that can be achieved.  In effect, we set out to create a new political (center( that improbable partners can rally around and defeat actors on the extreme who will never accept anything less than their own dictated solution. Some of the core moves are described in Table 5 below.  

Table 5

CORE MOVES FOR BUILDING A NEW POLITICAL CENTER

	1.
	Appraising and diagnosing the problem to understand its Type-I, II, or III characteristics and whether a “window” of opportunity can be opened. 

	2.
	Organizing leadership, sponsorship, and permission to convene a diverse group voices and viewpoints.

	3.
	Gathering the participation of a critical mass of affected stakeholders.

	4.
	Designing a forum, venue, and choreography.

	5.
	Establishing protocols, forging working agreements on the definition of the issues, and memorializing these in a charter, a convening document, or terms of reference.

	6.
	Organizing productive and respectful exchanges of relevant information, including scientific, legal, economic, social, and political “data, and further confronting the problems associated with contested information or information with high levels of uncertainty.

	7,
	Pushing the parties to discern the underlying interests of all stakeholders.

	8.
	Helping the parties discover, clarify, or create the greatest joint gains possible and then effectuate either trade-offs or new solutions.

	9.
	Assisting the parties in making informed choices.

	10.
	Helping the parties ratify, memorialize, “sell” their agreements to others and preparing for implementation.


5.    The ACWA Case

Whenever I’m confronted by a choice between two,

evils, I always choose the one I haven’t tried before.


 - Mae West
The decommissioning and destruction of aging chemical weapons presents extreme technical, social, and political challenges. Old munitions (bombs, artillery shells, canisters of gas) are dangerous to handle and must be destroyed in a manner that complies with environmental laws and the standards of best practice for dealing with unexploded ordnance. Military experts find chemical weapons destruction challenging. Lay people find it confusing. Cities and townships don(t want these materials in their neighborhoods. And lives are at stake if anything goes wrong. 

The Keystone Center(s (Dialogue on Assembled Chemical Weapon Assessment( (“ACWA”) was set up in response to mounting controversy and increasing public and congressional concerns regarding the U.S. Army(s plans to destroy antiquated and dangerous stockpiled weapons slated for destruction.  The Army’s plans to incinerate aged weapons, some dating back to before World War-I, was met with strong social and environmental opposition in the communities targeted to host the destruction processes. The group of approximately 32 members met 13 times over five years and included community members from nine sites; federal and state regulators; representatives from tribal nations; national activists regarding chemical weapons destruction; and national and local military staff.  Most of the participants had been involved in long-term legal battles and had often testified against each other in Congressional hearings.  

Despite a bitter history on this issue, the Dialogue moved through the stages described in Table 5 and accomplished three major goals. First, the group achieved a full consensus on a highly technical, 120-page Request for Proposal (RFP) for identifying and evaluating alternative technologies to incineration.  The consensus was forged during a 3-month period and the government committee conducting the official evaluation later adopted the exact evaluation criteria developed by the group. 

Second, a full consensus was achieved regarding which alternative technologies should be demonstrated and how they should be evaluated.  For the first time to anyone(s recollection, several citizen members participated directly in the government procurement process along side the federal officials.  Finally, a series of annual consensus reports to Congress were developed regarding the Department of Defense’s (DOD) chemical weapon(s destruction programs.

Since the Dialogue ended in 2002, the DOD has announced that the alternative technologies identified through this Dialogue process will be implemented at sites in Colorado and Kentucky.  These $2 billion-plus facilities mark the first chemical weapons sites where DOD has not encountered lawsuits and extensive delays.  In fact the communities have come out in full support of the projects and are working cooperatively with the DOD and regulating agencies to expedite permitting and the actual destruction of chemical weapons.  

Other less tangible accomplishments also emerged: an increased understanding by all parties of the complicated decision-making processes required and their inherent trade-offs; more realistic expectations and the ability to creatively compromise, when appropriate.  In the ACWA proceedings, community representatives were forced to struggle with budget limitations and the uncertainties of the science.  Military officials no longer could view the potentially affected citizens as uneducated and nameless masses.   

ACWA did not resolve or somehow smooth over the ideological differences between people with distinctly different philosophies about the environment, the military, and the use of public lands. However, increased trust among all parties developed in the specific instance of grappling with a dynamic problem that had many Type-I, II, and III characteristics. Political momentum to find solutions emerged simultaneously with strong leadership from the military, environmental, and community stakeholders. One small example is instructive.  Many community members opposed the appointment of the lead DOD official for this effort.  By the end of the effort, this same leader was promoted to be in charge of all chemical weapons storage and disposal issues for the country(partly based on community members going to congress and requesting his advancement.  As one Dialogue participant noted at the end of the process: “Distrust and suspicion gave way to trust and a sense of possibility which gave way to political reality and frustration which evolved into acceptance, perseverance, and a sense of accomplishment.”  
6. 
Mediation and Leadership
“There is no trick to being captain so long as the sea is quiet.”
 - Anonymous
Though rarely called such, mediation is a form of political leadership. Conflict is the crucible of change and change is the business of both political leaders and mediators. Mediation not only requires a certain manner of guidance amidst fields of fiercely contending forces, it is also predicated on bringing out the highest and best leadership qualities in those others who bear direct responsibility for solutions and failures, and whose professional and political reputations are on the line as a result. Like mediation, leadership is intimately linked to the naming, framing, and taming of problems and to the direct application of the authority, competition, and cooperation strategies detailed in Table 2. Mediation is a crossroads where the currents of power converge and potentially transform.

In the voluminous literature on leadership, both popular and scholarly books (including the inevitable airport books on “Leadership Secrets of ….”), many writers touch on this. Robert Greenleaf describes a certain practical manner of leading that relies on collaboration, trust, foresight, listening, the ethical use of power, and the empowerment of others. 
 Barry Johnson talks about the need to manage paradoxes and work with the naturally occurring and reoccurring polarities that humans working in groups face, for example, the challenge of stabilizing what we have while working towards change, of working in teams while fostering individual creativity, of forging clear directions while simultaneously staying reflexive to new circumstances.
 

Similarly, Jim Collins and his colleagues have written about “Level 5 Leadership” and the paradoxical abilities needed to create sustained performance. Level 5 leaders persons form a small universe of unique people who Collins screened empirically identified by screening down to a small number of companies with persistently good results. These leaders, Collins discovered, not only helped shape financially successful enterprises, they helped develop sustainable enterprises over many years. “Good-to-great leaders,” as he calls them, turn out to be self-effacing, smart, quiet, and reserved. They build and maintain cultures of discipline but ironically turn out not to be tyrants or disciplinarians themselves.

These leaders of highly successful businesses adhere to what Collins calls the Hedgehog Strategy in which they brutally and realistically determine what the company can be the best in the world at, deciding the most effective way of generating sustained cash flow and profitability, and then determining the single metric that most tracks their success or failure. These leaders have an unwavering resolve to produce long-term results without hype, spin, rationalizations, or excuses for less-than successful achievements. 

Charles Farkas and Suzy Wetlaufer, in a different study of highly successful CEOs, found five distinct leadership patterns. Some focused on broad strategy and spent most of their time on horizon issues. Others embodied a (Human Assets Approach( in which strategy is left to the business units with the CEO concentrating on cultivating (or getting rid of) key leaders. Some focused on technical expertise and on the cutting edge of the business. Others seemed to focus on managing the “four-corners” of the organization. A few were change artists, specialists in turn-arounds and major business transitions.
 All of these mirror the different, smaller scale choreographies that take place in mediation.

Look carefully at the best mediation processes, and the traits, qualities, characteristics, and behaviors described in the best leadership literatures. There is a powerful and intimate connection between leadership, problem solving, and mediation. While much is often made of the vision and inspiration we look for our leaders to fulfill, fundamentally we also want our leaders to solve the smaller and larger problems that touch our lives.  That they can(t always do this is a reminder that the solutions to our toughest problems, those that have strong Type-II and Type-III characteristics, require the participation of those who must live with the trade offs the solutions create. The job of leaders, like the job of the mediator, is to bring that participation out, to get as many people into the action as possible, and still get action.

Mediation is ultimately about the adaptive political management of human conflict and the recognition that humans do not know everything that is required to solve complex Type-I, II, and III problems. Conflict, conflict resolution, problem formulation, and problem taming are protean and sometimes venal crucibles of human affairs. Sometimes they involve big theater and lots of drama. But just as often, they take place in the soft light of little windows that have opened for a moment. The result? Long stretches of steady, hard work done by people who have parked their fury to the side long enough to explore the possibilities of change. That is what leaders, mediators, and problem solvers of all stripes aspire to do.  
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