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Abstract

The paper compares the techniques of facilitation for Conflict Transformation (CT) used in confidence-building and dialogue workshops between the sides of violent conflict, with Creative Games (CG) technique which is yet globally unknown. CG originated in Moscow in late-1970’s and have been applied for CT in 2000-2006 in the Caucasus. The reasons to try them in the Caucasus conflicts were the limitations of facilitation techniques and the desire to find new ways to transform conflicts. The comparison demonstrates the strengths and weaknesses of both approaches and brings to a conclusion that they should be combined and CG should be applied to CT on a larger scale.

The paper has been presented at the IPRA Calgary 2006 conference.

1. Pre-history of Creative Games

The philosophical foundations of Creative Games were developed by a group of Soviet philosophers and logicians who created the Moscow Methodological Circle (MMC) in 1952. Their primary interest was the ways and methods of human thought. (A major source for their analysis was “Das Kapital” of Karl Marx. The question was: How did Marx imagine, conceptualise, and present his method, analysis, and results?) One of the leaders of the group was Georgiy Shchedrovitsky, who continued on with the group while others would come and go. In late 1950’s and 1960’s, Shchedrovitsky developed his theory of ‘thought-activity’ (Mysle-Deyatel’nost’). Thought-activity was the real process of human thought in all its interrelationship and interdependence with action. Shchedrovitsky’s studies were different from the studies of logic since they were about the processes of human thought and action as they appear to us rather than merely as they take place in the prescriptive world of formal logic. To understand the difference, one can compare the studies of the grammar of a human language (the system of language) with the way people speak. Shchedrovitsky was concerned with all of the components of the interrelationship between the ‘should’ and the ‘is’ in human thought. His ideas evolved in polemic with the tenets of formal logic and in unison with the developments in social philosophy of the time. Another key concept was the concept of ‘reflexion’
. Reflexion, as the word itself says, was the process of thinking about ways and methods of thinking:


Picture 1. A schematic representation of the action of reflexion. The triangle is the issue, which becomes problematised via reflexion, and the ways to address it develop via reflexion.

If one thinks about the ways one thinks when one has to implement a task, this usually means that the task does not have a way of implementation known in advance, i.e. the entire situation represents a ‘problem’ rather than merely a task.

In addition, one may also think about the ways of thinking about the ways of thinking about implementing a task (or resolving a problem). This means ‘adding a step’ on the reflexion ‘scale’:

Picture 2. The reflexion ‘lift’, or the ‘scale’, whereby every further step of reflexion brings about new understanding of the problem. This happens also because, thanks to reflexion, new, previously unknown or blocked information about the issue breaks into the picture from the context, and the issue changes. Enlargement or expansion of the context, bringing it into the picture, is another important step, which helps redefining the problem and seeing it and ways for addressing it from new, unexpected perspectives.
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Shchedrovitsky was a ‘positivist’ philosopher. He believed that human thought-activity is and can be conscious, result-oriented, and successful. For him, ‘science’ was the combination of the subject (the hypothesis, the problem) and methods for its testing, in which the methods were another subject of inquiry, with which he was primarily concerned. They had to be studied via reflexion and other means.

Another one of Shchedrovitsky’s theses was that ‘thought-activity’ happens outside human mind in the ‘social’ space:








Picture 3. Thought-activity: a social (group) process which includes interaction and reflexion about the interaction by individuals.

Shchedrovitsky thus suggested that social collective action based on reflexion can be represented as ‘human thought-machine’
.

Picture 4. A human ‘thought-machine’ (‘Megamachine’): an ideal result of a Creative Game which includes both the object that is addressed, the individuals who address it, and the methods on how to address it for maximum success.









An important component in Shchedrovitsky’s teaching was the drawing of ideas. He introduced the language of  pictograms as the main language of MMC. Schemes, drawings and pictures became the main instruments for conceptualising and discussing issues and problems. This speeded up the process of joint work (understanding each other), gave new ways and opportunities for agreeing and building common work frames, unleashed imagination and creativity, and helped to overcome stereotypes and ‘blockages’ in one’s thinking, which appear because of the uncritical use of the terms and concepts of human language.
The use of the language of drawings, however, required from individuals to learn a new skill. Apparently this is an easy task. But drawing one’s ideas in parallel with speaking and presenting them instead of merely speaking was already a challenge for many, even though many people do that in their everyday life, drawing unconsciously while speaking.

Via a series of thorough studies over more than two decades, the foundations were laid for the attempts to apply this approach to problem solving and social and organisational change. From late 1970’s, Shchedrovitsky started to apply his teaching via large-scale Creative Games, which he called ‘Organisational-Business Games’ (OBD). Some of the assumptions, upon which the OBDs were built, were the following:

· People are creative

· Naming, imagining, conceptualising, and drawing an unnamed phenomenon is creativity

· ‘Objects’ we think we deal with are perceptual and socially imposed, therefore, if we want to understand the ‘real objects’, we have to socially ‘unbuild’ and build them anew according to a certain process

· What we take for granted are actually problems rather than resolved issues. Conditions of their resolution and parameters are based on acting in uncertainty

· Learning/changing/developing/solving problems means:


Picture 5. The scheme of reflexion as an ideal way to solve a problem.

The process of solving a problem includes: to identify the issue, draw it, and look upon oneself and the issue ‘from beyond’. This is done via analysing the ways one would approach the issue usually and the reasons why this was unsuccessful or insufficient; and looking for new and additional ways. This should usually be done in a collective environment.

This is relevant for conflict transformation (CT). One of the most important and fruitful actions at the beginning of the process of CT is to help the ‘sides’ in a conflict to put oneself ‘in the shoes of the other’. In fact, this step is about reflexion. It is about putting oneself beyond the ‘tunnel interaction’ of the sides in conflict. Here, ‘the other’ appears as the ‘object’, or the ‘issue’, which has to be problematised:





Picture 6. Similarity between the process of reflexion in Creative Games and ‘putting oneself in the shoes of the other’ in Conflict Transformation.

Starting from 1980s, Shchedrovitsky and his team organised numerous OBGs on different subjects. These Games, while drawing on the plethora of the existing collective games, were different from other types of gaming technologies used as social and/or organisational tool, such as Role Games, Simulation Games, Educational Games, Training games, Business Games, War Games etc. Because of this difference, which for me is in their emphasis on creativity, I call them Creative Games (CG)
.

Shchedrovitsky’s method evolved over time, and the entirety of the method, with its ‘theoretical’ branch as well as ‘practical’ application in and via CG, he called ‘Methodology of Systemic Thought-Activity’ (MSTA). He distinguished his Methodology from methodologies of particular sciences or applications, as well as from science as such and from philosophy, positioning it as a separate subject of inquiry and action, even as a way of life. Science is mainly about resolving ‘tasks’.  Philosophy is about inquiring, understanding and interpreting major issues of the ‘lifeworld’ (the term of Habermas) and humankind. MSTA is about the ways and methods of the humankind used in both inquiry and action. It is about how do people think and act as well as how they should do that. Ideally, according to Shchedrovitsky, MSTA should determine the shape, nature and types of sciences and give tasks to the scientists. It is activity rather than merely a ‘mental’ or intellectual process, or a study of the essence of things, as philosophy is. MSTA’s difference from science is mainly accepted by Shchedrovitsky’s followers. But its being an area of human inquiry and activity separate from and equal to philosophy is debated. At the very least, philosophy may also be about action, even about social action. Such are, for instance, the philosophies of Marx and Freud, whose reflections and applications in social life are inseparable from their theoretical part, if one wants to understand them in their entirety.

In 1988, this technology entered Armenia, where from 1989 onwards a team appeared which applied Shchedrovitsky’s approach independently. The Armenian team, with its leader David Hovhannissyan, modified the Game technology according to its needs and understanding, and run several Games on different subjects, such as “Armenia”, “The Karabakh conflict”, “Business”, “The Armenianness”, “Youth organisations”, “The City” etc. From 2002 on, six large-scale Games were organised around the issues of Peace and Conflict, engaging people from different Caucasus societies. The reason for this last series of Games was to run an experiment on making this technology useful for conflict transformation (CT); and to find methodological ways out of the criticism that the usual workshoping technologies receive. An attempt was made to substitute the ‘usual’ type of facilitated workshops between civil society representatives of the ‘sides in conflicts’ with this technology. What follows presents a preliminary comparison and contrast of these two technologies.

2. Facilitation and ‘Game-Technology’
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Picture 7. Some of the universal components of organising group work via facilitation and/or Creative Game.

Both technologies, facilitated workshops and Creative Games, are similar in that they are certain methods or techniques, based on certain aims, assumptions and values, and aiming at certain type of results. Both require technical as well as creative skills: the facilitator and the ‘Game-Technician’ have to be trained and have certain professional and human qualities. For instance, a facilitator should be recognised as such, i.e. he/she should have enough authority to be entrusted with the facilitation task. The ‘Game-Technician’ is assigned by the Game author, he or she does not have to be recognised in advance by the players or sides, but he or she has to have some very specific skills to be able to accomplish the task. One of the results at which a facilitated workshop aims may be ‘to develop a strategic action-plan for advocacy for peace inside societies’. Another one may be ‘to develop trust and confidence between the participants’. A Creative Game may aim at the result ‘Developing means and ways for finding avenues of building relations between the Caucasus entities (beyond conflicts)’. Results are usually formulated differently in two types of activities, but both technologies are result-oriented. Both technologies combine technological components, which is possible to study and learn, with intangible human talent.

3. Facilitation in Conflict Transformation: Values

There is a variety of facilitation techniques which are available today and a variety of situations where facilitation is used. I restrict myself to discussing facilitation for conflict transformation purposes at civil society workshops. There are some principles upon which every facilitation approach is based: 

a. Political Correctness

b. Respect to Conflict

c. Beliefs in Who is the Protagonist

i. Analysis

ii. Aims

iii. Ideologies

Political correctness, respect to conflict (i.e. not underestimating the emotions and beliefs of the sides and the issues that they bring to the table), and the need in identification and definition of key actors are some of these principles. The system of beliefs and opinions about the conflict is usually based on analysing the conflict, the aims of the analysis and of the actors, and the ideologies of those who analyse. Thus people come with different pictures of the conflict, which can be roughly grouped into two ideal types: those which belong to the ‘realist’ assumptional framework and those which belong to the ‘idealist’ assumptional framework.

The system of values of every facilitator or workshop organizer comprises two parts: values, which are common for the school the person represents (for instance, the primacy of human rights, or belief in the role of civil society in transforming conflict), and values, which are unique or separate for every professional. One individual believes that democracy is a universal system. The other believes that the traditional systems of power and decision-making have an important function in conflict transformation in a given society and should be strengthened. This mixture of values determines the presumptions and, to a certain extent, the aims which any given team of facilitators or project organizers put forward while planning a conflict transformation event. Particularly if the facilitators are associated with this or that side of a conflict, their values and even aims may be different, but it is possible to find a common denominator (such as: the conflict should be resolved without violence), which helps to build the scenario of an event. 

In addition to the agenda, the list of participants, location, timing, functions of the organizers and participants, the scenario also includes more or less detailed plans of and expectations from the process of the event. It is during the process that the skills of the facilitator (and the assessment of his/her advanced planning capacity) will come to the forefront. Depending on the values, aims, scenario and the way the process was managed, the event comes to an end with this or that result. Often the result has a planned component, i.e. the scenario is not fully open-ended. When preparing the scenario, the team of facilitators usually imagine a range of possible results, from minimal success (the sides arrive; they did not leave the workshop; the event did not break up) to a maximal one (realistic strategies and action plans were prepared and there is a reasonable expectation that they will be implemented). Such a maximum success should include a previously achieved result which may be a breakthrough: that the relationships between the sides evolved constructively, dialogue took place, confidence appeared, and the sides moved to jointly plan the ways to change the dynamic of the conflict. In a different way, results are often grouped into process results versus content results.


Values: 









Picture 8. The ‘chain’ of planning and organising group work from values via process to results.

4. A System of Typical Ideal Aims of Facilitation (Strategic)

Based on the above account of the interrelationship between values, aims, the process and the results, a systemic set of qualitative criteria can be inferred, which may help assess the facilitation process, and which simultaneously represent the aims of a facilitator:

a. The Sides have found common language

b. The Process is successful

c. The Sides have come up with:

i. Joint action plan

ii. Desire to continue on the process

d. The Follow up seems likely:

i. Either the Sides have enough influence

ii. Or they have strategies to acquire/build influence

e. The success of facilitator and his/her ‘Side’ is recognised

f. The ‘Big Context’ will not hinder or nullify the Process and the Follow Up

5. Possible Results of Facilitation

Similarly, a set of expected and unexpected results can be imagined in advance. Some of them prove the success of the facilitation process and others reflect the challenges. The appearance of challenges does not automatically negate the positive results of a facilitation process. Nevertheless, it can be expected that depending on the value system of the facilitators’ team, on the thoroughness of planning, as well as on extraneous circumstances (the political context, the qualities of individuals who were engaged etc.), there can be more or less significant drawbacks to a workshop.

Points a. to d. refer to possible positive results:

a. Appearance of a group of committed personalities

b. Appearance of strategic projects

c. Appearance of belief in possible change

d. Trust

Points e. to i. refer to possible drawbacks:

e. Passing the buck

The workshop participants pass the responsibility over the past or over the effort which is needed to achieve a change to each other, to the other side, to powers absent at the workshop, or to forces beyond their control. 

f. Reinforcement of identities and therefore, deepening of identity conflict

The very set up of a workshop, with sides identified and invited, may create additional rally around the flag effect. Conflicts are often about group identities, such as ethnic identity. Some participants, meeting ‘the adversary’ face to face, may experience a surge in patriotism with its aggressive end directed at ‘the adversary’.

g. Deepening of realist beliefs

Seeing how intangible and fragile is the advance offered via workshops, diplomacy and dialogue, the participants often end up becoming more hard-core than they were before the process.

h. Deepening of conflict between the facilitator’s ‘side’ and the Sides.

This may in fact have a positive function in making the sides more united vis-à-vis the ‘foreign’ facilitator. This effect may vary depending whether the sides perceive that the facilitator is powerful (i.e. has a’ clout’ to ‘coerce’ them into certain decisions) or not. There is another phenomenon which may affect the relationships between the facilitator and the sides: they may try to make the facilitator partial, ‘win him or her over’ to one of the sides.

i. Perception formation:

There are some negative consequences, which are related to the representation and positioning of the workshop in the peace and conflict process.

i. Media attack

Organisers, participants and supporters may experience blame for ‘meeting with the enemy’, moreover for making ‘unauthorised’ agreements and commitments.

ii. Denigrating interpretation of the CT process

The participants may be blamed for working in a peace process for the money of foreign donors with their own interests and agendas rather than for the declared aims towards peace.

iii. Politicisation

Any component of a workshop, including its participants, may become tools in or victims of politicking, for instance, during the election times participants may be blamed by the rivals for their soft stand vis-à-vis ‘the enemy’.

These are not the only possible negative consequences of a workshop. In the frozen or long-term low-violence unresolved conflicts, such as the conflicts in the Caucasus, the eventual impact of these developments is sometimes the ‘conflict transformation workshop fatigue’, loss of faith in the power of confidence-building at any level, and other effects which substantially affect the processes of empowerment and conflict transformation.

It was decided, by the team of the Armenian Creative Game protagonists, to suggest the Creative Game technology as a substitute for the more ‘traditional’ workshoping technology, the facilitation technology, in CT workshops, to see if this will help to overcome the limits of facilitated workshoping technology and what kind of positive impact can Creative Games have on CT. 

6. A System of Typical Ideal Aims of a Creative Game

In what follows are some of the aims of a CG and commentaries. A few important questions, which, if not asked, may make the aims unachievable or not fully achieved, are put in italic.

a. Problems are identified correctly

As it was mentioned above, perceptions, concepts, rules, stereotypes, prejudices—all those factors, which constitute the usual understanding about the conflict, should be deconstructed, re-discussed and re-built during a Game. In the Game language, these factors should be ‘problematised’.

b. People have gone through the process of  deconstruction of old objects and ‘new object-building’ (raspredmechivanie)

Finalising the process of problematisation, the Game participants deconstruct the objects, which constitute this or that as if commonly accepted picture or understanding about the conflict. This deconstruction happens in a way similar to the understanding that one plane of an object is not the object in its entirety, and involves trying to imagine the entirety of an object ‘behind’ its apparent plane (like the other side of the moon). After that, they have to rebuild new objects.



















Picture 9. Reflexion helps to problematise the object, deconstruct it and rebuild a new object.

c. The conflict has changed from the identity level (the level of ‘life-activity’) to the level of thought-activity

i. ‘Intellects’ rather than Identities are competing

ii. Conflicts are between ‘Intellects’ rather than ‘Sides’

This is promoted both by the structure and the process of the Game. Structurally, participants are divided into groups based on their interests and other individual factors, rather than their identity, citizenship etc. Within the process, conflicts between different types of thinking, rather than between different opinions, are promoted by the Game-technicians. Intellectual conflicts are even encouraged. They help to overcome the artificial affiliation of an individual to a ‘side’ in an intellectual environment, to deconstruct the old object of inquiry and to build a new one. In an intellectual activity, ‘Plato is my friend, but the truth is more valuable’.

Conflict-promotion, however, should be understood correctly. It takes place within the framework of unity-building, which evolves via the drawing technology, since people draw pictures of their thoughts, and these drawings complement each other easily, rather than contradict, as different from the tired words. Intellectual conflict is promoted within the process of deconstructing the old object and building a new one, via constant reflexion. If any of these components are left out (drawing, reflexion, intellectual conflict, joint work), the process will be unsuccessful.

A re-framing of the participants’ presumptions takes place. They come to the Game, thinking that they are sides in a conflict. They, however, start working as a collective. Conflicts at the Game happen chaotically both within and between the representatives of the ‘sides’. The participants’ major assumptions about the conflict change in the process of the work.

d. Participants have understood that causes, conceptualisation, and possible future developments of the conflict have been redefined and are different from what they seemed to them beforehand

i. A desired aim: there is no identity conflict left

Often there is no object of conflict left: participants jointly come to joint pictures of objects, which are about very different things than were the issues of the conflict.

e. The leaders from among the Participants, after leaving the Game, have the capacity to use the Game ‘language’ (methods, values) in their lives and influence others

The Games result in a ‘tangible’ content result: a different object, or a different picture about the part of the lifeworld which was previously thought of as ‘conflict’, and a collective ‘thought-machine’ to address the identified issues. They also result in the participants acquiring, to different degrees, a capacity to use the technology after their end. Finally, some of the participants will try to implement the Game results afterwards, however difficult it is, given that the Game has reconceptualised the very foundations of the common understanding of the conflict.

The facilitation techniques are sometimes blamed for entrenching the conflict via building its structure, i.e. making workshop participants to understand better what is the conflict about, what do the sides want, etc., making them more conscious about the conflict. 

The CG method, in a similar vein, could be blamed for ‘getting rid of the Conflict’ in the shape of its traditional conceptualisation, where identity, justice and governance, and intellectual issues appear as one big mix, like a snowball. People may leave the Game with a feeling that there is no Conflict left and that the ‘real’ conflicts are other conflicts. But they still have to go back home and live in the social perceptual framework of the big Conflict. How can they then convince others, and stay convinced themselves, that there is no Conflict left? 

I intentionally put here this paradoxical contradiction of both techniques in its naked form. It demonstrates that both techniques may result in effects, which are diametrically opposite to the intentions of the organisers.

This contradiction itself should be problematised and discussed, via the CG technique or other technique, to bring about sets of strategies to be applied for its constructive resolution. 

f. There are implementable project ideas which can be taken forward after the Game

i. From whose perspective are they implementable?

ii. Will they be taken forward?

g. There are entire strategic programmes which resulted from the Game

i. Are they operationalised to the level of projects and action plans? 

ii. Is it planned to operationalise them? How? When? By whom?

CGs are expensive events, they continue from two to several days, the number of their participants vary from 20 to 100. They can be even more expensive than workshops and conferences. Usually there is much less financial support for the post-Game analysis and reflexion and for the follow up than for the running of the Game itself.

7. Possible Results of a Creative Game:

The previous commentary is sufficient to understand, why some of the results of a Creative Game can be the following. As in the case of facilitation, negative results or challenges are in italic.

a. Revolution in individual’s way of thinking

b. Significant change or ‘shake up’ of individual’s world view

c. ‘Eye opening’

d. New strategies adopted by groups of people, organisations, or larger entities (states)

e. Loneliness

f. Social pressure ‘to go back’ to the old world view

g. Denial of any worth of the new method
h. Frustration

8. Process Methods, Skills and Aims

(A Comparative Perspective)









Picture 10. A scheme of influences in organised processes: values and conditions influence the process organisation and planning and it influences the process itself.

Since both techniques are organised processes, they have the features of any organised process. Values and conditions determine, to a certain extent, the ways the process is organised. They also have another important feature: however differently they are organised, they usually have identifiable beginning and end, and therefore, the middle process.

9. Conditions

	Facilitation
	Creative Game

	Resource: sometimes limited resource is sufficient
	Significant resource is needed to invest

	Resource determines the time and timing
	Process scenario and aim determine the sense of needed resource

	Time discipline is essential
	Time discipline is much less of an issue

	The Process is very time-conscious and people sometimes feel there was no enough time, if there were, they would achieve more
	The Process is very time-consuming and time-lax


This table of comparison demonstrates how some of the conditions differ for a facilitated workshop versus for a CG. At a workshop, time-discipline is one of the key issues. There are usually conflicts between people of different cultural backgrounds about the way they interpret the need in time discipline. There may be conflicts between the organisers, facilitators and the participants because of that. Necessarily some people will be interrupted and left disappointed and some will be late in the morning. There may be conflicts because of different natural clocks of participants. At a Creative Game, these issues are practically irrelevant. After the jump-start at the beginning of the process, time becomes a holistic ever-running stream, the Game duration, in which the participants of the Game behave, from which they cannot run away and within which they cannot be early or late. Similarly, the location becomes the world where the Game takes place: the Game space. In the conditional time-space of the Game, participants are free of the pressures of the external world. This also requires from them a commitment not to leave the Game and participate in its entirety, which makes organising it with decision-makers an even more challenging task.

10. Process Values:

(How they are actualised in the two techniques)

	Facilitation
	Creative Game

	Respect to Individual’s Rights and Identity
	Individual’s rights:

· Trust is presumed

· Respect to Individual’s capacities to understand

· Trust or Lose

	Primacy of Participants’ Perspectives
	Primacy of Participants’ Perspectives

· Are they Correct or Incorrect?

· Are they Wise or Limited?



	Belief in Humanness
	Belief in Humanness:

· No hypocrisy!

	Facilitator:

· Outsider

· Process Aide

· Impartial


	Facilitator:

· Leader, Teacher, Trainer, Evaluator, Player

	Participants:

· Balanced Representation

· Reconfirmed by the Sides


	Participants:

· No ‘Sides’

· Each one is a Universe

· Challenged





At a facilitated workshop, often, the facilitator makes an effort to give an opportunity to express oneself to every participant. At a CG the Game-technician may leave speaking and drawing to the leaders of the process, those who feel they want to do that. He may give very long periods of time to those who are visibly less active, to make self-determination and join in. At a workshop, the facilitator and participants may use many disclaimers, in order for not to be understood incorrectly. At a CG, communication rules are more relaxed. In a frenzy of discussing an idea, participants may scream and yell at the ideas of each other (not at each other, of course). This may merely indicate a process of very active, important and pleasant collective joint work, a brainstorming situation.

Perhaps the most important difference is in the role of the facilitator versus Game-technician. The Game-technician should have all major skills of a facilitator, but in addition he/she should have a skill of leading the group via the spiral of reflexion to the very end of building the ‘thought-machine’. On this road, he/she may have to overcome the resistance of people to leave their presumptions aside and ‘empty’ their minds, while they deconstruct the apparent or seeming objects. This is a necessary precondition in order to start afterwards build a new object, i.e. to move to the creative stage. The facilitator often does not allow the conflict to creep into the workshop, and works for separating personalities from issues. If a dispute evolves, it is managed very tightly and often interrupted, because facilitators may think that it will lead to a dead-end. Leaving aside the issues, which separate sides, they are often looking for the issues upon which the sides may find constructive common language. This does not happen always, of course, but is quite a common occurrence, which leads the participants to comment that the facilitators are ‘scared’ of them and of their positions.

The CG-technician positions the fact that personalities and issues are different at the very beginning of the process, as a fact rather than as a rule, and is less concerned with keeping the pleasant but non-committal temperature in the room. He/she engages participants in intellectual conflict, provokes them, and instead of reinforcing the social roles of the participants brought with them to the Game, he/she helps them to deconstruct these roles. The ideas of a professional clash with those of a layman, the ideas of a woman with those of a man, the ideas of a young person with those of an experienced mature authoritative individual, the ideas of decision-makers with those of the grassroots and powerless ‘nobodys’. Who wins? You can guess. Participants have to unlearn many things they knew before they came to the Game, and together imagine and create new things, new knowledge, new problems and new solutions to them. Obviously, those who feel that in the outside lifeworld they are the experts, the authorities, and the decision-makers, may experience some quite unpleasant psychological challenges. But if they overcome these challenges, they acquire important new skills.

At the facilitated workshops elements of training can be included, where facilitators play a more imposing role than they would otherwise do. Here, they have to choose between elicitive versus authoritarian styles of training.

At the CG, Game-technicians can also use a variety of styles, depending on the way the group works. If it is doing its work independently, they can go to the background, observe and reflect. If more direction is needed, they can come to the forefront. Their authority is a process authority, in a much stronger sense than that of the facilitators: they lead the group through the stages of reflexion, drawing, deconstruction, creativity, to the stage of the thought-machine, and if the group deviates, this process aim will not be achieved, and the group work content result will be negligible. Differently, facilitators often do not aim at a content result, declaring that process is a result in itself. Game-technicians have to assess the achievement of the group at different stages of the Game. If the achievement is deficient, they have to implement steps to change the situation. 

In the following tables one can see a comparison of the three major stages of facilitated workshops versus Creative Games.

11. The Beginning of the Process

	Facilitation
	Creative Game

	Getting to know each other/comfort

· Introductions, Joint Rules etc.
	Start Working Together Fast

· Adhere to Rules Given by the organisers

· Get to know each other while working

	Joint Conflict Analysis

· Listening to the difficult past and present

· Identifying positions of the Sides 

· See from the Other’s Perspective!

· Overcoming Positional approaches

· The psychotherapeutic component of the process
	Generating Intellectual Conflict

· Emptying the barrel of ‘professional’ knowledge and expertise

· Problematising every issue/ statement

· Building the Picture of Complexity

· Building Skills Template

(Drawing Ideas)

· Breaking Down the Concept of ‘Sides’

· The crisis: the past knowledge and expertise does not help to solve the problem

· Learning Reflexion: See from Outside/Beyond

	Building Team
	Building a Common Empty Screen for Thought-Activity

· Building a functional team (positions in group-work)


12. The Middle Process

	Facilitation
	Creative Game

	Flexible and unexpected

· Multiple scenarios and end results discussed and prepared in advance

· Sometimes bad prior analysis results in the collapse of the process with no return

· Crises can be solved by skilful and respected facilitators
	Flexible and unexpected

· One process scenario (groups, plenary, reflexion, groups, plenary, reflexion), empty content scenario

· One thematic scenario (can be ruined and a new one adopted instead: sometimes the Game Organisers are ousted;-)

	Process Oriented
	Skill transfer oriented

	Guide ‘softly’:

· Sometimes people feel manipulated

· The power of agenda-setting and ‘giving voice’
	Guide emphatically:

· The common picture is more than particulars

· If you draw, you are ‘heard’. Drawing, rather than speeches makes one engaged

· The result belongs to everybody

· People may feel manipulated because the process is too unusual for them



	Interrupt when (sometimes):

· Past

· Blame

· ‘Breaking the Rules’
	Interrupt when:

· ‘Breaking the Rules’

· ‘Plane-focused’ rather than ‘object-oriented’

· ‘branch-out nowhere’

	Help people not get bored/tired

· change formats (plenary/group)

· change speed

· change activity

· count in informal socialising
	One major format all over the Game, very intense process, 24 hour working circle (including in the sleep)

· There is plenty of time to solve the problem

· Adventures of ‘thought-activity’

	Empower participants

· participatory leadership building

· move them forward, give the leaders process guiding/governing rights depending on their success/ reliability

· Give a chance to the silent ones

· Change the power relations inside the groups/ ‘Sides’
	Power relations change depending on intellectual openness rather than respect to identitities:

· Some are more open and understand faster and go forward faster

· Everybody has a chance to go forward (but not everybody uses this chance)

· ‘Professionals’ with frozen perspectives get cut down until they abandon their tunnel vision



	Focus on joint strategy building

· Summarise via inferring a possible joint action plan

· Find commonalties and jointness in every disjointness

· The criteria of ‘doability’

· Get commitment, if only for ‘small deeds’
	Focus on: 

· Enlarging the context

· Crisis of seeing planes instead of objects

· Problematising the ‘obvious’

· Provoking conflict of ideas/ visions

· Reflexion

· Building new objects (the Creativity stage)

· Changing Visions/developing

	Model ‘The Real Life’—

Discuss the future implementation process
	Achieve and Implement the joint ‘thought-activity’ in the Game


13. End

	Facilitation
	Creative Games

	A good down to earth strategy/action plan

· But have the values merged?
	A good flying up in the sky joint vision

· But how to transfer it to the others and to keep it after the Game?

	Commitment to implement

· Are the complexities fully taken into account?
	Revolution in minds

· Is strong enough to uphold in the ‘real life’?

	Appreciating/recognising the festive nature of a peace-building event
	Recognising the festive nature of a Creative Game and its capacity to change/redesign the ‘world-life’

	Partly new language of the description of the conflict
	Totally new language

	Political correctness is diplomatically correct

· Facilitates follow up
	Unforgettable experience in self-evaluation

	The question of sustainability of the result
	The question of follow up, which requires resources and commitment in a different way than a CT workshop

	Ideally, nobody ‘wins’ or receives preferential treatment

· In fact, often one side is ‘preferred’ or there are hidden ‘favorites’
	There are overt and declared ‘best players’, i.e. winners from among those who successfully went through the process.

	Evaluation by the participants usually focuses on the process pluses and minuses
	Evaluation focuses on the resulting drawings and ideas


14. Comparison and Contrast

The last table summarizes the differences and commonalties of the two techniques discussed throughout this paper.

	Commonalties
	Differences

	Both are joint group processes modelling larger societal processes
	Assumptional frameworks

	Both have group dynamic based on the first stage: ‘unloading’ the past and on the next stage: moving forward
	Culture of implementation: attention to who talks how much why, who can interrupt when, who wants what kind of comfort, who is engaged and how much…

	Both require strong principled process leadership
	Facilitation still respectfully does not question enough the ‘biological’ interpretation of identities, CG takes it as non-essential, proceeds beyond, sometimes without sufficiently convincing participants

	Both work on changing perspectives:

· ‘putting oneself in the other’s shoes’

· ‘looking from beyond’
	They require different but complementary sets of skills from the process leaders

	Both are ‘festive’ happenings
	Both will have a result in any case. However, if CG is less determinedly led, it will stop at a lower resulting point (no change in minds, no content result). If facilitated workshop is less forcefully led, it will stop with no strategic resulting project

	Both are psychologically challenging, require courage to participate in and stand by them
	Facilitation requires less commitment and is a simpler challenge for the participants

· CG can leave some people less comfortable than facilitation workshops

	Follow up is vulnerable in both cases

· The issue of application/applicability of the results
	One builds doable projects. The other builds a mechanism (vision) to do several projects

	Both are ‘rational’ techniques
	Both aim at a joint result and individual change, but with different emphasis. CG’s joint result implementation is difficult, therefore CG objectively contribute more to revolutionary individual change

	Both move the situation from a conflict to a problem solving process
	Facilitation is more shallow, CG are deeper

	
	Facilitation usually starts with good intensions, however, sometimes ends up with reinforcing power relationships. CG deconstruct power relationships, and therefore they may generate much stronger resistance.

	
	The ideas resulting from CG are so imaginative and complex that can be almost non-transferable to people outside the Game.


15. Conclusion

Creative Games is a relatively unknown technique, and its applications for CT are promising. Despite the difficulties of its application (cost, lack of trained Game-technicians, the need in follow up), it may complement techniques used in the field of Conflict Transformation, opening new opportunities for people to acquire visions, change and build joint strategies, and for problems to be redefined and find possibly new and unexpected solutions.

The two techniques should mutually enrich in that CG should acquire the sensitivity of facilitation based on ‘Do no harm’ principle, which is extremely important in CT. Creative Games can give to the field of CT an opportunity to move into new avenues of strategising, discussing global issues, and finding global solutions.

In order to increase its applicability despite costliness, series of seminars can be recommended with smaller groups and for longer periods of time. These seminars will help to train and build a team of Game-technicians, to study the various components of the CG technique in a ‘laboratory’ environment, and to have the right context to study the results of larger or more specific events devoted to the dialogue of the sides in a violent conflict.
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� I use this spelling to distinguish this term from the more traditional meaning of the word reflection.


� While terms from technical field, like ‘machine’, were in fashion then, the quality of the approach does not diminish because of the use of this kind of terms.


� At the IPRA conference (Calgary, 2006) a suggestion was made to call these games, when they are applied to conflict transformation and peace-building, Peace Games. This indeed makes sense, particularly in polemic with the fact that there exists a well-developed training, brainstorming and organisational strategic planning military social technology called War Games.
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