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Dedication

This book is dedicated to Sun Tzu, who pioneered taking strategic directions to
intergroup interactions on the field of war in his book Art of War — and to Nelson Mandela
who personified, exemplified, and demonstrated in very real ways the things we need to do

to achieve InterGroup Peace.
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Introduction — The Art of Peace

We need to be skilled at creating Peace.

We live in a deeply conflicted world. There are more than 200 current ethnic
conflicts today in countries around the world — settings where people are damaging each

other and killing one another in purely intergroup conflicts.

In our own country, we are not killing each other in groups, but we have deep and
long-standing levels of intergroup anger and division — and we are seeing that anger
manifest itself in a number of settings when flashpoints in those settings unleash and

uncover layers of underlying intergroup anger, resentment, and distrust.

We have had protests, demonstrations, and even riots in some settings that tell us

clearly that there are intergroup angers and intergroup stress points in those settings.
We need to be very good at The Art of InterGroup Peace.

We are not a nation at Peace with itself. We have done well on a range of intergroup
issues in a significant number of areas of our society, but we have other areas where we

have on-going currents of intergroup anger and division that need resolution.

We Have Been A Beacon Of Enlightenment And Evil

We have been a beacon of enlightenment to the world in a number of key ways. We
also have other areas where our intergroup behaviors have been damaging, dysfunctional,

and, far too often, intentionally destructive, cruel, and even evil.

We have been making significant progress as a nation in a number of important
intergroup areas — and we should recognize and celebrate that progress — but we very
clearly also have continuing streams, currents, and on-going patterns of intergroup distrust,
anger, and division that have the potential to take us to some very dysfunctional, dangerous,
damaging, and destructive outcomes in our future as a country if we don’t change specific

behaviors in some key areas.

Many of the intergroup problems we have today are on a path to be increased and

amplified if we don’t intervene with their momentum and change their current direction.

The intergroup problems we see as a country are being exacerbated in many local
settings by our rapidly growing diversity. We are becoming much more diverse as a

country. People need to understand the extent of that growing diversity. We need to



understand that our growing diversity is making many of our intergroup vulnerabilities

more immediate and increasingly more relevant.

We Are Becoming More Diverse At A Rapid Rate

Our diversity as a country is increasing at a rapid rate that we need to recognize and
appreciate. We are changing from being a country that has had White Americans as one
very large majority group that has functioned as our defining majority ethnic group for
literally hundreds of years to being a country with several very large minority populations
whose growing collective size will soon erase forever that long-standing majority group

status for that old White majority.

That old pure majority status for White Americans that has lasted for centuries is
doomed. It is shrinking now and will soon be gone forever. The simple and fundamental
numbers about our growing diversity levels are clear. The path we are on to our new levels

of diversity is beyond debate and very real.
Look at the actual situation today.

More Than Half Our Births Last Year Were Born To Minority Americans

More than half of the births in this country last year were to our minority

populations. White Americans no longer make up a majority of our births.

More than half of the students in our public school system this year are from our
minority populations. The diversity of our schools has reached a historic tipping point and

has moved beyond it.

We have many cities that no longer have a majority group of any kind. All groups in
those cities now share varying levels of minority status. If there is a majority group in any
city today, there is a good chance that the current majority group is one of our former

minority groups for that city.

Our communities, schools, and places of employment are all becoming much more

diverse and the pace of change is accelerating.
Our pathway to diversity as a nation is inexorable, inevitable, and irreversible.

We Need Our Diversity To Be A Strength — Not A Risk




We are at a point in our history where we need to make our growing diversity a
strength and an asset rather than having our diversity be a source of division and internal

intergroup conflict.

We can, in fact, make our diversity into an asset. We can turn our growing diversity
into an asset, if we create alignment in the right ways for all of the groups that make up the
rich fabric of our nation’s population. We can also have our growing diversity be an asset if

we create alignment for people in each of our work settings, communities, and schools.

That strategy of alignment needs to be our plan and our goal at this point in our

history. The Art of Peace for America needs to be anchored on our shared values and beliefs.

We need to very deliberately come together now as a nation that is literally and
clearly aligned as a people based on a shared, clearly understood, and inclusive system and
set of core values and enlightened beliefs. Alignment at those levels is our only hope. We

need to be aligned around our beliefs or we will tribalize and we will collectively fail.

We need all of us to understand that reality. We need people in each diverse setting
to celebrate our diversity and we need to have our diversity function as a strength — not a

risk or a liability.

We need to be a people united by our actions and our beliefs. If we don’t come
together as a nation unified by our beliefs, then we will divide by group and we will face the

future of being just another tribalized nation at war with itself.

We will also find ourselves with diverse work places, schools, and communities who
are divided against themselves and who are in a state of intergroup stress and intergroup

conflict.

Nations Are Now At War With Themselves

We would not be alone if we achieve that situation and that tribalized and conflicted

status for ourselves as a nation.

The world is full of nations who are at war with themselves. History is on a new
path. War used to be between nation states. That was the pattern for wars for centuries. It
has changed. Wars between nations are now rare. That old model of war between nations is

only rarely relevant.



We are still a world at war — but the wars that define us today are civil wars. Civil
wars exist in many settings today. The new model of internal war inside nations is
everywhere. War is now an internal phenomenon. Wars within nations and wars inside

nation are now happening all over the world.

There are more than 200 active ethnic conflicts going on in various settings in the

world today.

The end of colonialism and the collapse of the Soviet Union have both created a
plethora of multi-ethnic nations that have groups of people who hate other groups of people

in each setting and who are all in a state of local conflict.

Almost all of the new internal wars are interethnic and intertribal conflicts. Only a
very few of the new wars are ideological. Some of the wars are religious, but even the
religious wars that we see in so many places all very clearly actually have tribes of people at

their core who are actually killing one another as tribes.

That pattern is clear. People in multiple settings end up in religions as tribes and
then the tribes fly the banners of their religion and speak the rhetoric of their religion while

killing each other as tribes in clearly tribal groupings.

The reality we face today is that people are killing each other along tribal lines in
countries throughout the Middle East, Asia, Africa, and Eastern Europe. Indonesia and Sri

Lanka are awash in tribal conflicts.

Russia, India, and China all have significant internal separatist movements with
people with different ethnic histories and identities and tribal alignments killing each other

in each setting in the cause of inter-ethnic hatred and intertribal division.

Tribes Kkilling tribes is the standard model and it is happening in almost every

former colony and former satellite nation.

Europe Is Awash In Immigrant Groups

To complicate that situation, Europe is now awash in immigrant groups who are
forming highly divisive local communities in each country. The new immigrant groups in
European countries are choosing not to assimilate at any level into the traditional ethnic

populations or cultures of those countries.



The new immigrants in those countries are forming their own communities,
continuing to practice their old religion, and creating internal division along ethnic, tribal,

and racial lines.

More than 10,000 cars were burned in Paris a short while ago in one explosion of
open inter-ethnic conflict. Those cars were burned in pure intergroup anger — with people
who are choosing not to assimilate into the French legacy culture feeling deep division and

intense anger relative to the people from that legacy culture.

The immigrant groups are taking to the streets in protests and functioning in mobs
in many settings to show how much they hate the legacy culture in their setting. London,
Copenhagen, Brussels, and several German cities have had similar intergroup protests and

divisions.

Recent shootings in Paris had the staff of a French newspaper coldly murdered by
extremist immigrants to that country. Parts of Paris are no longer safe for people from other

groups of people.
The issues in each setting are basic and primal.

Modern people in modern settings do very primal things to one another when the

wrong sets of intergroup interactions and beliefs are activated in those settings.

We Need American Leaders Skilled At The Art Of Peace

We need to make sure that those kinds of intergroup behaviors are not activated
here and we need to make sure that those kinds of intergroup hatred do not define us

collectively as a nation going forward.

We need leaders from all groups in America who are skilled at the Art of Peace and

who want Peace to be our national culture and our national reality.

We need leaders in our country to avoid the far too easily activated emotional
temptation to tribalize and to divide. We want and need leaders who want us all to prosper
and to collectively thrive. We need leaders who are focused on the strategies of Peace and

who are skilled at creating Peace in the settings they lead.

We need to have the people who lead our schools, our communities, and our various
organizations and work places to have the skills necessary to create intergroup Peace in

each setting.



The Minneapolis schools systems had student riot incidents that paralleled — at a

much smaller scale — some of the intergroup riots of London and Paris.

The intergroup angers in Minneapolis stemmed from the same well of primal

intergroup conflict that created those behaviors in England and France.

To be successful, Peace strategies for our own country need to be real and they need
to be focused on the actual situation in each setting. We need Peace in all places — our
communities, schools, neighborhoods, work sites, and in each of the settings where we get

together and interact as individuals and interact as groups.

Peace needs to be a pervasive experience and a cultural belief and Peace needs to be

a collective commitment for us to have the future safety and prosperity we want as a nation.

We need an overarching intergroup Peace strategy and an overall Peace
commitment for our country and we need functioning intergroup Peace strategies to exist in

every relevant setting.

We need each work place, school and community to have its own processes for

bringing people into alignment, inclusion, and intergroup and interpersonal trust.

Leaders are key to that Peace process in every setting. We need leaders in all
settings who believe in intergroup Peace and who are committed to achieving and

protecting intergroup Peace in the settings they lead.

Sun Tzu Wrote The Art Of War To Win Wars

Two thousand years ago, a military strategist named Sun Tzu wrote a very useful
instruction book called The Art of War. Its goal was to help leaders in his world be
successful in winning wars. Sun Tzu believed that wars were the natural and normal
interaction between groups of people and that any leader who deserved to be a leader

should have real and practical skills at the Art of War.

He did not believe in using circumstantial and incidental responses to war
situations. He believed that war followed patterns and had predictable behavioral realities
and that good leaders should know how best to respond to each war situation in the context

of those larger patterns.

In The Art of War, he wrote a book of insight, strategies, and tactics that leaders

could use to cause their own groups to survive their wars and to win their wars.



Sun Tzu advised leaders about how they could avoid the defeat, and the destruction
that would be the consequence of not leading their people well and effectively in times of

war.

This book — The Art of Intergroup Peace — was significantly influenced and even
inspired by that book about war. The Art of Intergroup Peace has echoes, reflections, and

parallel influences and guidances that originate from The Art of War.

This book is a user’s guide for Peace. Sun Tzu’s book was a users guide to war — a

how-to book and instruction manual that he set up to help leaders win wars.

Both Books Rely On Lists Of Situations, Relevant Factors, And Strategies

Both books are full of lists. Sun Tzu wrote a book that heavily used lists to tee up
thought processes and create a sense of context. He included lists of terrain, lists of tactics,

lists of situations, and lists of relevant circumstances.

He believed that leaders in each setting needed to know all relevant options and that
leaders needed to study both situations and opponents very carefully to see which options

should be used in each setting.

Sun Tzu advised war leaders in war situations to understand the other party in their
conflict very clearly because he believed strongly that deep understanding of the other

party in a setting could help assure the other parties defeat.

The Art of War Preaches Deceit — The Art of Peace Preaches Honesty And Openness

The two books take exactly opposite positions on the relevance and the

appropriateness of ethical behaviors.

Sun Tzu preached that ethics and morality were not to be used as a guide or a
consideration for war. He strongly advocated using deception, dishonesty, and deceit as
tools of war. He, in fact, advised leaders to mislead the enemy at all times to undermine the

enemy'’s strategies, confuse their thinkers, and help ensure their defeat.

Many military strategists in the world today echo some of Sun Tzu'’s strategies and
approaches. Some people in competitive economic and competitive business situations also
use various strategic approaches that were outlined by Sun Tzu. That book has survived for
2,000 years because it has been a useful tool for a number of leaders in competitive and

conflicted situations.



The Art of Intergroup Peace advocates a very different set of strategies, goals, and

ethical values.

The Art of Intergroup Peace believes that long-term Peace between any sets of
people should be grounded in ethical values and should avoid deception and even the

perception of deceit.

Trust is needed to maintain Peace between groups of people who will continue to
function as groups of people and trust can only be earned through honesty, transparency,

and a very intentional lack of deceit.

Any intergroup relationship that has anchors in deceit or dishonesty has flaws in the
foundation of the relationship that put the groups at risk of future problems and setbacks

when the deceit comes to light and when unintended consequences become realities.

The Art of Intergroup Peace also strongly recommends getting to know the other
party in a setting well, but recommends gaining that knowledge in order to help the other
party succeed and thrive rather than using the information about the other party to cause

the other party to fail.

Like The Art of War, The Art of Intergroup Peace offers lists of situations, insights,
strategies, tactics, and approaches. The Art of Intergroup Peace offers those lists as ways of
looking at intergroup situations and ways of converting various intergroup situations from

distrust and conflict into trust and alignment.

Both Books Create A Context Of Terrain — Physical And Mental

Both books believe in context.

The Art of War describes an array of relevant physical terrains and explains how to
deal with each setting to improve the chances of success in war. The Art of Intergroup Peace
describes an array of mental terrains, and explains how to deal with each of those terrains

in ways that can abet, support, and create Peace.

The primary and most important mental terrain issues and realities that are
described and outlined and used strategically in The Art of Intergroup Peace are our basic
instinctive behaviors. Instincts create a kind of extremely relevant terrain that gives us a

working context for our intergroup interactions.



Instincts are key. We need to understand our instincts in order to understand how

groups of people interact with one another.

We tend to be influenced heavily by our instincts in multiple areas of our behaviors
and thought processes. That influence is particularly relevant to our intergroup behaviors.
We tend to build our cultures and our intergroup strategies and perceptions around our

basic sets of instinctive realities and thought processes.
The list of relevant instincts for our intergroup interactions is easy to understand.

We have instincts to be territorial, hierarchical, and tribal. We have instincts to

detest and punish traitors. We have instincts to celebrate and reinforce group loyalties.
We have instincts to be loyal to our leaders and to our teams.

We have instincts to build cultures and to create rule sets in every setting and build
those cultures and rule sets in every setting in ways that reinforce and support our basic

sets of instincts.

We Build Cultures To Achieve Our Instinctive Goals

Our cultures function as tools of our instincts.

We have instincts to be hierarchical, for example, so every culture builds its own
rule sets and its own approaches to hierarchies. All cultures build hierarchies and the rules
set by each culture create specific hierarchies that achieve the goals of hierarchical instincts

in that setting.

We have strong turf instincts — both for group turf and individual turf — so every
culture builds its basic rule sets to define turf in that setting. We have property rules and
property expectations everywhere, and those rules are invented to help us achieve our turf

instincts in each setting.

We have strong instincts to function in families — so all cultures create family

designs, family structures, family behaviors, and family expectations.

Alpha, Beta, And Theta Instincts All Guide Behaviors

We have strong Alpha instincts that guide us to very clear patterns of behaviors

when they are activated.



People who have their Alpha instincts activated tend to believe in very predictable
ways relative to issues like turf protection, intergroup positioning, and intergroup conflict.
Alphas do Alpha things relative to other Alphas and to each groups positioning relative to

other groups.

We also have strong instincts that outline patterns of behavior and expectations for
people in Beta roles in each setting and we have sets of instincts that guide us in various

Theta roles in our hierarchies.

All of those behavior packages affect intergroup behaviors and intergroup

interactions.

Each hierarchy defines its own set of relative roles and relative behaviors for each
level in each hierarchy. We all tend to feel right acting in accord with the relative

hierarchical position we each are in our relevant hierarchy.

Alpha instincts, in particular, cause people in Alpha roles to act in various Alpha
ways across all cultures. People with Alpha roles activated tend to have specific sets of
strong turf instincts activated as part of the Alpha instincts package. Those instincts and
their consequences are explained later in this book and in more detail in the sister book

Primal Pathways.

Many of our more challenging intergroup problems happen when leading people
from conflicted groups each have their personal Alpha instincts activated and then behave

in negative Alpha-triggered ways toward the people and leaders from the other groups.

All of those sets of instincts have a relevance for The Art of Peace because all of
those instincts tend to shape our intergroup interactions in ways that influence both conflict

and Peace.

Our Most Challenging Instincts Divide The World Into Us And Them

The most important sets of instincts that we need to understand and utilize
effectively relative to The Art of Intergroup Peace are our instincts to divide the world into
Us and Them and then to act and react very differently based on whether other people are

an Us or a Them.



Those instincts shape most of our intergroup interactions. They have great power
and major influence over our thoughts and behaviors. We react very differently to people

based on whether we perceive the people to be an Us or a Them.

Those same basic patterns of us/them thinking and us/them behaviors exist all over

the world and they affect how people interact and think in every setting.

That insight about the universality and power of those instincts to shape our
thoughts and our behaviors is a core element and a working paradigm that anchors the
strategy-process and approaches created for intergroup Peace at every level that are

embedded in The Art of Intergroup Peace.
The us/them patterns are clear and obvious.

We Support Us And Distrust Them

When someone is an “us,” we are supportive, protective, nurturing, accepting,
forgiving, and inclusive. We tend to trust us and we tend to feel comfort when we are

surrounded by people we perceive to be us.

When someone is a “Them,” we tend to be suspicious, distrustful, and basically

antagonistic. We tend to feel stress or a sense of threat when we are surrounded by “Them.”

That is a universal set of feelings that we need to understand and deal with. People

in all settings tend to feel discomfort being surrounded by any category of Them.
We often fear them. We easily feel animosity relative to Them.

We tend to want Them to lose and we tend to do negative and damaging things to

them with no sense of guilt in order to hasten and ensure defeat and damage to “Them.”

When our “Them” instincts are fully activated, we tend to feel anger, dislike, distrust,
and even hatred for Them. The patterns of instinct-influenced behavior that exist relative to

“Them” are often ugly and very intentionally cruel.

People Damage Them With No Sense Of Guilt

Guilt too often disappears when someone is clearly perceived to be “Them.”

People do evil things to Them with no sense of regret, remorse, or shame. Ethics are

suspended when someone is perceived to be “Them.” People in settings all over the world



today are doing very negative things “Them” with no regret and with high levels of

collective negative energy.

People are being forced into exile in many settings for being them to someone who
has the power to expel them. Entire villages and communities are being destroyed by well-
armed soldiers and people are being killed because the people in those settings are

perceived by the weapon holders to be Them.

People have actually enslaved them with no sense of guilt or ethical remorse and

have committed that sin for centuries. Some people are actually enslaving “Them” today.
Slavery is always a very ugly manifestation of us/them beliefs and behaviors.
Negative patterns exist today in hundreds of countries at very damaging levels.
Ethnic cleansing is a reality in too many settings today.

People ethnically purge “Them” from “our” settings. We tend to expel “Them” from
settings that we perceive to belong to “us,” and feel joy instead of guilt as the people are

being expelled.

Those intergroup behaviors that are rooted in us/them instincts have existed
throughout history and they are very real and far too prevalent in the world we live in

today.

Those are not hypothetical issues. There are more than 50 million people in the
world today who have been ethnically displaced and forced into exile by other people who

perceived Them to be Them in a wide range of settings.

In any setting — school, community, and workplace — those instincts and those
perceptions can be activated. When that happens, people tend to distrust and dislike

whoever is perceived to be “Them” in that setting.

Our history as a nation has been largely defined by those sets of instinctive

intergroup behaviors.

Every Minority Group Has Faced Discrimination

Slavery is the epitome of us/them thinking and behaviors. We actually enslaved

people for centuries.



But slavery is not our only intergroup sin as a nation. After slavery was abolished,
our country created evil and damaging Jim Crow Laws and other legal barriers and
restrictions to continue to damage what the majority group in this country perceived to be

“Them."

All minority groups have faced similar instinctive intergroup responses. Our country
has very clearly discriminated very intentionally and very deliberately against each of the
minority ethnic groups in this country — Native Americans, African Americans, Hispanic

Americans, Asian Americans, etc.

All of those groups have been functionally perceived by the White majority who
made the laws in various settings to be some category of “Them.” Every one of those groups
has a clear and undisputed history of direct discrimination and both collective and
individual damage as a consequence of those instinct shaped behaviors and those instinct-

guided thought processes.

Every minority ethnic and racial group in this country has faced major
discrimination, economic barriers, education shortcomings, and people from every minority

group have had a harder time achieving the American Dream than White Americans.

The American Dream is a wonderful thing — and primary access to that dream has
been limited for a couple of centuries to White males. Women and minorities have all been
able to have some access to the dream, but the barriers to that Dream have been consistent

and real for most people who were not White males.

Progress Has Been Made

We are getting better as a country in all of the key areas of intergroup

discrimination. We are making real progress on those issues.

We have decided collectively as a nation that it is wrong to discriminate against
people based on race, ethnicity, beliefs, or gender. We were slow in arriving at those beliefs,
but we have now managed to make those more enlightened and inclusive beliefs the official

law of our land and a part of our new set of cultural expectations.

We have been moving slowly and often painfully to much more enlightened legal

approaches, and we should build on and celebrate the progress we are making.



Many other countries still have laws that are rigidly and intentionally based on

us/them definitions and on gender roles. We have progressed significantly in those areas.

We should take pride in the progress we have made. We have made significant
progress in our legal system relative to intergroup issues. We now have laws that extend the
right to vote and that extend other basic civil rights to all Americans, male and female. We
have created both rules and regulations to reduce discrimination and we have had some

significant successes as the result of those new and more enlightened approaches.

But the truth is that we went for centuries as a country very intentionally

discriminating against groups of people along very clear intergroup behavior patterns.

Those very clear and very negative patterns were created and shaped by our own
particular perceptions and definitions of us and Them. Groups of people were damaged by
those discriminatory realities — and the residual impact of those extended levels of damage

continues to be a reality for many people today.

We now preach and teach equal opportunity. We have equal opportunity as a goal.
That was not true for a very long time. But we are still on a path to achieve that goal and we

have not achieved it fully yet.

Where we have achieved real progress, we are always at risk of losing ground on
our achievements. We are always at some level of risk because we have changed our culture
— but not our instincts. Today, in each American setting where progress has been made, we
need to make sure that we do not allow the most negative and evil sides of our basic sets of

primal and persuasive instincts to damage us again.

We also, in each setting, need to make sure that we activate the most positive sides
of those sets of instincts in ways that will help all of us collectively create a culture of

intergroup Peace for America and a culture of intergroup Peace for each piece of America.
We need to build Peace piece by piece.

We Feel Right Acting In Accord With Our Instincts

We will never be free of our instincts or their ability to shape our emotions and our

thoughts.

Our instincts shape our behaviors in large part by manipulating our emotions and

by activating or deactivating our sense of internal alignment.



We tend to feel stress when our behaviors are out of alignment with our instincts
and we tend to feel both justified and “right” when we act in accord with our instincts. The

ability to make behaviors feel right or feel wrong gives our cultures much of their power.

Those feelings guide and influence our decisions and our behaviors with great
consistency — and they need to be understood and responded to with a clear intellectual

knowledge of what they are and how they function.

[t is important to recognize the fact that we tend to “feel right” when we act in
accord with our instincts. It feels right to follow a leader who activates our follow instincts.
[t feels right to protect our turf when our protective behaviors are aligned with our turf

instincts.

When our children are threatened, it can feel extremely right to act in ways that

protect our children from the threat.

We can feel rage at that threat to our children and we can feel rage at a threat to our

personal or group turf, and our behaviors in response to that rage can feel very right.

[t can also feel right to reject a traitor and to even damage a traitor. It can even feel
right to be in a mob and to damage other people in the emotional context that is often

created by being in a mob.

Every police department in every major city of the world has mob resistance gear
and mob control training because that set of mob-linked instincts exist in all of us and those

instincts create very similar sets of behaviors whenever they are activated.

We Also Feel Right Acting In Accord With Our Cultures

Our instincts make certain behaviors feel right. That sense of feeling right can be

extended to behaviors that are aligned with our culture.

We have very strong instincts to build cultures and we have very strong instincts to
be aligned with cultures. Our instincts build cultures in every group setting — and we
generally feel right acting in accord with the behaviors that are expected of us in each

setting by our cultures.

That power to make behaviors feel right gives great leverage to our cultures that we

need to understand and utilize very intentionally as part of The Art of Peace strategy Kkit.



We need to understand all of those instinctive and cultural issues and influences in

order to achieve The Art of Peace set of core strategies in each relevant setting.

Those instincts — and the impact of our cultures on our behavior — are relevant in

each worksite, community, and school as well as being relevant to us as an overall nation.

Those instincts and our cultures can steer us as a nation into conflict and war — and
they can also steer us and guide us into settings where we can achieve and protect

intergroup Peace.

The Art of Peace strategy directly uses those sets of instincts to guide us in the path
of Peace rather than simply continuing to have us descend instinctively to the slippery,
seductive, and sometimes even addictive slope of emotionally reinforced intergroup conflict

and collectively achieved intergroup hatred and damage.

Hatred can be seductive and can generate its own power to coalesce and energize
group behaviors. People can feel very right in doing collective things that are actually very

wrong.

We need to avoid that set of outcomes and processes and we need to avoid it

intentionally and well.

Both The Art of War and Art of Peace Uses Lists

Like The Art of War, The Art of Peace is a book of lists. There is no clear single path
to Peace. There is also not a single path to and through a war. For both war and Peace, we
have choices and we have options. We need to understand what those choices are for Peace
and we need to understand what options are available to us to achieve and protect

intergroup Peace.

We have tools — rooted in instincts — that can be used to create Peace. We need to

know what those tools are and we need to know how to use them.

We need to think of Peace as a goal for us as a nation and we need to create
intergroup Peace and intergroup inclusion and synergy in all of the settings we have in this

country.

We need schools that function effectively in a context of major intergroup diversity.



We need worksites that pull together and create group success and intergroup
inclusions and acceptance. We need our worksites to benefit from the creativity that

diversity can create in setting.

Six Alignment Triggers Can Bring People Together

The Art of Intergroup Peace includes a tool kit that defines and explains six very

effective ways we can get people in a setting to be aligned with one another.

Leaders and group members in all settings should know how to use those six very
useful alignment triggers. Leaders in all settings can use those triggers to create alignment
and to create a context of Peace when those tools fit the specific situation that exists in each

setting.

Those six alignment triggers range from having a sense of shared danger that
triggers alignment to having a sense of shared mission and vision that also triggers
alignment. Each of those triggers is explained in The Art of Intergroup Peace chapter that

describes how to use that particular tool kit.

Each of the triggers can help people in a setting function as an “us” in an aligned
way. The prospects for Peace are enhanced in any setting when people in that setting have a

sense of “us” and act in aligned ways.

Eight Alternative Approaches For Successful Interactions

The Art of Intergroup Peace book also outlines eight functional and effective ways

that groups of people can and do interact with one another as groups without being at war.

All eight of the group interaction options have value and each of the approaches is

being used in various places today.

Each option has its place and each approach has its most appropriate context for

effective use.

Those eight alignment approaches range from a simple truce at one end of the
continuum, to intentional alliances in the middle of the continuum, and then to full

assimilation and to full group merger at the far end of the intergroup interaction spectrum.

We Need To Match The Strategy And The Approach To The Situation




The interaction answers for most intergroup settings that can work best to achieve
Peace in each specific intergroup setting tend to fall in the middle of that group interaction

continuum of options.

Truce — at one end of the continuum — isn’t enough of a strategy to hold up over
time to prevent future conflict in most settings. Full assimilation of the relevant groups — at
the other end of the spectrum — isn’t needed or even desirable as a long-term strategy
solution in most settings. Our diversity is one of our strengths and we can lose diversity

when we functionally meld into one group.

We can achieve in aligned ways Peace without melding. The level of Peace we create
for aligned groups can even make us stronger as a country because we maintain the

creativity and the synergy that can be created by being diverse.

Diversity is an asset and a functional benefit for us all when we are aligned in

Peaceful ways. We don’t need to meld to align, but we do need to align to create Peace.

Some groups target their intergroup strategies at either persuading other people in
a setting to meld or even actually forcing people to meld. Forced melding for sets of people

can be painful, dysfunctional, and ultimately counter productive.

The Art of Peace offers melding and full assimilation as an option, but believes that
the best interaction solution for most groups and for most settings is more likely to be one

of the approaches from the middle of that interaction continuum.

Not all approaches fit all situations. Like Sun Tzu in The Art of War, the strategy
needs to reflect the terrain and the strategy needs to be appropriate to the situation and the

relevant groups of people.

We Face A Terrain Of Instinctive Behaviors

Both The Art of Intergroup Peace and The Art of War urge leaders to be very good at

identifying relevant terrain.

The terrain outlined in The Art of Intergroup Peace and in its sister book, Primal
Pathways, is mental terrain. The art of Peace approach outlines 12 packages of instinctive
behaviors that have an impact on intergroup interactions and create the context for

interaction in each situation.



The Art of Intergroup Peace book outlines ways of diagnosing situations and
influencing both thought processes and behaviors in specific settings by using strategies
that cause our instinctive behaviors to support Peace rather than having our intergroup

instincts trigger, activate, reinforce, foster, and perpetuate conflict.

We Need Our Intellects To Now Be In Control

We need our intellects — not our instincts — to be in control.

Our intellects give us a great tool that we can use to take control of our lives away
from our purely instinctive behaviors. It is clear that instinctive behaviors shape major
portions of our lives. We need to use our intellects to get ethical control over our lives and
we need to use our intellects to make accountable and enlightened behaviors the functional

realities for our lives.

We need to use our intellects at this point in history to structure the future we want
for ourselves. We have choices relative to what drives our behaviors. We can simply act
instinctively or we can act intellectually — and we can have our intellect steer, guide, and
channel our instincts. If we want an enlightened future that frees us from the impact of our
most damaging instincts, then we need our intellect to be in charge of the overall process

and we need our intellect to make key decisions about our cultures and about our lives.

Our Intellects Can Create A Culture Of Peace

We need our intellects to be in charge of our lives if we want a culture and a future

of Peace. We need our intellects to steer our instincts in that direction.

Too often, our instincts set our goals and then our cultures use our intellect to very
directly guide our behaviors toward the specific and situational goals that are set by our

instincts.

Too often, in that normal approach and process, our intellects serve in a subordinate
role and our intellect functions as a tool to support the directions, behaviors, goals, and

thought processes that are set for us by our cultures and our instincts.

That is the sequence and the link between intellect, culture, and instincts used by

Sun Tzu in The Art of War. In The Art of War, intellect is a servant to our instincts.



We have instinctive needs to win wars. Sun Tzu tells us we need to build cultures in
our armies to achieve our goals in war. In the Art of War approach, our intellect figures out

ways to achieve the goals of implementing the culture and winning the war.

The Art Of Peace Relies On Our Intellect To Guide Both Cultures And Instincts

The Art of Intergroup Peace reverses that order. The Art of Intergroup Peace basic

strategy is based on enlightened, accountable, intellect-based decision-making.

To be fully accountable at an ethical level, we need to use our intellect to make
enlightened decisions about the way we want to behave and we need to use our intellect to

make key decisions about how we want to interact.

Then we need to use our intellect very intentionally and skillfully to embed those
desired behaviors and values in our cultures in ways that cause those behaviors to be

aligned with out most enlightened and most ethical sets of instinctive behaviors.

We need a culture of inclusion. We need a culture of shared opportunity. We need a

culture of enlightened freedom. And we need a culture of Intergroup Peace.

We Need To Use Our Intellect To Be Ethically Accountable

For a future of intergroup Peace, we need to use our instincts and our cultures as
tools of our enlightened intellectual decisions about our behaviors — and we need to act

accordingly to achieve the right set of enlightened goals.

We need Peace in our time. We need Peace in each of the relevant places and

situations that we are in.

We need to be skillful at The Art of InterGroup Peace to make that Peace in our time
and Peace in each setting possible... and we need to use our intellect to guide that process

instead of having our instincts shape our behaviors and our lives.

If we allow our instincts to continue to prevail as they have in the past at this point
in our history — knowing what we now know about those instinctive influences and
instinctive behaviors — we should be deeply ashamed of ourselves. We should be truly
disgusted with ourselves and we should be sad at a very basic level if we lose the chance we

have to create Peace.

Peace needs to be a commitment, a strategy, a belief system, a culture, and a goal. It

truly does need to be an Art that we excel at.



We Need To Care About One Another In Enlightened Ways

We need to care about one another in enlightened ways as we go forward and we
need to make that caring about one another a functional reality for the world we build for

ourselves.

That is the goal, the message, and the core commitment embedded in The Art of

Intergroup Peace.

Peace Is Vital To The Survival Of The State

Sun Tzu said The Art of War was a skill set needed by leaders that was “vital to the

survival of the state.”

At this point in our history, The Art of Intergroup Peace is even more important to

our leaders in order to ensure our own future and to ensure the survival of our state.

We should not mislead ourselves about how serious and dangerous the situation is
that we face today. We should not mislead ourselves about how much damage has been

done to our minority populations in the past.

We should celebrate the progress that we have made, but we need to recognize that
there are still major negative economic consequences for groups of people in our country

that have resulted from our discriminatory behaviors in our collective past.

In key issues like employment levels, education levels, and prison incarceration
levels, we are still a country that has relevant and damaging differences in far too many

ways for far too many people.

We need to give all Americans the chance to be part of the American Dream — to
achieve and do well. We will be stronger as a nation when all of us do well. Collective

success creates collective strength and benefit.

We need to take the right steps in all settings to create intergroup Peace in each

setting that is anchored in win/win beliefs and behaviors.

We Need To Create Peace Piece By Piece

That can be done. We just need to be very intentional in doing what we need to do to

achieve those outcomes in all settings.



We need to create Peace piece by piece and we need to do it in each intergroup
setting. We need to use the Art of Intergroup Peace strategies situationally and strategically
when they are relevant to our schools, communities, places of work, and governmental

settings.
People exist in settings. People function in settings. And people interact in settings.
We need, therefore, to create Peace in settings.

We should not mislead ourselves about how much risk we face as a nation going
forward if we don’t understand and accept who we now are and turn who we and what we

are into an asset for Peace.

The alternative is grim. It is a slippery and grim slope to intergroup anger and

conflict.
The time to do this work — and the time for us to create Peace — is now.
No one will do it for us if we don’t do it for ourselves.
Welcome to the Art of Intergroup Peace.

Chapter One — We Need To Be Skilled At The Art Of Peace

Sun Tzu, in The Art of War, declared that the study of war and the skills needed to
conduct and win a war were of “vital interest” to the state and should be a top priority for

leaders in every conflicted setting.

“Vital interest” is a very high priority. Sun Tzu was probably right at the time he

wrote that book that leaders in times of war needed to be skilled in the Arts of War.

Today, 2,000 years later, what we need are leaders in every relevant setting who are
highly skilled at The Art of Peace. Peace ought to be a vital interest to us as a country today
— and we need our leaders today in every setting to be highly skilled at creating Peace,

protecting Peace, and sustaining Peace into the future.

This book is intended to help our leaders be as skilled at the Art of Peace as Sun Tzu

wanted his readers to be skilled at the Art of War centuries ago.

The stakes have never been higher. Intergroup conflict dominates the focus of
people across the planet. There are more than 200 ethnic wars going on in the world today

— with more than 50 million people displaced by ethnic conflict.



In our own country, as we become much more diverse very quickly, we need to
create a future that turns our diversity into a national asset, rather than having our diversity
put us on a slippery slide into the kinds of intergroup conflicts that diversity can create if we
let our most negative and damaging intergroup instincts guide our thinking and our

behaviors.

We need intergroup Peace in America. Intergroup Peace ought to be our

commitment and our goal. We need to have this country be at Peace with itself.

We also need the people in each setting in this country working together in inclusive
and aligned ways — to keep us from having internal intergroup flash points and intergroup

conflicts in all of our various settings.

We need the people who make up all of the diverse groups who make up the fabric

of this country to be supportive of each other’s success.

Peace for us would mean that the very diverse groups of people who make up the
fabric of our country will not be in a state of intergroup anger, conflict, animosity, anxiety,
dislike, distrust, and are not ready, prepared, and eager to do very intentional intergroup

damage to one other.

To succeed at The Art of Intergroup Peace at the highest and best level — we need
all of the groups of people who make up the complex diversity of America to be unified by
shared beliefs and aligned by shared values. We need people from all groups to want the
success of their own group and to also want simultaneous success for all other groups. We

need a shared and universal commitment to win/win outcomes for all groups as a country.

We have very inconsistent levels of success in too many areas today. We are not a

country that is living in a state of internal intergroup Peace in all settings today.

At multiple levels in multiple settings, we have intergroup distrust, stress, anger,

and various degrees of intergroup conflict.

We are not killing each other in large numbers by groups in the ways that so many
other countries have people killing one another. We don’t have the armed intergroup

conflict of Syria or Iraq, or Nigeria or Sri Lanka, Chechnya or The Sudan.

We don’t even have the pure tribal separation and the pure intergroup division that

we see in Barcelona or Glasgow.



But we do have significant intergroup issues that are moving us toward division and

increasingly negative intergroup intentions in many parts of our country.

We have major learning gaps that exist for children from various groups. We have
significant differences in average economic levels for our various groups that are causing
people to be economically damaged and increasingly angry about the economic disparities

in their lives.

We have significantly higher incarceration rates for our minority American
populations. Hispanic males are three times more likely to be imprisoned and African

American males are six times more likely to go to jail than White Americans.

High school dropouts from all groups have the highest rate of incarcerations. More
than half of the African American males in their 30s who are high school dropouts are in

prison today.

So we have some overarching areas where we clearly have not achieved equivalent
wins for people from every group. We have a number of areas in our work places, schools,
and communities where people dislike one another, distrust one another, and are divided in

clearly group-linked ways from one another.

We have made massive progress in a number of areas relative to issues like voting
rights, equal access to schools and public facilities, and in making direct discrimination in
hiring clearly illegal. We are far better off on almost every single civil rights issue than we

were just a couple of decades ago.
That gives us a good foundation to build on for intergroup Peace.

We have Americans from every group who are doing well and who are individually
achieving the American Dream. Some of the wealthiest and most influential Americans are

women and minority Americans.

We still have communities, however, where significant portions of the population do
not trust the police, and we have education systems where the learning gaps that exist for

groups of people are damaging significant numbers of people for their entire lives.

We Need To Move From Division To Intergroup Peace

We need to create better results and outcomes in all areas.



We need to move away from the areas of growing division in this country to a clear
commitment to intergroup Peace. That commitment to intergroup Peace will not happen on

its own.

We will need to work very intentionally across all groups to make intergroup Peace
happen. To achieve long standing intergroup Peace, we need to work both intentionally and
skillfully to create a state of optimal Peace and intergroup trust in each setting in our
country. We need to make that state of Peace both our conscious commitment and our

deliberate goal in each setting.

When we do achieve a state of intergroup Peace, we can be in a situation where
groups of people understand, appreciate, and support the existence of other groups of

people. That should be our explicit goal.

We need to be in a situation where the groups of people who make up the fabric of
America are each committed to a functional reality of win/win outcomes for all people —

with wins expected and wins achieved for everyone from all groups.

Optimal Peace is a win/win situation where all groups can achieve wins for their
own group and where each group both celebrates and supports other groups in their

functionality, their prosperity, and their own group wins and group success.

In a best situation for our own internal overall realities as a nation, Peace means
that the various ethnic, racial, cultural, and religious groups that comprise the basic fabric of
America act in enlightened ways to create both collective success as a country and
individual successes for their own groups, and where all groups fully endorse, respect, and
support the successes for each of the other groups who are part of the overall and

overarching American Us.

That inclusive and collaborative commitment of all of us to win/win results for all of

us is a key strategic component embedded in The Art of Peace.

We Need A Broad And Inclusive Sense Of Us

We need to anchor that strategy on creating a broader and more inclusive sense of
“us.” We need to achieve a collective sense of being an American Us at a very functional level

in order to achieve and sustain overall and on-going Peace for this country.



That overarching and collectively aligning sense of us that we need to create for us
overall doesn’t need to eliminate or erase any of the other sets of group identities that make
up the fabric of America today. We need to build on our current diversity — not eliminate it

or erase it.

The overarching sense of us that can align us all with all of us needs to be inclusive
— creating an overall and very direct sense of “us” for all groups and celebrating our ability
to bring all of our groups together in key and relevant ways to create and protect both a

vision and a clear, mission focused, belief system driven sense of us.

This book explains the key components of that overarching strategy in more detail
in each of the 16 chapters. At a very basic level, we need to achieve a state where win/win
thinking replaces win/lose and lose/lose thinking for groups of people in America. Win/win

outcomes can give us a safe and sustainable anchor for intergroup Peace.

When we are in a state of intergroup alignment and Peace, then the instinctive
reactions we have to divide the world into us and them and to distrust, dislike, and do
damage to “Them” can be mitigated and defused in those key and important places where
those instincts damage us and impede us most significantly today as a country and as a

people.

As the introduction said — this book was written to help us achieve very basic levels
of Intergroup Peace, and was inspired very directly by one of the most widely read books on

the planet - The Art of War, by Sun Tzu.

The Art of War has survived and has been read by strategists for centuries because it
offers very functional, practical, tactical, operational, and deeply strategic advice about
conducting and winning a war. That particular book is absolutely clear about defining
multiple key points on multiple issues and multiple factors that are relevant to the practical

aspects of conducting and winning a war.

Sun Tzu wrote his book in a time of constant War. He focused entirely on war as a

topic and his book outlines various techniques that can be used to help win a war.
Defeating the other army and not being defeated are the twin goals of his agenda.

He wrote the book because he believed that being successful at war is absolutely

“essential for the survival of the state.” Sun Tzu believed that survival for the state and



success in conducting war can best be achieved by using the right sets of strategies, and the

right combination of skills and situationally appropriate tactics to defeat your enemy.

He believed that any tactics that worked to win the war should be used to win the

war — regardless of their ethical or moral content, or their ethical or moral consequences.

Ethical standards, ethical behaviors, and morality guidelines he believed, both could
not and should not apply in war. Sun Tzu, in fact, strongly and clearly endorsed explicitly

unethical behavior.

The Art of War uses very different approaches than the Art of Intergroup Peace in

those areas of both strategy and behavior.

Deception And Deceit Help Win Wars

Sun Tzu wrote that deception and deceit were essential for winning a war. He
celebrated, encouraged, recommended, and endorsed deception. His book advocates using a

wide variety of deceptive strategies and tactics to achieve an enemies’ defeat.

He also endorsed both finding and creating weakness in the other army that would
cause the enemy to be easier to defeat — and he advocated doing explicit and effective

damage to the other party in the war settings when that damage was needed to win a war.

The reality of war that Sun Tzu wrote about was basically centered on armed
conflict — with one set of soldiers attacking, damaging, and killing the other set of soldiers
whenever killing, destruction, and damaging tactics and strategies were necessary to win

the war.

Strategic Direction Can Be A Major Asset

He was, at his core, a very clear strategist.

He strongly believed in the power of strategy as an essential and highly effective

tool for winning wars. He thought of strategy as being the premier part of a leader’s tool kit.

He actually preached that truly skilled and excellent warriors could sometimes
prevail in war by having strategies so sound and so excellent that the enemy would be

defeated before any battle actually began.

In some key ways, putting in place a very similar proactive strategic approach to

achieve wins without combat can be used for the Peace process. If we have fully skilled



leaders who are putting in place strategies that are so sound and so well designed that
Peace is highly likely to happen before any intergroup interactions begin, then Peace is

more likely to happen in settings where those leaders lead.

In a number of ways, the Peace strategies we need are the exact opposite of the war-
linked strategies. In other ways, the strategies themselves are almost identical — but with

an entirely different goal in mind.

Damaging the other side in a conflict was a major tool used in the process of war. In
direct contrast, strengthening the other side in a conflict can be a major tool that is used to

help achieve Peace.

The Art of War preaches win/lose outcomes. The Art of Intergroup Peace advocates
win/win outcomes. The Art of War celebrates deceit and deception. The Art of Intergroup
Peace believes that Peace is dependent on honesty, transparency, and candor and advocates

intergroup honesty as a key way of building that Peace.

Getting the other side to surrender and to be assimilated by force of arms was a goal

of Sun Tzu’s strategic thinking in The Art of War.

Getting the other side to stop fighting and then getting the other side to create
appropriate and functional Peaceful intergroup interactions that can include agreements,
assimilation, and voluntary alignments as key interaction choices are a key part of the goal

set and the strategic direction for the Art of Peace.

Understanding The Other Side For Defeat Or Support?

Both books recommend knowing the other side in a situation well.

Sun Tzu preached achieving a deep and detailed understanding of the other party in
each setting. Sun Tzu strongly recommended understanding the enemy well in order to

maximize damage, minimize risk, and to undermine the enemy’s ability to win the war.

As part of the deep understanding process, Sun Tzu advised generals to study their
enemies very carefully and in depth. He advocated completely understanding the enemy at

very intense and detailed levels in order to assure the enemies’ defeat.

He even strongly recommended placing spies in the enemies’ forces to give the
leader of an army the very best and most current information about the enemies’ situation,

status, and intentions.



Sun Tzu recommended having a deep understanding of the other group — but he
only advocated that deep understanding as a tool that can be used against the other side in

the context of the conflict to move effectively, and more completely defeat the other side.

The Art of Intergroup Peace also preaches understanding of each side in a setting by

all parties in the setting — but not to cause the other group’s defeat.

The Art of Intergroup Peace believes we need to achieve understanding of other
groups of people so we can help people help each other win — and so that we can create the

level of intergroup interactions that can functionally anchor Peace.

We have people across our planet today following Art of War based patterns of
behavior for intergroup conflict and intergroup interaction. We have people in multiple
settings across the planet who are working to do damage to other groups of people and who
are willing to do highly unethical and destructive things with no sense of guilt to inflict

damage on the groups of people they see as their enemies in each setting.

We have people who are following the Sun Tzu guidelines for understanding the
other groups and who are then damaging other groups of people using that understanding

das a weapon of war.

We need to change those damaging and destructive Art of War behaviors in our
country into the strategies that are needed to achieve Peace. We need each party in each
setting to understand the other party clearly in order to help the other party achieve its

legitimate goals and to create win/win outcomes for all parties.

Understanding the other group in any setting can help define what an actual win
can be for the group, and then it can help make that win a reality. Win/win outcomes give us

the foundation we need for lasting Peace.

Those are not the outcomes that are being pursued in those 200 ethnic conflicts. To
win at Peace in our own country, we need to understand — at a very basic level — why so
many people are at war today and why the Art of War is so relevant to people in so many

settings.

Us/Them Instincts Create War, Conflict, And Stress Today

We clearly have to deal with some basic patterns of instinctive behaviors to get

groups to work together and to avoid intergroup conflict.



The absolute consistency of those damaging intergroup behaviors in so many places
on this planet tells us that our very basic instincts to divide the world into us and them, and

then do damage without guilt to “Them,” are at play in far too many intergroup settings.

Those instincts are described in more detail later in this chapter and again in the
next three chapters of this book. Those packages of us/them instincts are influencing

intergroup behaviors in very negative and damaging ways all across the planet.

There are actually well over 200 settings today where groups of people are in
conflict with one another. People are being killed in large numbers and people are being

damaged in all of those settings.

We need to understand what we need to do to keep those sets of instincts from
triggering that same kind of intense conflict and intergroup damage in our country. We
need to understand those very basic instinctive behaviors very clearly. We then need to use
our basic packages of intergroup instincts to help us avoid war and create Peace instead of
allowing those instinctive behaviors to cause people in this country to hurt other groups of

people and feel right in doing the damage.

The skill set and the strategies that are embedded in The Art of Peace guidebook are
badly needed today because we have too much war. There is far too much intergroup
conflict happening now in the world around us. This guidebook for Peace was written with
the belief that what we very much need now are the key skills needed to achieve Peace... not

the skills needed to win a war.

We Need an Appreciation for Peace

War and conflict are very seductive. When we separate into groups and believe that
another group is a “Them,” it is easy to fall into a persuasive emotional mind set that calls

for us to do damage to “Them.”

Group energy can create both negative intergroup team behavior and intergroup
mob behavior — with “us” feeling both justified and empowered in our negative behaviors

toward “Them.”

We need to avoid going down that instinct-reinforced slippery slope into conflicted

behaviors. We need to deliberately choose Peace as our intergroup goal and strategy.

We Need A Shared Commitment To Achieve Peace



We need to move collectively at this point in our history to an appreciation of Peace
and to a commitment to achieve Peace. Peace needs to be understood and Peace needs to be

valued.

We need to collectively appreciate the value of Peace and we need to make a

collective commitment to actually achieving Peace.

We need to call our leaders to be central to that Peace process. Leaders who do not
want Peace can easily destroy Peace. We need leaders to understand the value and benefits

of Peace.

The Art of Intergroup Peace is intended to help leaders of each relevant group
understand the value of Peace so the leaders can safely set their own sights on ending
conflict and achieving intergroup Peace, instead of being focused in each setting on
protecting their own people and on creating damage in that setting for the other group in

order to ensure the other groups defeat.

Our leaders need to understand that the best outcome for their own group in this
country is to be included in collective, win/win based, long-term Peace — and our leaders
need to know and understand that there are very explicit things they can do as leaders to

help us all achieve and protect that Peace.

The strategies outlined in the Art of Peace are intended to help leaders and

everyone else understand that approach and do that work.

For the Art of Intergroup Peace to succeed, we need leaders who understand that
the best functional goal of the Peace process is to create win/win outcomes for all parties —

not to create outcomes where one side is defeated.

Working to achieve win/win outcomes can be difficult to achieve for leaders who
are personally vested and embedded in current conflicts and in thinking today about

winning at the expense of other parties.

We need leaders who are comfortable with the other party doing well instead of
leaders who feel the need to create outcomes where the other side is functionally damaged

or even destroyed.

Lose/Lose Outcomes, By Definition, Hurt Everyone




We also need leaders who understand that lose/lose outcomes are particularly bad
for us all. The worst option for winning and losing is for both sides to lose. Win/win,

win/lose, and lose/lose are the only three options we have for our goals.

It seems illogical for lose/lose strategies to be a deliberate chance by anyone, but
the unfortunate truth is that some leaders are so angry today about their own sets of
intergroup issues that they are willing to select both tactics and strategies that are directly

based on achieving lose/lose outcomes for the groups in their setting.

We need leaders to recognize and know that lose/lose outcomes do not actually
meet the needs of any group of people. The needs of your people are not met when
lose/lose outcomes result because inevitably, in any lose/lose situation, by definition, your

group loses - and that loss is not a win for your group.

We have some leaders in the world — and some leaders even in our own country
today — who are so full of intergroup hatred that their number one priority is to do damage
to the other group, even at the expense of their own group. We either need to replace those

leaders or we need to convert them to a different set of outcomes.

We need leaders in all settings who understand that winning should be the goal for
each group and we need leaders who understand why win/win results — with collective
winning for all groups — is functionally, operationally, and strategically better than
individual wins for separate groups and much better than lose/lose outcomes. Chapter
Seven of this book is focused on how to achieve win/win outcomes and how to avoid both

lose/lose and win/lose outcomes.
Prosperity for all parties is also a very basic and key goal for The Art of Peace.

Each group of people in a time of real Peace can individually and mutually prosper
and each group can thrive. Win/win thinking and win/win commitments replace both

win/lose and lose/lose strategies as the context for intergroup behavior in a time of Peace.

Chapter Seven explains in more detail why we need to set win/win goals and why

we need to all believe in win/win outcomes to achieve Peace.

Honesty, Clear Intentions, Ethical Behaviors, and Mutual Respect Are Key to

Peace



That win/win approach to intergroup interactions needs to be consciously,
intentionally, and deliberately done. It also needs to be done in a behavioral context that
makes it possible to do. Having multiple parties winning simultaneously in win/win settings

requires honesty, clear intentions, solid understanding, and mutual respect.

The practical and functional reality that needs to be understood is that Peace cannot
be achieved using unethical behaviors. Deceit may win wars, but deceit does not work as a

foundation for Peace.

Win/win consequences require ethical behaviors relative to all parties who are at
Peace in any setting. Ethical behaviors need to be a key part of our skill set and our tool kit if

we want to create and sustain Peace.

We need ethical behaviors to create trust and we need ethical behaviors to sustain
the agreements and to maintain the understandings between groups that keep Peace in

place.

Peace depends on ethical behaviors both happening and being clearly perceived to

be happening. Deceit puts Peace at risk.

The Art Of Peace Relies On Achieving The Common Good

We need to understand very clearly that basically unethical tools cannot be used to
achieve Peace. Treachery is not a path to Peace. We cannot use the same skill sets and

values that are needed to win a war to win a Peace.

That is a very basic and practical point that needs to be understood. Peace cannot be
achieved or maintained using treachery, duplicity, or dishonesty because those behaviors

contain the seeds for their own ultimate failure relative to Peace.

There is a very practical and functional reason for making that statement. Those
tools based on deceit cannot be used for Peace because we want Peace to survive over time.
That is a major part of our goal set. We want stability for Peace. We want Peace that lasts.
We don’t simply want momentary or temporary Peace. We don’t want just to create truces.

We want permanent Peace.

Any Peace that is created by deception begins with an unstable and fragile

underpinning and that underpinning fragility makes it much more likely to fail in the future.

Peace Needs To Be A Belief System, A Strategy, And A Commitment



Peace needs to be a belief system and it needs to be anchored on a clear

commitment by all parties that make duplicity both unnecessary and dangerous.

Peace needs to be a value and a strategy as well as a state of being. Peace needs to be
anchored on a belief that it is legitimate and good for the other group to win, while your

own group also benefits directly from winning.

If you build a Peace with supposed win/win underpinnings and if you actually really
do want the other side in that setting to lose and to not share in a mutual win — then future
behaviors on your part with that goal in mind are likely to cause that hidden goal to be seen

and understood to be your real goal.

That intent triggers a visible violation of your agreement to create Peace. When that
happens, the people who discover they have been misled, in any Peace setting, will feel
deeply betrayed. A sense of betrayal can be deeply destructive in an intergroup setting and

creates real anger.

The anger that can result from that deception being exposed can be very volatile and
damaging. When people feel deceived, revenge can be extremely costly for everyone
involved. Behavior values can be so negatively distorted when people have that motivation

as their focus for intergroup thinking and intergroup behavior.
Revenge isn’t sweet. It is painful and it can be incredibly expensive.

We need people to understand that win/win is the right commitment to make —
and we need people to understand and recognize that we need that commitment to
win/win outcomes to be real and to be honestly embedded in behaviors, decisions, and

interactions for each of the groups.

We need to do more than just ending current violence and bloodshed to achieve real
Peace. We need to resolve real issues that are creating intergroup conflicts. Real issues can

and do exist.

For our own country, we also need to deal honestly and openly with the legacy
layers of existing intergroup tensions and conflicts that exist in too many of our settings

today. We need to understand our real current issues.

We also need to avoid the intergroup flash points — the anger and even mob

behavior that can spring up far too easily with relatively little provocation in any stress-



laden intergroup setting. We need to understand those angers and we need to avoid those

flash points.

A key to The Art of Intergroup Peace is not to have intergroup explosions that
damage intergroup trust — and not to have people in any intergroup setting perceiving
other people in that setting to be “Them.” That particular perception can do great damage in

any setting where people aspire to Peace.

When flash points do happen in any setting, we need to take steps immediately to
defuse the crisis situations. We need honest and trusted leaders who can defuse the crisis

situations. We need leaders who can defuse each relevant crisis.

We need to understand that our leaders will need to trust one another to do that
work well. We need leaders who we trust who also have the ability to reach out to create

alliances and create trust with other leaders as leaders.

Too often, our key group leaders today do not know or do not trust the leaders of
other groups. We need to have our leaders each make a commitment to us that they will

reach out and get to know the relevant leaders from other groups on a personal basis.
We need leaders who know leaders to make intergroup Peace real.

We need to end basic distrust between people and between our leaders to create,

and then stabilize Peace in any setting.

Ending distrust is important. Honesty is a key part of that process. We can’t use
deception to end distrust. We need to move away from intergroup animosity and we need

to reduce and eliminate intergroup stress and distrust.

Peace requires intergroup trust and interpersonal trust — at a very basic level. We
need alignment for Peace, and that alignment will only happen when people trust one

another.

We need to create functional settings where people inherent in mutually beneficial
ways and we need to create a context where the relevant groups of people are actually
aligned in key and Peaceful ways. We need to set up processes where all groups in a setting
know that other groups in that setting are also aligned and can be trusted in their

alignment.

We Do Not Have InterGroup Alignment Today



We obviously cannot say that we have achieved that particular state of intergroup
alignment, intergroup trust, and intergroup Peace in our country today. That’s why we need

to be very good at The Art of Intergroup Peace at this point in our history.

We are not in active intergroup conflict. Blood isn’t being shed very often —
although there are incidents of intergroup bloodshed that do trigger significant levels of
intergroup anger when they happen. We are in a state of partial alignment and we are

making progress at an intergroup level in a number of ways.

We Have Both Options And Tools We Can Use For Alignment And Peace

The steps that lead from conflict to Peace are listed in Chapter Five. We need to
move from truces to treaties, and we need to move from treaties to trust and alignment in
order to end up with intergroup Peace. This book describes each of those steps and

interaction-options in more detail below.

There is also a list of nine very specific and very possible intergroup interaction
levels that are described as intergroup alignment options in Chapter Eight of this book.
Chapter Seven explains six very powerful and effective key tools we can use to create
alignment as groups. Those tools can trigger alignment in multiple settings when they are

used well.

Chapter Five outlines seven key steps we can take to create a culture in any setting,
and explains how we can use those same basic steps to build and support a culture of Peace

for our country and for any setting.

Chapters Two, Three, and Four identify the 12 sets of instincts that we need to
channel and use to end conflict and promote Peace. We will need to use all of those tools in
the interest of Peace in this country because we are not at Peace today, and those tools can

be used to help us move collectively toward that goal.

We have multiple settings in this country today where we have groups of people
who are currently in a state of conflict and situational stress relative to other groups of

people.

Our major cities tend to have ethnic and racial divisions that are clearly basic
intergroup angers at multiple levels in multiple settings in our country. The intensity of
those divisions and the extent, scope, and scale of those intergroup divisions are increasing

in a number of settings.



We Need to Focus on the Common Good

Peace, for the definition of this book, involves achieving levels of community
interaction where the various ethnic and racial groups in any given setting end up working
together in important ways for the common good, rather than having the groups in each
setting being angry, conflicted, confrontational, distrustful, and divided by the emotions and
the behaviors of any or all groups in each setting, who feel the need to be in conflicted

situations with each other.

We need people to be united in real ways doing meaningful things together to
achieve the common good in key areas. The common good is a unifying concept and
approach. Achieving the common good in very significant and obvious ways can help bring

people in any setting into alignment.

We need to explicitly figure out what is involved and what should be included in the
common good for us as a country. We need to figure out what can collectively be achieved
for the common good. Then we need to work together collectively in each setting to achieve

the common good for all groups of people in each setting.

We also need to understand the various options and strategies we have to achieve

Peace in each setting.

In advising Generals about how to win a war, Sun Tzu pointed out the five
fundamental factors that are needed to win a war. He pointed out 14 ways of deceiving the
enemy. He pointed out six important situations that can exist in wartime, and he suggested

strategies for dealing with each relevant situation.

In addition, Sun Tzu pointed out six strategies that can be used for dealing with an

enemy — with each option on that list based on the relative strength of the enemy.

He identified six strategic mistakes to avoid, and he explained three ways that a

ruler could bring misfortune and defeat to his army.

Sun Tzu also listed “five circumstances in which victory may be predicted,” and he

outlined the five elements that a general needed to consider before entering into combat.

And — as Chapter Two of this book pointed out — he outlined the six kinds of
terrain that a general needed to understand to make victory in battle more likely in each

geographic setting.



Some of the advice that is written into The Art of War is highly specific. All of the
advice is clearly embedded with a blend of common sense that is seasoned and enhanced by

the actual and functional wartime experience of Sun Tzu.

“When an advancing enemy crosses water,” Sun Tzu said, “do not meet him at the

waters edge. It is advantageous to allow half his force to cross — and then strike.”

The Art of InterGroup Peace Uses Multiple Lists As Well

The Art of Intergroup Peace, in a similar vein — and inspired very directly by Sun
Tzu's example and The Art of War teaching format — also includes lists of situations,
opportunities, challenges, difficulties, tactics, and strategic options that are relevant to
Peace. The Art of Intergroup Peace and the book Primal Pathways both identify the 12 key
categories of instinctive behaviors that create the context and “terrain” for intergroup

interactions.

The Art of Intergroup Peace focuses on the 12 most relevant packages of instincts

that we need to deal with effectively in order to actually achieve Peace.

The Art of Intergroup Peace also outlines the six key response options we have for
dealing with the potential or current negative activation of instincts centered on Them, in

any setting.

Those instincts, when adversely activated in any setting, can create significant
damage and can set back the cause of Peace in that setting. The Art of Peace outlines six
functional options we have for dealing with — or preventing — that very damaging instinct

activation.

The Art of Peace also describes the seven options we have for putting in place
structural intergroup interactions that can lead us both to situational Peace and to

functional alignment between groups.

That set of seven structural options for intergroup interactions ranges from
complete separation at one end of the intergroup continuum, to full melding and complete

assimilation of the groups at the other end of that continuum.

One of the final chapters of The Art of Peace outlines the 10 primary threats and

challenges that exist relative to Peace, and outlines ways of addressing each of those 10



challenges. Those challenges need to be addressed, or Peace can be lost once it has been

attained.

The Art of Peace is anchored — at its core — on a key foundational strategy of
getting people in this country to be inclusive, mutually supportive, and proactive in creating
anew American “Us” that will bring our people together under the behavioral umbrella and

the functional safety of triggering our “Us” instincts for all of us.



Chapter Two — Our Us/Them Instincts Can Make Peace Both Very Difficult And

Possible

To create intergroup Peace in America and to protect, maintain, and perpetuate
intergroup Peace in America, we need to understand and make skillful and strategic use of
the basic sets of instincts that we have to divide the world into Us and Them, and then to act
in very different ways toward people depending on the category of us or them that we

perceive people to be in.

Those instincts have great power. They influence our intergroup behavior
constantly. Those instincts can both cause us to do good and they can cause us to do evil
things to other people. It is extremely important for us all to recognize the fact that those

instincts can cause us to feel right and to feel justified in doing both good and evil.

We need to use those instincts as a tool. We need to have those instincts cause us to
help, protect, and defend other people in inclusive ways. We also need to avoid having those
very powerful instincts activated in dysfunctional ways that can create intergroup division

and intergroup damage.

We need to understand that set of instincts so well that we can mitigate or avoid the
damages that those instincts create and so that we can benefit from the positive behaviors

that can flow from those instincts when they are triggered in positive ways.

When we understand those instincts and their consequences, we can have control

over their impact on our lives.

Those instincts trigger a very basic set of intergroup functions and they create very

consistent patterns of behaviors.

At their most basic level, we tend to define the people around us as being either “us”
or “them.” We can do that in fairly flexible ways. There can be multiple possible definitions
of both us and them for each of us. But the reality is that the people in any situation or any
setting tend to know who they align with in that situation and setting as an us, and who they

define in that setting to be Them.

The Divisions Into Us And Them Directly Affect Beliefs And Behaviors

Those divisions into us and them have influenced human behavior throughout the

entire history of mankind. It has been a universal differentiation approach that has affected



behaviors wherever groups of people have existed. Behaviors, values, structures, thought
processes, and emotions have all very consistently resulted from those us/them

delineations.

Our us/them instincts have shaped human history. They have very clearly shaped
American history. Those instincts shape human behaviors and they are clearly creating

history today.

The Art of Intergroup Peace depends entirely on dealing effectively with those
packages of instincts. To make Peace possible, we each need to understand how those
instincts work and we each need to know how they affect our thoughts, emotions, values,

and behaviors.

We need that knowledge so that we can both trigger and defuse those instincts
when necessary and appropriate, and so that we can activate them and utilize them
intentionally, skillfully, and strategically as tools to bring us together in the pursuit and

achievement of Peace.

The most relevant instinctive thought and behavior patterns created by those

instincts are fairly simple, and those patterns are easy to detect and describe.

We Protect Us - And Distrust And Dislike Them

The core reality is that we instinctively divide the world into us and them. We tend

to feel protective, supportive, and nurturing for whomever we define to be an “us.”

We tend to be suspicious, antagonistic, and territorial relative to whomever we

define to be a “them.”

We tend to distrust “them.” We fear, dislike, and avoid “them.” We tend to feel
uncomfortable and unhappy when we are surrounded by “them” — and we tend to be much

more comfortable and safe when we are surrounded by our “us.”

We tend to treat us and them very differently. When our “them” behavior patterns,
values, and emotions are fully activated, we tend to discriminate against “them.” In far too
many settings, we can do negative things to them and we generally feel no guilt for those

negative behaviors that are done to “Them.”

Feeling no guilt for what we do to “Them” has a massive impact on intergroup

behaviors and thinking.



We Suspend Conscience In Harming “Them”

Us/Them behaviors have been extreme in too many settings.

In some settings, we enslave them. In others, we ethnically cleanse them. We often

purge and displace them from our communities.

We can do very negative things to them in a wide variety of ways, and we far too
often actually suspend conscience and feel no guilt for our actions when we are dealing with

“them.”

Those guilt free damaging behaviors are a particularly important, highly relevant
and very negative impact that results too often when those us/them instincts are fully

activated in any setting.

Those patterns of us/them behavior and values have been seen throughout history.
In World War II, we fire bombed the city of Dresden, killing men, women and children, and
we awarded medals to the people who dropped the bombs. The Germans were a “them” to
America at that moment in history — so we actually killed a great many people with fire,

and did it with no sense of guilt for the deaths of “them.”

In that same war, we dropped an atomic bomb on Hiroshima. One of the reasons the
City of Hiroshima was selected as the site of that first bomb, was that the city had no
prisoner of war camps with Americans in them. We were willing to incinerate and obliterate

“them” — but we felt reluctant to drop that same horrific bomb on any group of “us.”

Slavery Is An Ultimate Us/Them Behavior

Slavery — wherever and whenever it occurs — is an absolute us/them behavior. So
is ethnic cleansing. So are the terrorist bombs that are going off in multiple cities in multiple
countries today. In each of these cases, the target is “them.” Us/Them values and Us/Them
behaviors are the clear consequence of perceiving people as “us” and “them.” The terrorists

do not set off their bombs where their own family, clan, or tribe happens to live.

Terrorist bombs are almost always intertribal — killing whomever the terrorists
perceive to collectively be “them.” The bombs tend to be aimed at groups of people — not at
individual targets. When we are thinking in us/them terms, we tend to lump “Them”
together and we feel that any action taken against any one of “Them” is a legitimate thing to

do to “Them.” We tend to “depersonalize” whoever we perceive to be a “Them.”



Unfortunately — sometimes tragically — we can categorically depersonalize, and
stereotype entire sets of people by tribe, race, ethnic group or nationality in very negative

and dehumanizing ways. We then kill “Them” with no sense of guilt or remorse.

In too many cases, the intergroup anger that is felt is so great that the people who
personally become bomb deliverers with their own bodies are willing to die in order to Kkill
numbers of Them... and there are settings in the world where people with guns and
weapons massacre groups of “Them” with no sense of guilt at any level for killing those

people.

There are some exceptions to the intertribal and intergroup Kkillings by those kinds
of terrorist attacks today — where people do kill people from their own group — but those
exceptions to intergroup Kkilling are relatively rare. In those rare exceptions to intertribal
killing where people Kkill people from their own group or tribe, the mass murderers doing
those bombings or those shootings generally manage to somehow depersonalize the people
they are killing. Even those non-intertribal mass murderers generally manage to achieve a
mental model for themselves where they see the people they are killing through the cold
and distancing lens of full us/them depersonalization, or through some level of complete

collective dehumanization for the people who they decide to kill.

In the intergroup Us/Them conflict settings that we see in so many places in the
world, those Kkillings are not aimed at individual people in order to punish each of the

individual people for their own personal behavior or their own personal sins.

Those killings in those settings are aimed at groups of people in a depersonalized
way as collective retribution for some level of perceived collectivized group sins. That is a
sad and pathetic, tragically dehumanizing way of thinking about people and treating people
— and it happens all the time in far too many settings because one set of our us/them
package of instincts causes us to have those behaviors and those collective perceptions, and

to feel and embed those values as guides for our behavior.

People have their us/them instincts activated and behave in damaging and
sometimes purely evil ways relative to who ever they perceive to be “Them.” The behaviors
that result from those activated instincts create a history of intergroup damages that is used

to reinforce future intergroup behaviors.



The history of those damaging intergroup behaviors in each setting becomes the
history of each group in the setting — and future interactions between the groups are
heavily influenced by the power of that history to trigger intergroup anger, distrust, and

hatred.
It is a very self-reinforcing cycle and a self-perpetuating legacy.

Our instincts create our intergroup behaviors. Our behaviors create our intergroup

history. The history strongly influences future intergroup behaviors.

It is a very damaging and very powerful cycle — particularly when we don’t

recognize the instinctive triggers.

Exiles, Purges, And Jim Crow Laws Resulted From Those Instincts

Our own history as a nation has been highly and heavily influenced by our us/them
instincts. The history section of this book explains that intergroup situation in our country
in far more detail. We can only understand our own history as a nation clearly when we

clearly understand those instincts and see their impact and influence on us all.

To successfully achieve the intergroup Peace strategies that are outlined in The Art
of Peace, we need to understand that intergroup history and we need to deal, today, very

honestly and directly with the residual and relevant consequences of that history.

Slavery, Tribal Exiles, And Evil Behaviors Stem From Those Instincts

Us/them instinctive behaviors are obviously very powerful and they have a huge
impact on our collective legacy as a country. As the sister books to The Art of Peace, both
Cusp of Chaos and Primal Pathways describe how those instinctive behaviors have created
centuries of discriminatory, and far too often cruel, damaging, and even evil behaviors for
people in our own country at multiple levels. Slavery, tribal exiles, forced dislocations for
Native Americans, Jim Crow laws, and various instances of intergroup evil, and destructive
and damaging economic, physical, and political intergroup actions, all stem from that same
basic pattern of us/them values and behaviors — and from that same set of “us/them”

instincts.

Those patterns of behaviors and those intergroup values are clearly part of our
American national history. We have done some very damaging things to one another in our

past in the context of those instinctive behaviors.



It is also very clear that various levels of us/them behaviors and values continue to
be part of our current reality and our current set of behaviors — even though we have made

major progress toward more enlightened behaviors in a wide range of areas.

The progress we have made toward more enlightened behavior in a number of
intergroup areas needs to be both celebrated and protected. That progress we have made in

several areas is very real — and it deserves our support and understanding.

We need to recognize that we are never free of our instincts. It is very true that our
packages of us/them instincts continue to define our interactions at various levels today.
Those basic sets of intergroup instincts will continue to trigger a sense of InterGroup
distrust across our country. That intergroup distrust is reinforced by an array of InterGroup

concerns and intergroup issues that exist — today — in a number of settings in this country.

We have very real sets of economic differences between groups of people in this
country. We have health disparities and we have education level disparities that need to be

addressed.

We have made great progress on our relative legal status for women and minorities
in this country, but we still have a number of other areas where there are very real issues

that need to be addressed.

We Can’t Afford To Trigger Us/Them Instincts Between Groups

We need to be very open about the sets of issues that still exist. We need to address
all of those issues in the context of creating a sense of “Us” in each of our communities and

settings.

We also need, at this point in our history, to avoid the activation of “them” instincts
in all of our intergroup settings. We need to avoid us/them language and we need to avoid
us/them trigger points and interactions. Wherever we have a sense in any setting that those
packages of instincts are being triggered or activated, we need to take responsible steps to

defuse and deactivate them.

The consequences of activation for those sets of instincts can be major in any
setting. People can get angry and do things that leave scars on other people’s levels of
acceptance and trust. Even angry us/them rhetoric can cause people to trigger their own
us/them instinct-guided responses — and escalation can be rapid and damaging at multiple

levels.



Most of the negative things that people have been doing to each other as groups
have their origins in our us/them instincts. We need to keep those sets of instincts from

doing that damage wherever we can keep them from having that negative impact.

In each of our communities, schools, and work settings, we need to be constantly
aware of the dangers of having those sets of instincts activated in a negative way. We need
to be aware of those issues at a very conscious level and we need to take steps to deactivate,

defuse, or counter those sets of instincts in each of our settings.

We also need to be constantly aware of the opportunities we have to activate our
“us” instincts in an inclusive and positive way. We can very intentionally do things to bring
people in each setting to have a sense of “us.” Chapter Four explains six basic triggers we
can use to create a sense of us and functioning levels of intergroup alignments in various
multi-group settings. We need to use all six triggers regularly and well — getting people to

see the advantages and benefits of aligned, Peace centered agendas and behaviors.

We need groups of people to perceive the common danger created by our common
enemies — the people who do not want us to succeed as a nation — and we need to share a

common set of beliefs that can band us together as an American “Us.”

We have been trying to become more enlightened and more inclusive as a country.
We have had some successes that can help band us together across multiple groups — and
those successes have been very real. Our laws that extend the vote to women and to non-
White Americans have been a major step in that direction. The repeal of the evil and
discriminatory Jim Crow Laws and their replacement with laws that make functional
discrimination that is based on race, ethnicity, or gender both illegal and unacceptable all

point us in good directions.

Our entire history is described in more detail in other chapters of this book. We
have done some horrible things to one another — but we also have a growing number of
areas where real progress has been made. We need to build on that progress and have it
reinforce our sense that we are a nation of values we all can untie behind. We are far from
perfect, but we are moving in good directions on many issues, and we can go even further
when we get to know one another as people, and when we articulate and commit to a

shared set of key values to guide our lives.

We Can’t Simply Sweep The Slate Clean Today




Groups do not have a high level of intergroup trust in a number of key areas today.
Groups have done evil things to one another. Prejudice and discrimination has been painful,

deliberate, and entirely intentional at multiple levels.

Even where behaviors today are significantly better, memories of the old behaviors

are painful and fresh.

We have had too many years of American functional reality where those packages of
instinctive behaviors have created significant prejudice and very direct discrimination

against too many of our people.

Both intergroup deception and absolute intergroup bias have been part of that
instinctive behavior package in very visible ways for massive numbers of people. This book

looks at that history in more detail in Chapter Five.

We clearly need to recognize the intergroup reality and beliefs that have been
created by those years of duplicity, prejudice, and discrimination and we now need to deal
with its implications directly if we want intergroup Peace today. As we build the strategies
for The Art of Intergroup Peace for America, we need to recognize that we have too many
years of really unfortunate intergroup behavior in our past as a country to simply sweep the

slate clean today and start over — even with good intentions and lofty goals.

We also can not simply wipe the slate clean today and start over as a single group,
because we actually are a nation of multiple groupings — multiple races, ethnicities, and
cultures — and there is no way for us not to have intergroup instincts activated in various

ways in the face of our obvious intergroup reality.

We Are Not Molding Into At Single Group

We may have passed enlightened laws on multiple points, but we still wake up every
morning in the context of a wide array of groups who each will continue to trigger basic and

primal instinctive group alignments for each group’s members.

The basic array of instinct triggering differentiation factors — how we look, how we
sound, and who we each affiliate with at the most primal level — will not be erased. We are

not melding into a new single group.

Because we are not melding, we will always be in the position where certain sets of

instinctive triggers can be relevant. Even if we ignore all division factors relating to our



history and to our legacy behaviors — we still have key differentiations that exist and are

relevant now.

So we can’t start over. But we can begin now to work with what we have and who

we are to do what we now need to do.

We Are Increasingly Diverse

Our us/them instincts are going to be increasingly relevant to us, right now, at this
point in our history because we are clearly becoming increasingly diverse as a country. Our

diversity is inevitable and it is growing daily.

Intergroup diversity — as we know from experience and history — can trigger

those sets of us/them instincts easily.

We used to be a country that had one very large majority group with relatively few

sizable minority groups. That is changing.

In many of our cities, there is no majority group in place today. In a number of
American settings where a local majority group does exist, the local majority group in that
city is often a former minority group that is still a minority group in the overall context of its

entire state or our entire country, but is now the local majority group in specific settings.

Our urban settings are now highly multi-ethnic and multi-racial. The entire country
is becoming more diverse at a very rapid pace. Our younger Americans tend to be

significantly more diverse than our older Americans in almost every setting.

That increasing diversity is changing our work forces, our schools, and our political

demographics.

The number of people who are entering our work force from our minority
populations will be a majority of all new workers in a relatively few years. Minority

Americans are a majority of our new and existing workers in many urban settings now.

The Majority Of Our Births Are Now From Minority Groups

Probably the most significant piece of information about our growing diversity is
that a majority of all births in this country last year were from our minority populations.
More than half of all births in this country last year came from our overall array of minority

populations.



The future is clear. Diversity is our future. We all need to be very aware that our
us/them instincts are very easily triggered by group differentiations. Our differentiations

are growing.

The truth that we all need to recognize is that our diversity can either lead us to
conflict, or we can turn it into a major asset that benefits us all. It is entirely possible to have

our diversity be a great source of strength to us as a country.

We can be the most productive and safest country on the planet and we can choose

to celebrate our diversity in the process.

Intergroup Peace needs to be our conscious commitment, strategy, and our national

focus to make that happen.

We know now that major on-going diversity in so many other parts of the world
leads almost inevitably in every site to constant intertribal and intergroup stress,
intergroup conflict, and even civil war. There are more than 200 ethnic conflicts going on in
other multi-ethnic settings in the world. It would be a huge tragedy to allow that kind of

interethnic future to happen here.
It does not need to happen here.

We Need To Make Our Diversity A Great Strength

We need to recognize and celebrate our growing diversity — and we need to align
our diversity into a common agenda and a shared set of behaviors and values that will

benefit all of us. It is far better to make our diversity a great strength.

Making our diversity into strength will require a context of InterGroup Peace. We
need to be skilled at the Art of Peace to achieve those goals. This is the time for us to make a
commitment to Peace and to do the work needed to achieve Peace. Everyone will benefit if

everyone has the benefits of Peace.

To achieve that Peace we need to recognize the fact and the reality that our basic
us/them instincts have the obvious and very real potential to turn our growing Diversity

into increasing levels of stress, and into serious and damaging InterGroup division.

If we don’t take appropriate steps to keep those instincts from defining the future of
this country in an increasingly negative way, then the more negative aspects of those

packages of instincts will have a high likelihood of prevailing, and they will then define both



who we are and how we function as a country in very dysfunctional, divisive, and

destructive ways.

We need to keep that from happening. We need to create intergroup Peace and we

need to create that Peace now. We need to begin with the places that we live.

We need to work hard to create a sense of “us” for each community. We need to
eliminate the factors in each community that divide us. We need to have people in each
setting who believe in and trust the court system, and who believe the processes that
govern each community actually function as an extension of “us” rather than being

perceived as “Them.”

So how can we create that sense of community us? We need to make some choices
and we need to use some of the tools we have available to us. We need to use those tools as

a nation and we need to use them in each community that we are a part of.

We Need The Right Strategic Choices

This book, like The Art of War, is abook of lists. The Art of Intergroup Peace has lists
of alignment triggers, lists of interaction structures, lists of culture enhancement tools, and
lists of ways that we can make life better for us all. The book has lists of core beliefs that we

all can share, and lists of behaviors to avoid if we want to function collectively as an “us.”

The Art of Intergroup Peace has lists of key instinct packages that create the
functional terrain for our intergroup interactions. All of those lists can help us achieve

intergroup Peace in America.

All Instincts Can Be Used For Good Or Evil

The lists of instincts are particularly important.

We need to be very clear about the fact that all of our instincts can be used for good
— and that all of our instincts can also be used for evil. The underlying terrain reality that
we face is that we all have the potential to be saints — and we all also have the potential to

be sinners.

Saints or sinners. We get to choose. The Art of Intergroup Peace calls for us to make

the right choices, and the Peace strategies help outline exactly what the right choices are.



We do need to make the right choices. We need to select the right alignment
motivators, and we need to use the right organizational model for our intergroup

interactions.

Knowledge is power — in a very direct way. We collectively need to understand the
terrain we are facing, and we need to build our strategies in ways that address the sets of

situational realities that are created by each relevant terrain.
Being situationally relevant is equally true for war and Peace.

Underlying that entire set of strategies and tactics is a core belief that we will
succeed when we merge to come together as a values-based American “Us.” Instead of being
divided by race, or group or ethnicity, we need to be a nation unified around our values and

our beliefs.

To support that process, this book also describes, explains, offers, and endorses one
dozen key beliefs and functional values that we can use to create a collective commitment to

Peace.

Having a set of shared values can be extremely important to our future. If we don’t
have agreement on our basic and core values, the likelihood of successfully achieving Peace

will be significantly lower.

We need to be a people united by our shared values and united by our shared
beliefs. The last chapter of this book identifies a basic, fundamental list of those unifying

values and recommends that we commit to using them.

The first part of the Peace strategy is to understand the role of instincts and to
understand that we can use our instincts rather than simply being used by them. Our

instinct packages influence us to a very high level.
Our instincts will be key to our success.

Creating Peace and achieving intergroup alignment for our country, for our
communities, for our schools, and even for our work sites can be done more easily if we use
our basic sets of instinctive behaviors as tools rather than having our instincts functionally

triggering our problems and creating most of our challenges.



The Art of Intergroup Peace strategy is anchored on the reality that our basic
intergroup behaviors are heavily influenced by several packages of instincts that we all

share.

Those sets of instincts all interconnect and interact with the instincts we have to

divide the world into us and them.

We have instincts, for example, to identify with and protect turf. We activate our turf

instincts as individuals and we activate them as groups.

We also have instincts to create hierarchies. We have hierarches everywhere — and
they all tend to have Alpha leaders with Alpha instincts at the top of each hierarchy and

people with equally clear Beta instincts embedded inside each hierarchy.

We have instincts to build cultures. We build cultures in every setting and we use

them to give us the rule sets and the expected behaviors we use for each setting.

We have very strong instincts to detest traitors — and we have equally strong
instincts never to personally be a traitor. Those traitor-related instincts can strongly
influence our interpersonal behavior relative to interactions with other people and with

other groups of people.

We Act Most Of The Time In Alignment With Our Instincts

We need the personal humility and the personal wisdom to recognize that we tend
to act, most of the time, in the direct context of behavior patterns that have been sculpted

and influenced for each of us and for all of us by our basic packages of instincts.

Sun Tzu wrote about the physical and geographic terrain that was relevant to the
Art of War. The Art of Intergroup Peace involves psychological and behavioral pattern

terrain that is even more relevant to Peace.

Our instincts-structured behavior tendencies create a kind of situational terrain that
gives us some very clear and predictable behavior patterns to work with relative to

intergroup interactions.
We need to build Peace in the context of those patterns.

We also need to use that knowledge to create internal alignment and functional

Peace in our workplaces, organizations, and communities.



We have the same behavioral tendencies in all of those settings, and this same set of
insights and instincts can be highly useful at a very immediate level in any group that we

form.

The sister book, Primal Pathways, is a book that is almost entirely about instinctive
behavior. Primal Pathways deals in some detail with 12 basic packages of instinctive

behaviors that are most relevant to intergroup interactions and to the Peace process.

This section of The Art of Intergroup Peace deals more directly with roughly half of
those relevant behavior packages. The sets of main instinct-linked behavior patterns that
are described below in the next four chapters of this book are important for us to
understand in order to succeed at The Art of Intergroup Peace. If we understand those sets
of instincts and use or manage them well, we are significantly more likely to succeed in

creating intergroup Peace.

Instincts Tend To Make Behaviors “Feel Right”

Those instincts are important to The Art of Intergroup Peace because each of those
instincts make particular sets of behaviors and particular ways of thinking feel right to

people. Instincts have the very significant and useful power of making behaviors feel right.

“Feeling Right” is often a very good sign that an instinctive behavior has been
triggered in our minds. That is an important point to understand that is highly relevant to
The Art of Intergroup Peace, as well as to Primal Pathways and Cusp of Chaos. Any time any
behavior feels entirely and extremely “right,” there is a high likelihood that the behavior
that feels so right has instinctive roots, and there is a very high likelihood that the specific

behavior that feels so right is also getting direct instinctive reinforcement at some level.

Many examples are obvious. Protecting our home “feels right.” That feeling is
basically instinctive. Protecting our homes is very instinctive behavior. Protecting our

family turf “feels right” as well.

The fierce level of energy and the intense emotions that can be triggered when we

need to protect our children clearly has very deep-seated instinctual roots.
It clearly feels very right to do things to protect both our children and our turf.

Four Useful Tests of Instinctive Behavior




We obviously share those particular packages of instincts to protect both our
offspring and our nest with a myriad of other species. Those specific behaviors also seem to
feel very right to the other species who we can see are exhibiting those same sets of basic

and fundamental instinctive behaviors.

Feeling right is one of the four basic tests and guidelines we can use to figure out

whether that particular behavior is either instinctive or highly influenced by our instincts.

We can use those four basic criteria in looking at any set of consistent behaviors to
see if the behaviors we see are each being created independently in their own intellectual
and situational context, or to see if it is highly likely that those particular consistent

behaviors have an instinct at their core.

(1) Universal Behaviors Tend To Be Instinctive

Universality is a very useful screening factor for determining whether or not a
behavior has instinctive roots. Look for “universal,” examples of the behavior as a useful

sign that behavior is instinctive.

If the behavior you are thinking about is everywhere, there is a high likelihood that

it is everywhere because our instincts trigger it everywhere.

One of the best ways of identifying the fact that any specific behavior is instinctive is
that we see the same behavior pattern in all cultures and in all human settings. Universal

behaviors tend to be instinctive.

Instincts are functionally the only mechanism that exists that can actually create
behaviors that are basically identical everywhere. The book, Primal Pathways, explains that
process in more detail, and explains the sets of tools that are used by our instincts to have

their universal impact on our lives in all of our relevant settings.

(2) History Is A Reflection Of Instinctive Behaviors

History is also useful. The second best way of recognizing that a specific behavior is
instinctive is that we can see that same basic behavior in obvious long-standing patterns of

human history.

When history books tell us we have done the same pattern of behavior for a very

long time, then we can safely look for instinctive origins for the behavior.



Behaviors we have always done and that have created major patterns and clear

patterns in our historical record tend to be instinctive at their core.

History repeats itself, in very large part, because the patterns we follow for many

behaviors have universal instincts at their core that have not changed over time.

Our history books tend to be the situational and fact-based reporting of how our

instincts have been manifested for groups of people in each time and in each setting.

Historians tend to tell us about the incidents and events that have occurred, and
historians tend to name the people who have been important to what was done in each
setting. Historians tend to not focus on, acknowledge, or even discuss the underlying
patterns of instinctive triggers and behaviors that have been the primary architecture for

major portions of our historical record.

History is easier to understand when the impact of those instinctive behaviors is
more clear. Economic theory linked directly to behavioral theory can be very useful for

describing and explaining much of our history.

The missing link that sometimes overpowers the impact of economics-grounded
explanations of history is the actual highly consistent influence of those sets of instincts on

our lives.

(3) The Behavior Triggers Instinctive Emotions

Emotions tend to be very useful tools for our instincts and they give us a clue that a

behavior might have instinctive roots.

Several basic emotions tend to be used in both detectable and discernable ways by

our instincts to steer our behaviors.

A good way of identifying that a behavior is instinctive at some level is that the

behavior triggers, activates, and stimulates similar sets of emotions in people in all settings.

Emotions are one of the most effective tools of instincts. Our instincts use emotions

very consistently to guide us to and from relevant behaviors.

“Feeling right” was mentioned above. Any behavior that feels very right when we do
it probably has an instinct at its core. It often feels very right to us when a behavior and an

instinct are aligned.



Our instincts use our cultures to achieve their goals. That sense of “feeling right”
that happens when our behavior is aligned with an instinct can be triggered when our

behavior is aligned with a culture that is, itself, clearly aligned with an instinct.

At the same time, as the other side of that same “feeling right” package, our instincts
can make some specific behaviors feel wrong — or at least make them feel stressful or
trigger anxiety. We can feel wrong being a traitor to our group. We can feel wrong not

protecting our child when protection of the child is needed.

We can feel wrong not supporting our group or our team in times when support is

needed by our group or team.

Stress is a frequently used tool of instincts. We can often feel a sense of stress when

we are acting in ways that are not aligned with our instincts.

Sometimes the easiest way to reduce stress is to figure out what instinct we are
currently triggering in a negative way. When we figure that out, we can often either change
our behavior to be aligned with our instinct, or we can simply reduce the stress level in our
own mind by recognizing that the stress we are feeling is actually instinctive in its

functional origin.

Knowledge can be power relative to some feelings of anxiety or stress. The book
Primal Pathways explains those processes in more detail. Feeling right, feeling wrong, and

feeling stress are all used consistently as emotional tools by our instincts to guide our lives.

Anger, Fear, Guilt, Shame, Greed, Love, And Lust All Have Links To Instincts

Several other emotions are also used by our instincts to steer our behaviors. Anger,
fear, shame, guilt, greed, lust, and love all have very basic links to basic instincts. Those
emotions are all used to guide us either toward the behaviors that our instincts want us to

include in our lives, or away from the behaviors that our instincts want us to avoid.

That does not mean all emotions have instinctive roots or linkages. There are a

number of non-instinctive and functionally situational triggers that activate our emotions.

Anger is sometimes instinctive — and it is sometimes situational. Anger can be
created both by our instincts and by the facts and the circumstances of the particular

situation we are in.

Fear can also be triggered in both instinctive and situational ways.



“Feeling right,” however, very often means that there is an instinct in play relative to

the specific behavior that makes that behavior feel right.

Understanding instincts to be a source of stress can be a very useful thing to

understand. The Primal Pathways book explains those issues in more detail.

Instincts often use both stress and anger as tools to channel our behaviors. We feel
stress and anger when our children are threatened. We feel stress and anger when our turf
is invaded. We feel some level of stress when we don’t have a hierarchy in place in any

setting.

We can also feel stress when we do have a hierarchy in place, but when the top

position in our relevant hierarchy is currently vacant.

The feeling of stress in any setting or situation can tell us that we perceive that an
instinctive need is not being met in our lives in that particular setting. Satisfying the needs

that are created by the instinct can often eliminate the sense of stress.

People who want to live stress-free lives can sometimes eliminate or significantly
reduce some elements of stress by figuring out which package of instincts are triggering

relevant stress in their lives, and then dealing with those triggers directly.

Recognizing when those instincts are relevant to our intergroup interactions — to
reaching out and making connections to people from other groups, for example, can help

each of us make better choices about those behaviors.

(4) Instinctive Behaviors Can Be Shared By Other Living Beings

A fourth way of recognizing that a behavior pattern has a high likelihood of being
instinctive is when we see parallel behaviors in other species — and when we know that the

specific behavior we observe is clearly and significantly instinctive for the other species.

Having paralleled behaviors in other species is a very good piece of evidence for a
behavior in us being instinctive. It’s difficult to imagine a mechanism or scenario whereby
other species could do something specific in a consistent way, entirely instinctively, and
then have us somehow manage to do the same thing with an equivalently high level of
consistency, but somehow have those same behaviors, in each setting, be based on our
individual situation specific intellectual decision making processes that happen to exist for

each of us, in each and every setting, where that behavior is happening.



[t is unlikely that we could create those highly consistent behaviors in all of our
settings for people through either intellectual invention done situationally by people in each
setting, or through pure and entirely circumstantial coincidence that somehow creates

parallel consequences and behavior patterns for people everywhere for that behavior.

Maternal behaviors clearly fit that pattern of behaviors, emotions, and approaches
that exist everywhere in ways that could not be invented independently by each mother in
each setting and in each set of circumstances. Both we and other living creatures tend to

exhibit maternal instincts.

Maternal Instincts Are Clearly Shared And Clearly Not Unique To Us

Maternal instincts and the instincts to defend one’s offspring are clearly not limited
to humans. Mother bear and mother deer and mother sparrows all instinctively protect
their young. It clearly feels instinctively right for all of those mothers to offer their offspring

that support and protection.

Maternal instincts and maternal behavior tendencies clearly tend to be universal
among all groups of humans. We fairly obviously also do share some patterns of those
behaviors, and a number of instinctive emotions with mother bears, mother deer, and

mother sparrows.

Again, if you apply the four guidelines listed above to determine whether or not a
behavior is instinctive, maternal behaviors clearly satisfy the yes category for all four
criteria. Those maternal behaviors are obviously universal. They are historic. They trigger

very consistent emotions.

And we can see other living beings whose mothers have clearly similar instinctive

maternal behaviors.

Turf Instincts Also Exist For Other Species

Turf instincts also clearly fit the pattern of being obvious motivators for the
behaviors of other species. Our turf instincts are described in more detail in the next
chapter of this book. They are one of the basic sets of intergroup instincts we need to

understand to create intergroup Peace. We humans are not alone in having turf instincts.

A number of species also have clearly defined turf instincts and those instincts

create very predictable patterns of behavior in each species.



Wolf packs and herds of wild horses tend to have instinctively supported turf
alignments. Wolf packs, horse herds, and chimpanzee clans all tend to protect and defend

their groups’ turf.

A number of species clearly share variations of those turf instincts. Protecting our
turf feels very right most of the time and — as noted earlier — it clearly feels right to wolf
packs and chimpanzee clans to defend their turf as well. Turf instincts fit all four of those

diagnostic definitions.

Our turf instincts are particularly relevant to the issues of creating and sustaining

intergroup Peace.

Wars Are Fought Over Turf

At the intersection of our us/them instincts, our turf instincts, and our family
protection instincts, we clearly have a tendency to have a sense of group turf and we have a

strong tendency to collectively defend that group turf.

Wars are fought over turf. We instinctively feel great anger as a group against

anyone who invades, trespasses, encroaches, or somehow takes possession of our turf.

Many levels of groups have a sense of turf. Tribes have turf. Clans have turf. Nations

have turf.

The street gangs that function in our cities and the convict gangs that exist in our
prisons also each have their own turf. Gang turf has a very powerful impact on gang

behaviors and gang emotions.

Our turf instincts create their greatest challenges when they interact with the most
important set of instincts we need to understand as we look at the core issues of InterGroup

Peace — our us/them packages of instincts.

Our Us/Them Instincts Can Unite Us Or Divide Us

Our us/them instincts could not be more important to us relative to the Art of
Intergroup Peace and to our interactions with other groups of people. Those particular
instincts affect people’s thinking and behaviors in the context of groups - like communities,
work places, schools, and various organizations — and they have a massive impact on

interaction between groups.



If we only learn to understand one set of our instincts as a result of thinking about
intergroup Peace, our us/them instincts are clearly the set of instincts we most need to

understand.

It is painfully clear that we instinctively tend to divide the world into “us” and
“them” — and then we treat people and deal with people very differently if the people are

an “us” or a “them.”

Intergroup interactions are usually defined, reinforced, structured, and actualized in
the working context of those particular instincts. The Art of Intergroup Peace is anchored in
the need to deal effectively with those instincts — both to protect ourselves from their
negative consequences, and to benefit from their more positive components and

consequences.

We need people to understand the basic context that those instincts create because
they are relevant in every intergroup setting. Any time we have people in a setting who
come from different groups, there is an extremely high likelihood that those packages of

instincts will be triggered.

We React Differently To Us And Them

The patterns for those particular instincts are clear. We react very differently to us

and them.

We distrust them. We tend to discriminate against them. We tend to depersonalize,

dehumanize, and stereotype who ever we define to be them.

When we identify someone to be a “them,” we are suspicious, distrustful, and we
tend to believe that they will deliberately act against our self-interest. We do battle with
them and we feel right in defeating them. When those instincts are fully activated, we feel

no guilt in doing negative things to them.

We ethnically cleanse them, drive them from their lands, and in worst-case
situations, we enslave them — feeling no guilt for horrendous, cruel, and even evil

behaviors done collectively and individually to them.

We see those behaviors across the planet. People attack them, bomb them, and rape
and abuse them in many intergroup settings. Mass and group Kkillings are happening today

in us/them settings.



Us/them conflicts in Iraq, Syria, Nigeria, and the Congo have resulted in mutilations
and horrible deaths at the hands of people who categorized the people they were damaging

as them.

Chapter Five of this book discusses those categories of conflicts. People do huge

damage to people whenever those instincts are fully activated in conflict settings.

We Keep Our Word To “Us”

We do good things for “us.” That is the best side of the us/them instinct package.
That part of the package is key to our future. We protect, support, nurture, aid, and help

whoever we define to be us.

In our various communities, we trust us, ally with us, and we choose, when we can,

to work with and live in proximity to us.

When we identify someone to be an “us,” we apply a higher ethical standard that is
anchored on being “us.” We tend to keep our word to “us.” We support our laws that protect

each of “us.”

We respect the roles and the rights of “us” in the context of the communities of “us”

that we create.

So our us/them instincts have a very powerful impact on our lives. If we are going to
create Peace in America — and as we become increasingly diverse at multiple levels as a
nation and a society — we need to make sure that our growing diversity creates a strength
and an asset to us in each setting that lets us function as an “us” and doesn’t splinter us into

us/them lines by group to an even greater degree, when we are divided today.
That particular strategy needs to be used very intentionally in every setting.

We need to do that work of building a sense of us in each work setting, school,
community, and organization — creating a sense of us, in each of those settings, that
triggers our us-based values and our us-based behaviors. We also need to create a national

sense of “us” that can help bind us together as a country in all of those settings.

We are becoming more diverse as a country at a rapid rate. The majority of births in
this country this year were to our “minority” populations. We will either need to be very
good at turning our growing internal diversity into a sense of “us” or we will find ourselves

facing some very ugly and damaging instinctive behaviors.



Even Neanderthals Did Not Do Well As “Them”

The history sections of this book explain the negative consequences of creating that
sense of “them” about other groups of people that have happened in various settings in this
country since we were founded. Our own history as a nation is full of people who have done
very bad and often evil things to other groups of people when us/them instincts were

activated in a negative way.

Even our anthropological history shows the impacts of what we do to people we
define not to be us. We know that our recorded history as people on the planet is a long and

consistent list of intertribal wars.

Even before recorded history, Neanderthal people lived on this planet for nearly half
a million years. Neanderthals seemed to have been internally Peaceful, because they were
here for a very long period of time and they didn’t kill each other off over that long period of

time.

And then they disappeared entirely in a relatively few years. Anthropologists tell us
from the archeological records that the Neanderthals disappeared relatively quickly when
our own ancestors — with our us/them instincts fully developed and activated — entered

into Neanderthal lands.

Anyone who wonders why the Neanderthals disappeared entirely shortly after
coming in contact with our human ancestors only has to look at human intergroup behavior

for people today in Sri Lanka, or in Pakistan, or in Rwanda.

Sri Lanka has mobs of people killing and expelling other groups of people based on
their tribal alignments. Germany killed millions of Jews. The Hutu and the Tutsi had mass

killings.

The ISIS group in the Middle East this year is massacring entire villages full of
“them,” showing no sense of guilt or shared humanity at any level as they execute people,

behead “Them” and bury “Them” in mass graves.

We clearly do not do good things to other sets of people when groups of people in
any setting, define themselves to each other to be a “Them.” We damage “them.” We

ethnically purge “them.” We kill “them” today in too many settings.



Neanderthals clearly were a type of “Them.” Human nature is not kind to “Them.”

Imagine ISIS coming in contact with the Neanderthals.

Ironically, from our purely human perspective — if the Neanderthals had those
same kinds of deep-seated InterGroup instincts to damage whoever they perceived to be
“Them,” our own primal ancestors who originally migrated into long-standing Neanderthal

turf probably would not have survived, and this would be a very different planet.

We Need To Create A Broad Sense Of Us For Us

Our us/them instincts are very powerful. As a key component of The Art of
Intergroup Peace, we need to make sure we don’t continue to play out our most negative

and damaging us/them instincts in this country today.

We need to take very deliberate steps at this point in our history to reach out and
create a sense of us to all of us in this country. At a core level, we need to stop thinking of
other people in this country as “Them.” We need to end both conflict and intergroup stress

relative to people we now perceive to be “Them.”

We need to do that work — both intentionally and deliberately — with the clear
goal of having America benefit from being an “us” for ourselves. There are several key
pieces to that strategy. We need to begin by deciding together to achieve those goals. Then
we need behaviors at the interpersonal level and intergroup level that will help us achieve

those goals.



Chapter Three — We Need To Avoid Having Any Part Of Us Be Them

If we want to succeed at The Art of Intergroup Peace — and if we really do want to
create a culture of inclusion and mutual success for all groups in America, we need to be
very sure not to activate any sets of instincts that cause us to perceive any segment of the

population to be “Them.”

We need to create an America of inclusion — with an overarching culture that

appreciates, celebrates, and builds on our very real and growing diversity as a country.

We need to create alignment — based on our shared beliefs — as a values-linked

American “us.”

We also need people in each community, school, worksite, and organization to have

a sense of being an “us” for each setting.

We Need Groups To Be Aligned, Collaborative, And Trusting

We need groups of people in each setting in this country to be aligned, trusting, and
collaborative. We clearly need all groups acting in accord with our collectively agreed upon

common goals and our shared agendas, if we want to achieve Intergroup Peace.
We need our behaviors to be aligned with positive intergroup interactions.

We need to create alignments — and we need to protect the alignments we create. It

is good strategy to be very protective of any positive alignments that are created.

Any positive alignments we create can far too quickly be impaired. Groups of people
who have come together to function collectively in any setting will always tend to have
some levels of intergroup distrust — and intergroup division can be reactivated quickly in
any setting by any actions that cause people to believe that the other group is truly a

“Them."

Division in a peaceful setting can happen quickly if we insult the other groups or if

we deceive or even significantly mislead the other group.

Those intergroup alignments that we create in any setting can obviously be directly
damaged if we damage the other group, or if we clearly discriminate in some meaningful or

visible way against the other group.



Any instances of clear discrimination against people from another group can be seen
as a proof point that the people who are doing discriminatory things deserve to be regarded

as a “them.”
That can be a very damaging perception.

If there seem to be instances of discrimination or damage in any setting where we
are building intergroup Peace, we need to be able to talk directly with each other about
those incidents and situations. We need to be able to deal in an “adult” and trusting way
with the other group in that setting, instead of triggering our going to war emotions and our

war instincts based on those inflammatory events or those negative behaviors.

We particularly need to avoid insulting other groups. We all instinctively react with
great negative energy to insults. A positive intergroup setting can be destroyed and turned
into the exact opposite of Peace — with the clear sense that the other group is a “Them” —
if anyone from our group insults, demeans, or verbally attacks the other group in that

setting.

Making people angry in a confrontational intergroup way is obviously not a good

strategy for achieving and maintaining Peace between groups.

Mutual Respect Is A Good Foundation For Peace

We need a positive and proactive strategy for The Art of Intergroup Peace that can
help reduce the risk of us/them emotions being triggered in us or in the other group. Mutual
respect is a good place to start. We need to very intentionally create and very intentionally

demonstrate mutual respect between groups and people in each setting.

We need to intentionally be respectful in dealing with other groups of people. We

need to be respectful of each other at a very basic human level.

We need to see the other groups of people as also being fellow human beings. We
need to respect the culture and the history of the other group of people, and learn to enjoy
the diversity of our cultures as a strength for our society. We need to make learning about

the other relevant groups in each setting something we do deliberately and do well.

Most groups of people tend to have relatively low levels of understanding about the
cultures, history, current situation, and shared values of other groups. We need better

learning processes for each of those topics.



We need to learn key information about other groups in order to understand and

appreciate those groups.

We need people to get to know people from other groups, so that we can all
recognize our shared values and our shared humanity. We need to reach out as individuals

and as groups — in person and through various levels of social media contexts.

Trust between people needs to be anchored between people from each group
actually knowing other people from other groups. We need those relationships to exist
because those kinds of personal interactions can create much better levels of interpersonal

understanding and interpersonal trust.

We need to create learning opportunities where we get to know members of other
groups as individual human beings so that we do not just see other people only as

depersonalized and conceptually objectified stereotypes for their group.

We need people to intentionally befriend and get to know other people across group
lines. To make that process easier, it can be done, when possible, in the context of joint
efforts that we create together to make things better for us as a community and an

American people.

Our Team Instincts Can Help Us Achieve Intergroup Peace

Creating various kinds of teams and acting together as team members can be a key

part of that strategy.

Our team instincts are very powerful. We can overcome some of our other basic
us/them differentiation factors in almost any setting when we form teams of people from
that setting. The chapter of this book that describes the six triggers we have that can create

alignment, rates team instincts and team behaviors as a major tool for alignment.

[t can be a very good strategy to use a team-based context in each setting to get to

know one another better.

There is an ample supply of relevant and important topics for teams in various
settings to focus on. We need teams to improve our education efforts and we need teams to

give our infants and our children the best start in life.

We need teams that create better population health — through healthy eating and

active living collective programs and strategies.



We need to create multiple ways for people to work together in an aligned way to
achieve mutual goals in order to both achieve the mutual goals, and to get together and
interact as people who can learn to understand and trust people as a result of their the

interactions.

The tactics and the strategies for intergroup learning and context setting that are

listed in this chapter of The Art of Peace apply both to individuals and to groups.

Those tactics of learning and collectively creating interpersonal linkages between
groups apply with particular relevance to group leaders, but they apply to all individual

group members as well.

We Need Leaders From Groups To Know Leaders From Other Groups To Build Trust

Leaders are often key to any Peace effort.

In a number of cases, the strategies that are outlined in The Art of Peace function in
an organizational context that requires formal, deliberate, and direct action by leaders from
the various groups to define, structure, and actually accomplish the targeted intergroup

interaction.

To make that particular intergroup interaction process successful, it can be very
useful to have leaders from our various groups get to know the leaders of other relevant
groups. One-to-one understanding and 1-to-1 relationships between key leaders in key

groups can be a very important step in the Peace process.

Interactions between leaders need to happen in credible ways — and they are most
effective when they involve specific people in leadership positions who personally want to

achieve intergroup understanding and intergroup Peace.

That same set of interpersonal linkages needs to be created at non-leadership levels
as well. The whole Peace process is enhanced when people interact with people and when

understanding results.

We also each need to go through our own process as individuals of personal
learning and personal intergroup relationships. We need to get to know each other as
people and we need groups of people to have a better sense of the common humanity of

other groups of people.

We Need To Know People As People




In our various intergroup settings, we need to each seek out opportunities for direct
communications, interpersonal activities, and personal interactions that we can create

between individual people from various groups.

When we know another person as a person, it is much easier to move past the
stereotypes that we too often use now in ways that let us understand and relate to other

people in direct and personal ways.

When we get to know people as people — with shared beliefs and shared values —
then intergroup conflicts can be muted because the common humanity of the various

groups is understood by people in each of the groups.

Those kinds of new relationships between people from various groups can be
somewhat fragile. Unfortunately, there have been too many situations where a flare-up of
intergroup anger can destroy the person-to-person relationships that have been built by
individual people with one another — but we need to build those relationships anyway as a

key step in the Peace process.

Our likelihood of holding on to those relationships in the face of various levels of
intergroup stress points can probably be enhanced if the various people involved read
books from the intergroup trilogy, and understand more directly the pull away from
person-to-person relationships that our instinctive reactions to intergroup interactions and

stress can create.
Knowledge is, for that level of understanding, power.

We Need to Expand Our Sense Of Us

Dealing effectively with and ending the negative impact of our us/them instincts is a
clear objective of several of the interpersonal connectivity and person-to-person learning

strategies.

We need to stop thinking of people from the other groups primarily as “Them.” We

need to expand our sense of “us.”

We need to create a broader sense of us so that we can extend our trust and our
acceptance to the other groups, and so we can feel instinctively pleased when the other

groups succeed and thrive.



We have very good and enlightened behaviors that are possible and that can happen
when we perceive someone else to be a type of “us.” We can be supportive in good

conscience of whoever we perceive to be an “us.”

We also act in very predictable and negative ways toward who ever we perceive to

be a “Them.”

So it is extremely clear that we need to perceive fewer people in each setting as

“Them” and we need to perceive more people in each setting to be “us.”

We need to be careful not to activate our us/them instincts in a negative way about
other groups of people, in any setting, because the individual values, emotions, and
behaviors that can be triggered when a negative us/them activation happens can be so
damaging and divisive — and because the group behaviors that can result from us/them

instinct activation in any setting can be so destructive.

We need to be very careful not to activate a sense, in any setting, that other people
in that setting are “Them.” We need, in each setting, to avoid creating a sense of “Them” —
and we need to respond quickly and directly when the threat that people will be perceived

to be “Them” exists.

Negative Us/Them Instincts Need To Be Avoided, Minimized, Derailed, Neutralized,
Negotiated, Or Replaced

Leaders in any setting — community, corporate, organizational, or even national —
should work very hard to be sure those negative “them” perceptions are not triggered and

activated in their setting.

The damage and division that stems from the behaviors triggered by those negative

instincts should be avoided whenever possible.

When those instincts are intentionally or inadvertently triggered in any setting, then

they need to be addressed.

If they continue to be activated in any setting, they will tend to grow in damage

levels and power in those settings.

The Art of Intergroup Peace calls for people to deactivate, neutralize, de-energize,
defuse, and where possible, simply replace those negative us/them beliefs, emotions, and

behaviors with other intergroup interaction levels. Damage can be avoided or minimized



with the right interactions. That basic work to keep those instincts from damaging us needs
to be done well, because the consequences of having those instincts activated can be

significant.

The list below offers six basic sets of responses that we can directly use in response
to our more negative Us/Them instincts in any situation where those instincts are at risk of

becoming the relevant and dominant responses of people to other people in any setting.

Six Steps Can Offset Those Negative Instincts

There are six parts to the basic us/them instinct risk mitigation approach.

If we want to achieve and protect Peace in a setting where our more negative
Intergroup us/them instincts might be activated in ways that could destroy Peace, then we
need to have our more negative Us/Them related instincts (1) Avoided, (2) Minimized, (3)
Neutralized, (4) Derailed, (5) Negotiated to Truce Status, and (6), whenever possible,

Replaced by a larger and more inclusive sense of “Us.”

Each of those six basic response, mitigation, and minimization strategies for our
negative us/them instinct activation is explained below. Each has its appropriate role and
each has its appropriate time of use. Countries in Europe who are finding themselves in
intense us/them instinct activation situations today should look at those six basic

approaches in each relevant setting.

Work places, school systems, and various organizations that are at risk of internal
us/them instinct activation should look to that list for tools to use to keep those instincts

from doing destructive things to people in their setting.

(1) Avoidance Is A Top Priority

The best way of dealing with those negative instincts in most settings is to avoid
them entirely. Avoid activating them whenever possible. Full avoidance of having those

instincts activated should be a very conscious priority for leaders in intergroup settings.

Those instincts do no damage when their activation is successfully avoided.
Whenever possible, the negative side of those instincts should be simply and deliberately

avoided.

Avoidance is strategy number one.



That is a very simplistic point to make, but avoidance of our most negative us/them
instinct packages is often a very good strategy, and leaders should make avoidance of those

instincts a priority. Avoidance is often the best approach.

The consequences of not avoiding instinct activation are usually much more
negative than the consequences of avoiding instinct activation. Any thing that can be done
that keeps those “Them” instincts from being triggered in a bad way, in any setting, can be

both a good strategic approach, and a good tactical choice.

[t is much easier to avoid those issues in many settings then it is to mitigate them. So
a clear awareness of what behaviors can trigger those instincts in any setting is a good

awareness to have.

Leaders, in any setting, should constantly be aware of any factors or situations that
might trigger those negative instincts in their setting and activate them. In settings where
there are multiple risks for issue activation, that scanning and awareness process by leaders

for those instinct triggers should be constant.

We each need to understand the settings we are in and we each need to understand
what us/them instinct risks exist in that setting. We clearly need to be on the alert for the

intrusion of any new us/them risks in each setting as well.

We need to be on constant alert for any behaviors, actions, communications, or

interactions that can trigger negative us/them instinctive responses.

We need to avoid inflammatory language and we need to avoid inflammatory

situations.

We need to know from experience and judgment in each setting what situations,
events, interactions, communications, and behaviors can trigger those negative instincts,

and then we need to very deliberately not do those trigger things in those settings.

When someone else in a setting is acting in ways that create a high risk of the
activation of those instincts — it is good for Peace to focus attention on those behaviors and
on those persons in ways that can intervene with the activation process and minimize their

negative impact.

(2) Minimize The Impact And Relevant Issues



When those instincts actually are triggered in a negative way in any setting, then
minimizing their impact is a very good thing to do. We need to minimize the damage and
minimize the risk of continued damage from those instincts to the degree possible for each

setting.

Speed of response is important and valuable. Doing the work quickly to minimize
risk and to reduce levels of damage can be a very good thing to do. Limiting their negative
impact by time, or by geography, or by creating interpersonal contact levels that can defuse

negative behavior can also all be very good things to do.

Work hard to keep the activated negative instincts that are triggered from taking

root in any setting.

Any direct and effective limitation strategy for those activated instincts is generally
far better than letting those instinctive reactions take root in any setting, and then spread

across the setting to involve growing numbers of relevant people.

The goal needs to be to not allow that package of instincts to spread beyond
whatever setting and situation somehow triggered them — if that containment level is at all

possible.

When those instincts are being activated in any setting, it is particularly useful to
identify the specific activation triggers that are relevant in that situation, and then take

steps as effectively as possible to de-activate those specific triggers.

Sometimes an event or a communication of some kind has triggered the instincts.
Delineate the trigger events when possible and take steps to stop the triggers for those
negative instincts from continuing to incite damage. Respond as quickly as possible to

defuse the triggers.

Eternal vigilance is the price of Peace. Be perpetually aware and be quick to respond

when those negative triggers are being pulled.

(3) Neutralize

Neutralizing and replacing those negative instincts is also a very good strategy for

dealing with that package of instincts once they are activated.



Divert attention from the trigger issues and from the actual activation when
diversion is possible. People can sometimes be distracted or diverted by introducing other

influencing factors that become people’s new focus in that situation and setting.

Offsetting those high risk and negative instincts with other energies, other instincts,
or with basic enforcement and cultural tools that keep the instincts from triggering the

wrong behaviors, can be a good thing to do.

Overloading people with new issues, new interests, or new focus or factors can
sometimes neutralize the negative instincts in a setting. People can’t do an infinite number
of things simultaneously. When negative “them” instincts are causing reactions in people,

try to insert a higher priority into the situation.

Don’t make a bad situation worse. Do not increase the level of negative behavior or
intergroup anger into the setting to divert people from the initial negative instinct. But do
steer people’s thoughts whenever possible in directions that get people in that setting to put

their energy down a different path.

We have a number of good tools that we can use to direct people down a different
path. The six-alignment trigger pyramid that is described in detail later in this book has
some good neutralization and situational alignment tools in it. Look to see which alignment
tools would be most useful in that setting to offset the triggered sense of “them” when that

sense has been triggered.

Distracting the sets of people involved from the current trigger issues can be a very
good thing to do. Changing the topic to a topic that captures the collective attention of the

at-risk groups can be a good thing to do.

Finding a common ground topic or issue that has enough alignment power to offset

a triggered “Them” perception instinct can be effective.

The alignment pyramid has a clear set of triggers that can be used to offset activated
us/them thinking. The purpose of each alignment trigger is to get people to function as an

aligned group.

Creating a sense of common danger or a common enemy can both take momentum
away from whatever situational triggers might be creating a sense of “Them” about one of

the groups in a setting.



When people perceive other people inside a setting in a dangerous way to be a
“Them” — directing their energy and their thoughts to other sources of external alignment,

and to other categories of “Them” can be very useful.

(4) Derail Or Delay The Instinct

When trigger events are creating a high risk of us/them instinct activation, it can be
a very good thing to figure out the actual trigger events and re-channel the trigger events,
themselves, to a safer place and to a lower degree of confrontations. Try to reduce the

immediacy and relevancy of a triggering issue when possible.

As an example, it is possible to re-channel a sense of immediate turf conflict into a
larger terrain turf discussion or to re-channel a current, immediate, and highly situational
turf crisis into a multi-year and carefully structured process to make relevant turf related

decisions for the relevant parties.

[t is sometimes possible to delay a crisis or inflammatory situation by creating a
future context that can move the issue at risk into a future time frame. It’s hard to un-
explode an explosion — but it can be possible to turn the explosion into a discussion, or into

a deliberation process, or even into a new area of concern.

Derailing and delaying trigger issues can be a very useful skill set that can keep

negatively activated us/them instincts from doing immediate damage in a setting.

Any delay tactic that moves the crisis to a future point in time should be combined
with a strategy that involves either resolving the trigger issue at a future point or one that
will make it a non-issue for future interactions. Simple delay can be a good thing — but it is

even better when it is part of a strategy to keep the issue from being a danger later.

(5) Create A Truce

When those negative us/them instincts have been triggered, and when they are
driving behaviors, and when they are creating immediate and negative intergroup emotions
or even conflict, then truces can be a necessary and extremely useful next step. Truces can

stop immediate damage.

Truces are not always easy to do. But truces can stop the bleeding and put a hold on

current damage being done.



Figuring out who in a given setting can actually intervene and who can negotiate a
truce of some kind in that setting can often be a very good thing to do to minimize damage

from that activated instinct.

Truces need to be negotiated quickly and clearly for maximum impact — but even a
bad truce is usually less damaging than open conflict. Chapter Eight of this book lists nine
categories of intergroup interaction options — and truces are a very useful component part

of that list.

A truce is not an ultimate solution for conflicted groups, but a truce is generally

better for an intergroup setting than open and destructive intergroup conflict.

In any given setting, it is important to figure out who from each group has the power
and the credibility to negotiate a truce - and then it is good to work directly with those
people very quickly to figure out ways of ending actual conflict and dysfunctional and

destructive behaviors.

Truce is almost always far better than open and damaging conflict. An early and
proactive truce can be better than a truce that is attempted after conflict in that setting has

been damaging, fierce, and prolonged.

In any permanent intergroup setting, it is good to plan in advance to identify who
the relevant parties should be and who the negotiators would be who could negotiate and

implement a future truce if flare-ups happen and if a truce is needed.

[t can be very useful to have figured those issues out in advance, so they don’t need
to be figured out ‘under fire’ in a time of crisis. This is an area where proactive thinking can

be highly useful in minimizing damage.

(6) Replacement Of Them With Another Category Of Us

Replacement of the other groups “Them” status by connecting the other group to
another category of “us” can also defuse those instincts very effectively and very directly in

many settings.

That can be the best long-term strategy in some settings for dealing with negative
us/them instinct activation. Replacing the us/them instinctive reactions, emotions, values,
and behaviors in a setting that focus on other sets of people as “Them” with a more inclusive

and accepting definition of us that includes the other relevant people, as part of our broader



sense of us, is a strategy that can be extremely useful in many settings and can create long

standing positive results.

The best way to eliminate “them” flare-ups in any setting is generally simply to not
have a “them” in that setting. That is the most proactive solution. We don’t trigger our

“Them” instincts when there is no “them.”

We don’t generate a sense of “them” when we perceive other people, in any given
setting, to be “Us.” We can disagree with “us” — but we don’t hate, despise, fear, and damage

« ”

us.

So the best way of dealing with our negative “them” instincts, for the long haul, is to
minimize the sense and the perception that someone in a setting is an instinct-triggering
“Them,” and to expand our definition of “us” to include all of the relevant sets and groups of

people in that setting. Chapter Six of this book explains that overall strategy in more detail.

Other Instincts Can Exacerbate Our Us/Them Behaviors

The next three chapters of this book describe other sets of key instincts that we
have that can compound the intergroup conflict levels that are triggered by our us/them
instincts. Our turf instincts, for example, often exacerbate the emotions that are triggered by

our us/them instincts.

Those packages of instincts can also each be used as a foundation for Peace — either
by channeling those instincts in Peaceful directions, or by avoiding their activation with

deliberate strategies that can keep those instincts from being relevant to any setting.

Both rechanneling and avoidance make sense as both strategies and tactics. To do
either one, we need to know what those packages of instincts are, and we need to know

what all of those instincts do to us and for us. That is the next section of this book.
Successfully Dealing With Us/Them Instincts Solves Major Problems

Successfully dealing with our us/them instincts truly is the key to almost all of our
major intergroup problems. Other intergroup instincts are important as well. If we only had
turf instincts as individuals, however, those turf instincts would not create intergroup wars.
Those instincts might create interpersonal dislike and interpersonal conflicts, but our turf

instincts that are activated at the individual level will not steer us to war.



But when our group turf instincts are tied tightly to our us/them instincts — that
combined package of instinctive behaviors have created wars and shed blood all over the

planet.

We need to understand our us/them instincts. We need to use them in creative ways
to expand our sense of us. Intergroup Peace relies on us having a collective commitment to
all groups doing well. That requires us to have some level where we perceive ourselves to

be a values-linked American Us.

We also need to deeply fear the truly negative behaviors that can be triggered when

we see each other as Them. Those behaviors can be horrible.

Those negative instincts are activated in far too many settings at far too intense
levels. Having leaders of various groups calling for other people to be tortured, expelled,
damaged, and killed is happening at multiple settings in the world we live in today. Those
sets of instincts exist in us all. We need to make sure we do not activate those sets of

intergroup instincts here.

Inside organizations — workplaces, schools, associations, and communities — we
need to work hard to create a functioning sense of “us” and we need to keep internal
subsets of people from having their negative intergroup instincts triggered as warring

“Them.”

A key to The Art of Intergroup Peace for our entire country is not to have those

instincts, in their worst form, ever again activated here.

To keep that from happening, we do need to understand our turf instincts,

hierarchical instincts, alpha instincts, and our instincts to never be a traitor to our group.

Those instincts deserve our attention and they are described in the next chapters of

this book.



Chapter Four — Turf, Traitor, Riot, And Alpha Instincts Can All Have Huge Impact On

InterGroup Interactions

Our us/them instincts are not the only package of instincts that affect Intergroup
interactions and Peace. We have instincts to create hierarchies and to designate Alpha

leaders — with their own set of instincts — to run our hierarchies.

We have instincts to form teams and we have instincts to participate in both teams

and mobs.

We have instincts to create cultures and we have very strong instincts to act in

accord with the guidance and the rules that are set by our cultures.

We also have a very strong package of turf-related instincts that frequently affect
intergroup interactions at multiple levels. Multiple intergroup conflicts have very clear turf

issues at their core.

Our traitor instincts have a huge impact on our intergroup interactions. We have a
very strong set of instincts against ever being a traitor, or ever being perceived to be a

traitor to our own group.

Succeeding at the Art of Intergroup Peace will require us to both recognize all of
those sets of instincts, and to work with them on behalf of Peace. We need to use all of those

instincts to trigger alignment for “us” as a community and as a people.

At a very basic level, we need to take steps that allow us to have needed interactions
with people from other groups without feeling like a traitor to our own group in the

process.

To achieve intergroup trust, we need intergroup and direct interpersonal
interactions — and it is impossible to achieve those kinds of interpersonal and intergroup
interactions if we are perceived to be a traitor or feel that we are a traitor when we interact

with people from other groups.

We Have Very Strong Turf Instincts

Our turf instincts can obviously have a very powerful impact on intergroup

interactions, intergroup conflict, and intergroup Peace all by themselves.

We clearly have strong turf instincts.



We fight wars across the planet about issues of property, boundaries, territory, and

turf.

We tend to be highly territorial. That is a very instinctive and very universal set of
behaviors. Very much the same patterns of turf-linked territorial behavior exist in settings

across the planet.

Tribes, clans, and nations all know exactly what they regard as their turf. Those
territorial/turf related behaviors have obviously existed as long as history has been
recorded because much of our written history very directly addresses issues of territorial
conquest and sets of intergroup issues that directly relate to the defense and conquest of

turf by various groups and sets of people.

Boundaries and property lines are everywhere on the planet. The purpose of all of

those lines is to define turf at a level that supports our turf instincts in each setting.

Each nation has a clear sense of its own boundaries and nations will generally go to

war relatively quickly when anyone challenges or threatens their current boundary lines.

We need to recognize the fact that our instinctive commitment to the defense of our
own boundaries can easily extend to irrational and intense levels. Many very dramatic
actions and even extreme behaviors in defense of our turf in various settings can feel very
right to people because there is a clear turf protection instinct at the core of that

commitment and those behaviors.

There are battles going on today in the Himalaya Mountains to protect a multi-
nation challenged international boundary where the piece of geography at question is so
isolated and so desolate that the soldiers from both countries can barely get to those

boundaries and to those disputed territories to fight.

Both countries are more than willing to shed blood to protect those far distant and
functionally irrelevant boundaries. However, because our turf instincts that are applied to
our nations tell us to never surrender any piece of national turf, it feels very right, at a deep

instinctive level, to defend every inch of our defined turf.

In a similar vein, the British reclamation, defense, and territorial recovery of the
Falkland Islands was a highly emotionally energizing issue for the people of Great Britain.

That war made sense to the people of that country at a purely instinctive level.



The people of Great Britain did not want any part of “their” turf taken over by
another nation — even though that particular piece of turf that was being challenged by
another nation is actually so far away that it is absolutely geographically irrelevant to the

British homeland.

That set of distant islands was defined by Great Britain to be British Turf. It was
instinctively protected by the British Military and it was protected with the full support of

the British people.

The reality is that we defend turf at a very primal level — as individuals and as
groups of people — once we believe turf to be our turf for one reason or another. Once we
believe turf is ours, we are willing to both kill and die to defend it — and it feels very right

to do whatever defending it requires us to do.

Various ethnic groups and tribes all tend to have a sense of what is, for various

historic and functional reasons, their rightful turf.

The turf for each group often tends to be included as a key part of the cultural
identity of the tribe. Groups in almost all tribal settings can easily identify exactly what

pieces of geography are — or once were — their “rightful” turf.

Those specific turf alignments that are identified for specific groups of people can
last for a very long time. Those perceived turf alignments can continue to maintain their
power over our values, our behaviors, our collective and individual emotions, our

ownership beliefs, and our thought processes for as long as those perceptions exist.

It Is Challenging When Two Groups Instinctively Bond With The Same Turf

Major challenges to Peace exist whenever multiple groups believe they are each the

rightful owner of the same exact piece of turf.

Several of the most important border and turf control conflicts that exist today in
the Middle East have obviously created, defined, and triggered conflict in that part of the

world for centuries.

A major problem that exists in a number of those settings is that there is more than

one group of people who absolutely believe that a piece of turf is their rightful turf.

Each group believes with deep certainty that the piece of turf in question is their

own group’s rightful property. There is a strong sense, for each group in those settings, that



the turf belongs to them — and that the other group is a trespasser, an intruder, and a

wrongful usurper of the turf.

Those turf-linked wars where multiple parties feel an inherent link to the exact
same piece of turf have cost millions of lives for a very long period of time, and they
continue to trigger bloodshed today. Each side in those conflicts feels, at a very visceral and
instinctive level, that the contested piece of turf is their rightful ancestral turf — and that
level of commitment and that definitive group alignment makes any and all behaviors that

happen in defense of that turf by their group feel instinctively right.

You can’t talk someone out of the energy that is triggered by a strongly solid
instinctive alignment on those issues. When two or more warring groups feel that same
instinctive sense of being right about the exact same and very specific piece of turf, the
consequences for intergroup anger and conflict for that setting can be indefinite and almost

infinite in their duration.

When the cultures and the histories of two sets of people cause them both to feel at
a very deep instinctive level that they each clearly own a piece of turf, and when each group
feels that the other group is trespassing, stealing, encroaching, invading, or attempting to
steal that turf, the instinctive reactions for each group of people in those situations are pure

and they are powerful.

People Need To Deal With The Instincts As Well As The Turf

The only possible resolution for those conflicts in those settings would need to
involve having the people in each group understand the relevant instinctive reactions for
both themselves and for the other group, and then addressing those instinct-related issues
directly and openly — instead of simply letting their instinctive reactions and their separate
sense of history dictate their beliefs and their behaviors in ways that create permanent

conflict.

Those issues are addressed with more specific information about some of the

countries who are involved in those kinds of conflicts in the sister book, Cusp of Chaos.

We do have our own sets of turf instincts at work in several settings in this country
today. We don’t have our turf instincts activated for any actual external border issue for our
nation at this point in our history, but we do have those instincts activated at several points

relative to pieces of group-linked turf inside our country.



We are not immune in any way from having those instincts triggered relative to our

external boundaries.

We Americans would also activate those turf instincts very powerfully at an
international level relative to our own external borders, if we had any functional reason to

activate that international trigger relative to our borders.

We are a very powerful nation. No one is threatening to steal our turf — so those
triggers relative to protecting our own national boundaries are not activated today for us as

Americans.

We Americans clearly have all of our turf instincts firmly in place relative to our
external national boundaries. We simply do not need to activate those instincts for our

external borders at this point in time because our turf isn’t being challenged at that level.

We Are Seeing Significant Ethnic Concentrations

Inside our country, however, we are seeing an increase in our ethnicity-linked turf
issues. As we become more diverse, we actually are seeing significant increases in the

degree of ethnic and racial concentration for groups of people in specific geographic areas.

In multiple communities, we are self-segregating by race and by ethnicity in our

choices of places to live.

That has always been true to some degree and it is becoming increasingly true today
as our minority groups become larger. Major areas of major communities have a very high

concentration of people from specific ethnic groups.

That particular segregation of where we live by race and ethnicity tends to be both

instinctive and voluntary for Americans.

Our us/them instincts cause people to feel most comfortable living with who ever
we perceive to be “us.” So people tend to buy homes or rent living space in areas where the
other residents feel like “us.” As our various groups grow in population, that tendency to

live with “us” is clearly having an impact on various communities.

The most recent census data shows major areas of intense ethnic and racial
concentrations by neighborhood in our major cities. Many people in our cities have

obviously chosen to live in the areas of our cities where other people from their own ethnic



or their own racial group also lives — and those areas each tend to grow in size as each

local ethnic group grows in size.
People know who lives where.

People know where Chinatown is in any city with a Chinatown. Watts and Harlem
are clearly communities with a high level of African American population density. Northern
L.A. or West Chicago are clearly Mexican American areas. Spanish Harlem has a major

Puerto Rican population living there.

Miami has major areas of the city where Cuban Americans are the dominant
population group, and other areas of the city where the population density focus is African

American.

The racial and ethnic population density levels are significant enough in a growing
number of our communities to the point where those high concentration levels make the
likelihood of having turf instincts activated today and in the future in those areas, at a group
level, predictably high. Everyone living in those areas now knows the impact and the reality

of that population concentration today.

We are seeing some real intergroup anger in a number of areas where growth in the
number of people from an ethnic group has caused that group’s “us” linked space-needs to
expand — and that expansion can mean that the growth in population displaces people

from other ethnic groups who already live in those areas.

There are several communities where the growing Hispanic groups have taken over
living areas that had been primarily African American neighborhoods for many years. The
growing Somali population in Minnesota cities has created similar turf issues with several

groups.

Turf issues and turf instincts are triggered in any setting when any group displaces
other groups in any geographic area — and the borders that exist between the various

groups in those areas each create their own sets of intergroup issues.

We Americans need to understand the impact of those kinds of turf instincts on our
behavior and our emotions, at both a macro level and a micro level, if we are going to
achieve InterGroup Peace at this point in our history. We need people to understand those

issues and we need plans to deal with those sets of issues going into the future.



Nations fight over turf. So do individual people and so do groups of people.

Gangs Create Their Own Turf Issues

Gangs in our cities create some very real turf issues for a number of people. Major

parts of major cities have areas where groups feel like they control turf.

Gangs who functionally control neighborhood turf in our cities sometimes kill

people from other groups who “trespass” on their turf.

That level of intergroup conflict with links to turf can become important at a very

local level when local groups are armed.

The city of Oakland has major areas of the city that are now defined to be gang turf.
Oakland now averages one killing every three days. Gangs in that city kill people from other

gangs and they often kill people from other groups who enter their turf.

The gangs of Detroit and the gangs of Richmond have a similar significant impact on
intergroup safety levels in that city. People who live in those areas are sometimes at risk if

they simply enter into the areas controlled by another group.

A growing number of cities are facing major growth in the power of the gangs —

and the intergroup behaviors that result are primal at a very basic instinctive level.

There are no multi-ethnic street gangs or prison gangs. To achieve full Peace in

America we will need to defuse the owner and impact of gangs in a number of settings.

We Need People To Be Safe Everywhere

Creating intergroup Peace for this country will require us to create intergroup
safety. That issue is relevant to turf instincts because activated turf issues can damage
safety. We need to be a country where people can feel safe in every setting regardless of

their group and regardless of the geographic location that each person is in.

We need to make intergroup geographic violence a non-issue for our people in each

of our cities.

We need people to be able to interact with people from all groups without personal
safety being an issue in any setting. We need safe turf for all people. We also need people to

feel safe interacting with people from other groups.



As we design our political solutions in communities going into the future, we need to
recognize the fact that we have groups of people who feel group affinity to neighborhood
turf — and we need to put in place an array of activities that bring people together in every
setting — interacting across both group lines and group boundaries — to create a broader

sense of “us” in each setting.

We need to have a community sense of “us” as well as a group sense of “us” to have

intergroup Peace in all settings.

We Instinctively Hate Traitors

Creating that sense of community us can be difficult to do for a number of people —

for highly instinctive reasons.

We have a number of instinct-related barriers that exist in a number of areas that
can make it difficult, or even impossible, for people to interact at a personal, 1-to-1 level
with people from other groups. We need interpersonal interactions to happen between
people from various groups for a number of important reasons, and we need to overcome

those barriers where they exist.

To achieve intergroup Peace, we need healthy levels of intergroup understanding.
We need people to understand and trust other groups of people. We need people to interact
with one another to build that trust. Intergroup understanding at the group level is much
harder to achieve if we have people from each of the relevant groups who are instinctively
avoiding making contact and who are reluctant to make friends with people from each other

group at the personal level.

Too often, that is exactly the situation and the problem we face today in intergroup
settings. Many people do not feel comfortable or even feel safe creating the kinds of
intergroup friendships we need to make to create intergroup understanding and intergroup

trust.

We have those barriers because we have histories of groups doing negative things to
people from other groups. Our intergroup instincts create our intergroup histories, and our
histories influence our future interactions. We can be trapped in that cycle in a very self-

reinforcing way.



We define people from other groups based on our intergroup history — and that
history makes it hard, in many settings, to reach out to have direct relationships with people

from other groups.

Our memories can be too long and too clear to make interaction at a personal level

either easy or natural.

We need to be willing to look past those elements of intergroup history to create
new and direct relationships with other people that are based on the new interpersonal

history that those relationships create.

We need to make deliberate and intentional enlightened choices to create those

kinds of relationships as a foundation for interpersonal trust and intergroup trust.

One of the major problems and challenges that we have relative to using those kinds
of direct relationships, to help build a culture of intergroup Peace in any setting, is that we
each have a strong set of instincts relative to being traitors. Those instincts too often keep

us from interacting in needed ways with people from other groups.
We Hate And Punish Traitors

We hate traitors. We punish traitors. We have very strong internal aversions as
individuals to ever personally be a traitor, and we do not personally want to be seen as a

traitor to any group that we feel part of as an “us.”

We have very strong negative instinctive reactions to traitors, and those instincts

can make achieving Peace difficult for several reasons.

Traitors are hated everywhere. Traitors are punished everywhere. Traitors are
executed in many settings. In some countries, people who personally and voluntarily try to
simply change their personal religious affiliation away from their religions of birth can be

executed for being seen to be a traitor to their original specific religious sect.

In most of those cases, the original personal religious alignment of the person who is
executed for converting to another religion was one they acquired at birth simply by being
born. Those people did not acquire that initial link to their religion by any choice of their

own at any point in their lives.



Our traitor instincts are so strong that people are burned, imprisoned, and executed
in some settings, even today, for simply attempting to change the religion they were born

into. The people who are executing them clearly feel right in doing the executions.

That sense that it is right to punish, and even Kkill traitors has great power when it is
triggered. In gang settings in this country, people who try to leave their gangs are often

killed for being perceived to be a traitor to their gang.

Armies often publically and visibly execute their traitors. That has been true as long

as armies have existed.

Famous traitors — like Benedict Arnold, Prime Minister Quisling, or Judas Iscariot
— tend to be reviled for very long periods of time for their individual behavior and for their

acts as traitors.

The universality of that energy level of those anti-traitor behaviors, and of that value

set, tells us clearly that our reaction to traitors is also a reaction that is instinctive at its core.

None Of Us Want To Be Traitors

We tend to despise and even hate traitors. That hatred of traitors is directly relevant
to The Art of Intergroup Peace strategy set and is included as a key point in this chapter
because of the barrier that particular package of instincts, too often, creates relative to
intergroup understanding. That instinct can keep us from reaching out to make links with
people from other groups when and where reaching out to those people is needed to create

intergroup trust.

That set of instincts and our decision to avoid those relationships is often reinforced
by other people in our own groups who can became angry with us if they think we are
acting as a traitor to our group. Our groups put pressure on us not to betray them — and we

put pressure on ourselves not to betray our group.

At a very basic level, none of us wants to be a traitor. We each very much do not
want to feel in our own hearts that we have been a traitor to our group. We don’t want to be
a traitor to our family, to our country, to our town, to our team, or to whatever alignment

we feel is the appropriate focus and the rightful recipient of our loyalty.

That particular instinct can obviously make intergroup dialogues difficult. Those

instincts can make some personal 1-to-1 intergroup friendships almost impossible.



That instinct package can keep kids at school from interacting with kids from other
groups — and it can keep people in various official and leadership capacities from reaching
out to people from other groups simply because reaching out to those people, might
possibly, somehow either benefit the other groups or because that behavior by leaders can

be perceived by their own group to be the behavior of a traitor to our own group.

People who want to depose a leader inside a group can sometimes generate
significant energy against a leader who has relationships with other groups by persuading
other members of the group that the behavior of a leader who creates any kind of bridges
has made that leader a traitor to the group. Leaders run that risk, and that makes it hard for

some leaders to reach out to create bridges to other groups.

When we perceive people in another group to be a “Them,” our us/them instincts
call for us to do damage to the other group — to fear, distrust, and avoid the other group —

and not to create a benefit of any kind for any “Them.”

It's harder to create Peace at any questionable level when we have those particular

instinctive factors involved.

We Need To Create Intergroup Trust

But the truth is that we need to reach out across group lines to make Peace real and
sustainable. We need to create intergroup trust — and a very useful step on the road to

creating intergroup trust is to create interpersonal trust.

So we need to overcome those instinctive behaviors that are linked to traitor
instincts. We need to create those kinds of intergroup linkages and those levels of
interpersonal relationships at a level that will let us build understanding and create and

justify trust.

When our goal is intergroup understanding, intergroup alignment, intergroup truth,
and intergroup Peace, our deep-seated instincts never to be a traitor to our own group can
make even the very basic intergroup and interpersonal information exchanges problematic,

and it can make some basic intergroup and interpersonal problem solving impossible.

Simply giving this book as a thought resource to someone from a group that we
perceive to be a “Them” could cause some people to feel like they might have aided and

abetted an enemy of our “Us” by simply sharing the book.



Providing any assistance of any kind to “Them” can feel like a “Traitor” behavior to
someone who hates “Them.” It can feel that way even when our basic goal for reaching out

to the other person actually is Peace for our own group.

Knowledge Is Power Relative To That Instinct

Knowledge very much is power relative to that instinct. We can control and
diminish the direct power of our traitor instincts when we understand what those instincts

are and when we know how they work.

A key Art of Intergroup Peace strategy is to teach all people that the traitor instinct
exists and influences our thinking — and to teach all people how to deal with the traitor

instinct at multiple levels.

Reading about that set of instincts often helps people get a sense of how they work
and that can make it easier to recognize and address those instinctive reactions when they

are activated.

That instinct about us never being a traitor loses a significant amount of its
collective influence over us — it loses much of its power over us as individuals — once it is

clearly recognized as an instinct.

It loses power over us when our direct emotions that result from the instinct are

understood to be simply triggered by an instinct.

It also loses power when those specific emotions that we feel in those circumstances
are not just seen or believed by us to be an actual, factual, and legitimate moral judgment
about our own behavior in that situation that affirms and confirms our personal

wrongdoing for interacting in some way with the other group.

When we each realize and recognize that the “traitor” instinct impact exists on our
emotions and our thought process — and when we each realize that the stress aversion and
the guilt emotions that we can each feel from some of our interactive behaviors relative to
other people actually result purely from that particular instinct being triggered, and not
from us actually doing a bad or traitorous thing - then we can individually choose not to let
that instinct change our behavior on particular interactions in ways that keep us from

dealing with people from the “other” group.



We can choose — when we clearly understand those issues — not to let that instinct
subconsciously give us internal feelings of guilt for interacting in a person-to-person setting

with people from other groups. Knowledge truly is power relative to that particular instinct.

Peace Is In The Interest Of “Our” Group

In fact — when we fully understand the mutual benefit context that is created by
real Peace and when we understand the win/win strategy that is the foundation for the Art
of Intergroup Peace — then we can feel good about those interactions instead of feeling that

they make us a traitor to our group.

The truth is — our own group actually wins when we create those relationships
with people from other groups in the interest of Peace. When we have a win/win collective
outcome for everyone, everyone wins. We are much stronger as a country with win/win
outcomes because we benefit as a country from everyone winning. Every group wins when

every group wins.

So even helping another group win isn’t being a traitor to our own group — it is

being an asset and a support resource for our own group.

The power of that traitor instinct to keep us from making friends with people from
other groups can clearly be mitigated to a significant degree when we individually and
collectively all intellectually and cognitively recognize that achieving Peace between groups

actually is very much in the best interest of our own group.

Our group does very clearly win when Peace happens. That is extremely important

to recognize and understand.

The truth that we all need to understand is this — our “us” group — the group we
are each most loyal to as our basic and most fundamental “us” — can and will directly
benefit from Peace and our most basic us group will benefit from a collective culture of

Peace when that Peace is our shared reality.

Intergroup Friendship Can Foster Peace

When we get to know people from other groups as people and not just as
depersonalized and sometimes dehumanized stereotypes, then the likelihood of Peace
improves and the likelihood of survival and success for our own group - our own “us” — is

enhanced. Enhancing Peace is a good thing to do for our core “us.”



The Art of Intergroup Peace calls for us to have people from various groups actually
get to know each other as people - and not have people from each group simply stereotype

each other as depersonalized symbols of the group they represent at a depersonalized level.

Intergroup friendships can solidify Peace and can create highly enriching levels of
work group understanding. So not feeling like a traitor in the context of those relationships
needs to be part of our strategy for achieving Peace and a key strategic component of The

Art of Intergroup Peace.

Sun Tzu Valued Traitors

In The Art of War, Sun Tzu addresses traitors, spies, and informants very explicitly.
He actually values traitors — in a very manipulative way — because he deliberately

recruited people to be traitors on his behalf against their own group.

Sun Tzu believed that persuading people to be traitors to their own side in a war
and then rewarding traitors for their treachery is a good strategy that can create major
benefits. Sun Tzu believed that having very real traitors help him in treacherous ways could
sometimes give his own side a significant wartime advantage over the enemy at important

levels.

That benefit from treachery for a group who is supported by traitors obviously can

be true in a war setting.

That means that in that us/them, win/lose war-linked negative intergroup context,
as described in The Art of War, the worst fears that are triggered in each of us by our own
traitor instincts were entirely legitimate. Those kinds of traitorous behaviors do happen to
groups and those damaging behaviors done by traitors are actually why those fears exist for

all of us. They are legitimate fears in war settings.

But we do not need to let those traitor-linked insights run our lives or cripple Peace
today. We can'’t afford to let those instincts create real barriers to intergroup interactions.
When our goal is to have both sides win — instead of creating a situation where one side
needs to lose — then we need to all recognize that our interpersonal intergroup

relationships are very useful and that they directly benefit our own side in each setting.

The Art of Intergroup Peace calls for people to reach out and to make the
interpersonal linkages that will cause people to enhance success levels for their own group

— not cause their group to be defeated. The Art of Intergroup Peace involves teaching those



concepts and giving people insight that can defuse our traitor instincts and help get people
focused on win/win solutions as opposed to focusing only on achieving the defeat of the

other side.

Our Mob Instincts Can Also Damage Peace

Another major barrier to peaceful and positive intergroup interactions is our
unfortunate sets of instincts to form mobs and to do negative things to other people in the
context of a mob. Our instincts to form mobs bear a partial resemblance to our very

powerful and very useful instincts to form teams.

Our team instincts tend to be very powerful and useful. The team instincts allow us
to create teams in various settings and overlook other group differentiation factors for

people when their team instincts are collectively achieved.

Our team instincts allow us to set aside our other dividing factors and to function
together in an aligned way — with internal team loyalty — to do basic team related

functions.

That is a positive set of instincts. Our team instincts and their uses are described in
more detail in Chapter Seven as one of the six triggers we can use to create alignment in

various positive ways.

When people function as team, the likelihood of success increases for various team
activities — and the people on the team not only accomplish things together — they tend to
overlook other differentiating and divisive factors and definitions, while the people are in

team functions and engaged in team behaviors.

Unfortunately, we also have a much more negative set of instincts that can also

trigger more damaging collective behavior.

We have much more negative instincts to form mobs and to interact with other
people in the context of riot behaviors. In the interest of intergroup Peace, we need to freely
use our instincts to form teams, but we need to work very hard to never activate our

instincts to riot and to damage people as mobs.

Avoiding riots and mobs is not a theoretical issue or a hypothetical concern. Riots
happen. Riots kill people all over the world every year. Every major police department in

the world has policemen who are trained in handling both riots and mobs.



That universal police capability to deal with mobs and that consistent police force

readiness level for mob behaviors across the planet isn’t coincidental.

That capability exists for all of those police forces in all of those settings because
there are periodic situations where people gather together in mobs, trigger riots, and then
do damage in mob context to other people. When people are in mob situations, very real

damage can be done.

Some mobs destroy property. Some mobs loot and burn. Some mobs rape and

pillage.

Mobs in Paris burned more than 1,000 cars a couple of years ago. Mobs in Sri Lanka
burned the homes and businesses of the group they collectively hated just last year — and
those particular mobs killed people from other groups with the horrible suspension of
ethics and elimination of moral standards that are triggered far too often by full activation

of us/them instincts.

Rapes, assaults, violence, and group murders in mob settings feel justified to the
people who have the depersonalized values and entirely ethics free sets of behaviors that

can be triggered far too easily by our mob instincts.

Mobs are, for obvious reasons, a threat and impediment to intergroup safety and

intergroup Peace.

People across the planet clearly have the destructive instincts to riot and to do evil

and damaging things to other groups of people in the context of a mob.

Riot instincts are another set of instincts that we need to understand, manage, and
then both avoid and suppress successfully if we intend to achieve InterGroup Peace in this

country.

[t can significantly undermine our collective ability to bring people together in any
setting for the common good — for our children, for our health, or for our prosperity — if
we create mobs and then damage people in clearly intergroup ways in the context of those

mobs.

It chills and destroys intergroup trust when groups of people band together to do

damage as mobs to other people from other groups.

Riots Are Unique To People




There are times when group anger in a setting is triggered by an incident or by a

precipitating event.

Protests, demonstrations, and public gatherings to express unhappiness, concern,
and even anger all have their place as part of our intergroup communication processes. We
need to recognize the legitimacy of the group anger when various events in a setting are
negative and deserve group anger. But we need to keep that anger in each setting from

turning into riots and into mobs.

Forming mobs is an instinct that seems to be unique to us. There do not seem to be
very many parallel behaviors that are the equivalent of riots for riots in other species.

Stampedes happen — but they are not the same as riots.

Feeding frenzies and pack attacks by dogs and wolves do bear some resemblance to
riots. But those behaviors seem to be more related to hunting activities, and not related to

intergroup activities.

Swarms do happen in some other species. Locusts and ants both have swarming
behaviors that create collective and aligned large group movements. But the collective
anger that sits at the core of mob behavior for people doesn’t seem relevant to a swarm of

locusts or a horde of ants.

We, however, do have those instincts that have intergroup anger at their core. Our
military forces in every country have training in mob control. Police departments in every
significant city in the world tend to have both mob control equipment and mob control

training.

History also has ample evidence of mobs at multiple times in our historic past. The
reality today is that intergroup mobs can happen in a number of places and very similar

behavior patterns occur when that happens.

Paris, London, Sri Lanka, Los Angeles, and Oakland, California all have had mobs and

riots in recent history.

Mobs can form for a variety of reasons in a wide range of settings. There are
lynching mobs that form to do damage in very evil ways to very specific targets, and there

are larger street mobs that form with more of a collective intergroup target set.



When mobs do form, there is a set of very unfortunate mob behaviors that result
that sometimes can do huge damage to people at multiple levels. Pillaging, burning, physical
damage, rapes, beatings, and killings all happen in various settings across the planet when

mob instincts are in gear.

A number of other countries have been facing some massive riots in recent history.
The relatively recent riots in Paris a couple of years ago involved a million people. The
recent riots in London were also large and were clearly hate-based for many people. Those
riots created real intergroup fear and serious damages for very large numbers of people in

that setting.

Listening to recordings of the speeches that were given during the riots by the riot
leaders in London on the Internet can give an easy sense of both the anger levels and the

clear intergroup targets of that anger.

The recent intergroup riots in Sri Lanka have killed significant numbers of people
and the people who trigger those riots expect to kill more people before the rioting there

ends.

Those riots are all relevant to The Art of Intergroup Peace because the riots in all of
those settings tend to be triggered by intergroup issues and they tend to cause intergroup

damages and long-term intergroup hatred and anger whenever they happen.

In all of those settings, the people in the mobs have been collectively and very
intentionally damaging some local category of “Them.” The patterns of the intergroup riots

we see in all of those other countries are amazingly consistent. The mobs hurt “Them.”

Only the name of the specific “Them” who is relevant to each setting and who is
victimized by each riot changes from riot to riot. The behaviors and behavior patterns echo

one another with depressing consistency.

Riots Destroy InterGroup Trust

We have obviously had a number of serious riots in our own country. Historically, a
number of our major cities have had serious “race riots.” Chicago, Boston, New York City,

and L.A. all have had serious collective damage inflicted on portions of those cities by mobs.

In each of those instances, intense group anger is surfaced by a triggering event —

like the Rodney King Police Trial in Los Angeles — where the collective anger of a group



explodes into mob behaviors that cause people to collectively both express that anger, and

do damage to whoever is perceived to be the target of the mob.

The consequences of riots tend to be functionally bad for Peace for each riot setting
because the riots create such clear intergroup division, and because the people who are
personally damaged by the riots tend to never forget or forgive the damages they

experience from the other group who make them riot victims.

Riots leave scars. Riots can destroy intergroup trust and they can make intergroup
respect disappear forever for some people who have personally been adversely affected and

damaged by the power and the functions of a mob.

Riots Can Signal Underlying Intergroup Anger

The only positive impact of a mob can be that the readiness of people in a setting to
participate in an event-triggered mob can be a clear barometer of the existence of
intergroup anger, and tension in a particular setting that might be much less visible in that

setting without the spontaneous energy exhibited by the mob.

People in a community who were unaware of the existing simmering levels of
intergroup anger and stress are forced to recognize that those angers exist when they erupt

through the channeling of protest — including protests that turn into riots and mobs.

When mobs do form — generally triggered by an inflammatory event — then the
best outcome at that point can be to keep the mob from the levels of violence and
intergroup damage that too easily can occur from those sets of instincts, and to channel the

energy and the anger into a “demonstration” or “protest” rather than a “riot.”

A demonstration can serve the cause of Peace. The perceptions and belief systems
that exist for the people who are demonstrating in a setting deserve to be understood —
because those people would not have gathered together in that way in that place without a

shared sense that there was a legitimate reason to gather together.

Those issues that trigger demonstrations deserve to be understood — and for the
sake of intergroup Peace, all parties in a setting need to figure out Peaceful ways of

recognizing and resolving those issues.

Soccer Mobs Have Killed People In Several Cities




There is a seductive side to mob behavior that can, unfortunately, cause some

people to favor and even seek out mob participation.

Mobs actually can — for a very small number of people — be addictive. Some soccer

fans from some countries seem to have acquired almost a personal mob instinct addiction.

Those particular soccer fans who have that addiction go from venue to venue
looking for opportunities to trigger these instinctive behaviors, emotions, and reap their

neurochemical rewards.

Our team instincts are discussed in Chapter Five of this book as one of the six key
tools we can use to bring people together into alignment as groups. Our team-linked group
behavior instincts can function well to bring us together — but even our team instincts can
also create problems when the fans of any given team exhibit riot behaviors against other

fans of other teams in any setting.

Sadly, there are also a small number of people in our own country who go to mob
sites when trigger-events make it likely that a mob will form to exacerbate and inflame mob

behaviors, and to damage property and to literally loot at the mob site.

Some people who want to steal things or break things know that the mob setting
could possibly give them a chance to break store windows, or break into homes and steal
goods and property from those settings. In a couple of recent riots, the majority of people

who were arrested for looting were from outside the zip codes for the site of the riot.

Having the looters in a riot coming from other zip codes is another very clear
us/them behavior reality. Local people in many settings are less likely to loot “Their” own
communities businesses. Outside looters see the businesses in a community purely as

“Them” and feel no guilt in taking property through direct and blatant theft.

Again — as with our other negative instincts — the key challenge we need to
address is that some very damaging behaviors can feel entirely justified and “right” to the

people who are in each mob.

People whose normal behavior is to be civil, polite, considerate, and personally
decent in their actions and behaviors relative to other people can sometimes do things
under the influence of their mob instincts that are - at their core - damaging, destructive

and sometimes purely evil.



We Need To Avoid And Defuse Mobs

So if we do want Peace to be our state of being in this country, we clearly do not

want to activate mob behaviors in any setting.

We need to avoid setting up trigger-events that cause mobs to feel relevant to angry
people in any setting. When mobs seem to be forming for any reason in any setting, we need
to take the steps that are needed in that situation and in that setting to keep them from

being activated or inflamed.

The intergroup residual damage that can be created by street mobs — and also by

lynching mobs — should not be underestimated.

Lynch Mobs Have Done Great Evil

Lynchings have often involved mobs. There have been a large number of very
damaging and very evil lynching mobs at multiple points in our history. Those pure lynching
mobs in our country are not recent, but thousands of those mobs existed over the years in

various settings and they still leave scars today.

Those mobs created to lynch people exemplify pure intergroup evil and pure
intergroup hatred. They prove beyond any doubt that the intention of one group to damage

another group exists at a very evil level and can result in truly evil behavior.

That proof is visible to anyone who might doubt how badly our us/them thinking
can distort our values and influence our behaviors. The damage from those most negative
instinctive behaviors is very real. Victims of lynchings tend to be dead. Their survivors are

scarred.

People who are Kkilled by other categories of mobs are equally dead, so we need to

be very careful to keep all levels of mob instincts from being activated.

One of the reasons that The Art of Intergroup Peace calls for us to very intentionally
avoid having mobs triggered, is that the people who have been personally victimized by
mobs often have a very hard time ever forgiving the groups of people and the individual
people who did the evil and damaging things that were done while those people were under

that mob instinct behavioral influence.



As part of The Art of Intergroup Peace, we need leaders for all groups to be willing
and able to defuse mobs when they begin to form. We need leaders who practically and

functionally help to keep mobs in our settings from happening.

We need to recognize the angers and the emotions that can trigger mobs, but we

need to take steps to keep those angers from degenerating into mob behaviors.

Our Groups Instinctively Create Hierarchies And Select Leaders

Our instincts to have and follow leaders are also highly relevant to the Art of
Intergroup Peace. We instinctively name leaders to all of our settings. Our leaders have a
major influence on our collective behaviors. We need leaders in every setting to be
committed to Peace and to take steps as leaders to increase the likelihood of Peace

happening.

Too many leaders prefer conflict and even war as their context for leadership. When
we have leaders in any setting who are war chiefs rather than Peace leaders, creating

Peaceful intergroup interactions is much more difficult.
We create hierarchies at an instinctive level in just about all settings.

Hierarchies are everywhere. Wherever we get together as a group in some way — in
clans, tribes, companies, military forces, governmental units or even nations — we tend to

put a hierarchy in place.

We tend to feel stress in settings where there is no hierarchy and we also tend to
feel stress in those situations where the top position in the hierarchy for that setting is

currently unfilled.

Chiefs and Alpha leaders of various kinds are a common component and feature of
hierarchies. Almost every group ends up with a “chief” of some kind for the hierarchy. There

are tribal chiefs, war chiefs, and chiefs of state.

Corporations and businesses tend to be headed by a CEO — or “Chief” Executive
Officer. The “C-Suites” in companies are full of chiefs for each lead position in those

hierarchies.

Our armies have levels of officers ranging up to generals and — at the top of each

army — there is usually a chief. A senior general. A Commander in Chief.



We instinctively design hierarchies to have someone in charge. Captains can fill the
same Alpha role and function as chiefs in many settings. Our ships have captains — as do

our athletic teams and even our debate teams.

A ship without a captain can very quickly trigger feelings of both instinctive stress

and functional concern for the members of any currently leaderless ship’s crew.

Agreements Need To Be Reached By People With Legitimate Standing

That particular instinct to have a chief and be led by a chief is relevant for the

behavioral terrain that exists for The Art of Peace for multiple reasons.

A major goal of The Art of Intergroup Peace is to achieve Peace between groups.
Chiefs in each setting have a major impact on group behavior. That means, at a very
functional level, we are more likely to succeed if we have aligned chiefs in each setting who

function as a key vehicle and supporter to help make Peace in each setting.

Groups of people tend to follow their chiefs and groups of people tend to accept the

decisions that are made and the deals that are done by their chiefs.

Agreements between groups in any setting that are not blessed by the relevant
chiefs for each group have less chance of succeeding. Chiefs are often needed to be the
people who actually negotiate agreements and to be the people who formally reach

agreements.

Chapter Six discusses the eight most common approaches we can use to bring
groups of people into structured interactions. It takes leaders working with leaders to make

each and any of those structured intergroup interactions function and happen.

The list of intergroup interactions in that chapter includes ceasefires, truces,
agreements, confederations, mergers, consolidations, and extends all the way to full

intergroup assimilation.

Each of the eight intergroup interactions requires local people from each hierarchy
interacting to figure out the best alignment model for the situation and to put in place the

processes for the groups in that setting to make that alignment model happen.

Agreements that are made between groups are usually made by the people who lead

the relevant hierarchy of each relevant group or organization.



The Art of Intergroup Peace recognizes that some of the major intergroup
agreements that need to happen in some settings, can only be accomplished and can only be
done with credibility and with a sense of legitimacy for each group, if they are done by
whoever is perceived to be the legitimate and authorized chief — or chiefs — of the group

that is reaching the agreements.

Agreements Made By People Without The Authority To Make Them Tend To Fail

That is a key tactical point to understand in using the strategies that are included in
The Art of Intergroup Peace. Agreements reached in any setting are vulnerable and can fail if
done by people who are not perceived by their group to have the legitimate right and power

to reach the agreement.

When deals that are done on key group issues are done by people who are not
perceived to have the legitimate status and standing within their own group that is needed
to actually do that particular deal, those agreements tend to either not be finalized or they

simply fall apart over time.

Deals done by chiefs who aren’t accepted by their own group as having the standing
and the legitimate power to do the deal generally do not succeed in resolving the key
instinctive intergroup issues that might exist about that decision for the members of those

groups.

Some deals that are done by non-credible negotiators fall apart very quickly because
people in the groups involved don’t accept the agreements’ that were done as being

legitimate.

Others are simply ignored, because the people in the group don’t feel that the
agreements were made by someone who could legitimately represent the group, and who

had the authority to do that specific deal.

So The Art of Intergroup Peace strategy calls for groups who make Peace deals with
other groups to have people who have perceived leadership legitimacy for each of the
parties negotiating the key deals, and then to also have those same perceived leaders

explaining and selling the Peace deal that is done to the other members of their group.

Alpha Instincts Create Their Own Relevant Behaviors




As part of that entire hierarchical package of instincts, we know that when someone
rises to Alpha status in any given group, achieving that status often triggers its own set of

very relevant instincts and behaviors for that Alpha person.

That very basic set of chief-related instincts is directly relevant to The Art of
Intergroup Peace because the chiefs in any setting — as the Alpha member of each group —

tend to be very instinctively focused on a couple of key issues.

The top of that priority list for Alpha focus is often group turf. Alpha leaders in most
settings have clearly activated turf instincts that relate to their own group turf. The book
Primal Pathways has an extensive section dealing with Alpha instinct packages and their

consequences for intergroup interactions.

The Alpha members of each group tend to have their own set of turf and intergroup

conflict emotions and instincts fully activated, and they tend to act accordingly.

That means that the Alpha people in each group tend to be people who are often
very sensitive to turf encroachment. The Alpha are often the people in a group who are
personally most focused on both the intellectual turf and the physical turf issues that exist

for their group.

In many cases, the person who is in the Alpha role for a group is in that position
because he or she has a history of doing turf protection things at various levels for their

group.

War Leaders Often Become Alpha

In many settings — the person who has been perceived by the group to be the best
defender of the relevant group turf, or who has been perceived to be the best warrior in
conflicted settings relative to various group protection issues, or who is perceived to be the
best defender of the group belief system or ideology for any given group, ends up to be the

person who is selected by that group to be their group Alpha.

The fiercest defenders of a conflicted group are often selected to be Alpha by a
group to lead the group because groups tend to want to be well defended when conflict is

relevant.

That selection process and those selection priorities sometimes create their own set

of difficulties for intergroup Peace because those leaders who personally come to power



based on their conflict response and war skills can sometimes have a very hard time either

valuing Peace, or helping Peace to happen in any setting.

Power Can Be Addictive As Well

That is a key point to understand in each setting relative to the strategies embedded
in The Art of Intergroup Peace. Intergroup alignment issues can be particularly challenging
in those settings where the people who are in power and who love being in power actually

personally achieved their own power by being a war chief.

The Art of Intergroup Peace also recognizes that power has its own set of instinctive
reactions. Power can be addictive. Alpha people often very much want to be Alpha, and
receive both strong internal rewards and strong external rewards from their Alpha status

and Alpha behaviors.

Those are very instinctive behaviors and reward systems. Very consistent and very
seductive neurochemicals can be triggered by Alpha status. People who achieve power in
any setting tend to get the kinds of instinctive neurochemical rewards and reinforcing
societal reactions that often cause them — those people with that set of rewards activated

— to not want to ever lose their Alpha power.

Losing power can trigger very negative responses in people whose alpha instincts
have been fully activated. The Primal Pathways book discusses those sets of issues in more

detail.

So the reality is that the people who function as war chiefs tend to thrive in times of
war — and those leaders sometimes do not like the loss of power and the loss of relative

chief status that can sometimes result from the end of their war.

Some War Chiefs Make The Best Peace Chiefs

For those reasons, war-empowered or conflict-empowered Alphas can sometimes
be a challenge relative to any group negotiating a Peace in any setting. It is also very true
that Peace can be done very effectively in many settings with the explicit involvement of
those same war leaders — and some of the best Peace deals are done by former warriors
who know the horror of war and who have credibility with their people on war issues that

is based on their own battle or conflict leadership experience.



But sometimes the Art of Intergroup Peace requires finding a new set of leaders for

a setting who can more easily make a transition from a time of war to a time of Peace.

In any case, groups everywhere have hierarchies. Hierarchies have leaders. Leaders

personally all tend to have strongly activated turf and group protection instincts.

Those patterns are normal patterns. So selecting leaders based on their
commitment to intergroup Peace rather than their commitment to intergroup war is clearly

a good thing to be doing at this point for us all in the process of creating Peace.

Getting leaders in place and having leaders in the process who have the personal
hierarchical credibility to reach the Peace agreements is a key and important part of the

Peace strategy.

Alpha, Beta, And Theta Instincts All Structure Thoughts And Behaviors

The Primal Pathways book also describes what that book calls Beta and Theta
instincts — the instincts that people at every single hierarchical level have to be very

committed to and very aware of their own relative position in any hierarchy.

We all have instincts to know our own specific relative position — to know who we

expect to salute and to know who we expect to salute us in any hierarchy.

We frankly, very consistently, resist dropping levels in any hierarchy and we

generally aspire to moving up levels in any hierarchy.

Those instincts and that set of thought processes create their own set of relevant

behavior for people in hierarchical settings.

People tend to feel great stress and unhappiness if their relative position in a

hierarchy is ever at risk. People also aspire to promotion in the context of their hierarchy.

Leaders at the Alpha level can expect to be obeyed by people who have their Beta
and Theta instincts activated — but Alpha leaders can also find themselves at risk if they
weaken in any way that lets the Beta people in their hierarchy depose them and take their

Alpha status.

Peace can be hard to achieve if the people in Alpha roles are insecure in their
internal political support and are afraid of having their aspiring Beta leaders accuse them of

intergroup weakness, or of being a traitor to their group.



Those issues need to be dealt with situationally in many settings as part of The Art of
Intergroup Peace in order to create both the agreements that can define the Peace, and a
sense of legitimacy for each group relative to the component parts of any Peace agreement

that might be achieved.

Any time we bring people together in a setting, we are well served by making sure

that people have their needs met to have their relative status known and protected.

Cultures Are Everywhere, As Well

The Art of Intergroup Peace calls for cultures as well as leaders to be key tools for
the Peace process. We have very powerful instincts to create cultures in each of the groups

that exist. We need to use our cultures as a tool for Peace.

Today, our cultures in most settings function as the tools of our instincts, and our

cultures generally help us achieve our instinctive goals in each relevant setting.

Building cultures is another highly instinctive and universal behavior. We have
tribal cultures, family cultures, ethnic cultures, and organizational cultures. The groups that
form even in almost spontaneous settings often tend to create their own almost

spontaneous setting-specific cultures.

The next chapter of this book addresses cultures in more detail as a primary factor

for intergroup interactions and as a key tool for the Art of Peace.

We Can Use All Instincts For Peace — And For War

The basic reality that we face relative to The Art of Peace is that nearly a dozen of
our basic instinctive behavior packages can cause us to inflict damage onto people from
other groups and to distrust and dislike people from other groups. Each of those instinct

packages can make achieving Peace difficult in any given setting.

Our instincts to tribalize — to create and defend turf, to activate Alpha instincts
against other groups of people, and to function in mob-like settings all can create barriers to

Peace.

Each of those instinct packages — with the exception of mob instincts — can also be

tools for Peace as well as tools for war.

We need to understand all of those instinctive behaviors and we need to channel

each of them well if we want to achieve Peace. We need to understand both the thought



processes that those sets of instincts trigger and we need to understand both the patterns of

behavior, and the specific behaviors that they create.

Pattern delineation and discernment is an important skill we need to have. As a

package, we need to collectively channel all of those instinctive behaviors toward Peace.

We can'’t channel those specific behaviors toward Peace with full effectiveness if we
simply deal with each intergroup incident that occurs in each setting as an isolated and
separate incident. We need to understand our patterns of behavior and not just focus on the

pieces and incidents that are relevant to each situational activation of those instincts.

We Need Strategic Approaches To Peace

One insight from The Art of War that is shared by The Art of Intergroup Peace is the
belief that if you have a good macro strategy, and if you have clear macro goals in place,

your chance of success is significantly enhanced.

But if you only have situational and reactive tactics in place for each incident and for
each occurrence, and if you rely on entirely situational and tactical responses to each
incident and if you have no overall strategy that is guiding your overall efforts, you will very

likely fail and Peace will not be achieved in your setting.

Sun Tzu said that armies who had strategies would win — and he said very clearly
that the armies that were grounded only on tactics and situational reactions as their

approach to war were doomed to fail.

The same is true for Peace. We need strategies and not just tactics to also achieve
our Peace. That need to have an overall overarching strategy and not just rely on situational
tactics to deal with intergroup issues is a very real concern for both winning a War and

creating a Peace.

Peace Is More Than A Tactical, Situational Set Of Responses

Wars are won by generals who understand the physical terrain. Peace can be won
by leaders who understand the behavioral terrain that is created and channeled by our

instincts.

A Peace strategy that takes into account all of our key instinctive issues and
instinctive behaviors has the potential to use that specific terrain far more successfully than

an approach that treats every problem, issue, and intergroup confrontation and conflict as



though each issue is a unique problem that needs situationally tactical and incident-based

responses.

Our Overall Strategy Needs To Be To Use Our Instinctive Behaviors For Peace

The basic overarching strategy of The Art of Intergroup Peace is to use our instincts
and the behaviors and values they create to generate a collective sense of “us” for this
country that will allow us to be at Peace with ourselves. Cusp of Chaos and Primal Pathways

both point out how that can be done in more detail.

We need to very explicitly address and utilize our us/them instincts as a key part of
that strategy. We need to have our “us” instincts support us in achieving Peace. We need to
create an opportunity for interaction and trust between people who are not feeling
intergroup trust today. We need to activate our team instincts and we need to collectively

trigger a sense of “us” at a higher level that has win/win goals as a key collective belief.

We Need To Use The Entire Set Of Instincts For Peace

Cultures need to be part of the tool kit for Peace. We need to use our tendency and
ability to create, impose, and use cultures to build explicit and intentional new values into
each of our cultures. That will give Peace and win/win outcomes a higher likelihood of

success.

We need to use hierarchies, because they inevitably exist, to achieve the agreements
we need, and we need to use our hierarchies to implement them successfully. We need to
have our hierarchal and Alpha leader supported behaviors and commitments that are

credible to each group that will directly support our goals of intergroup Peace.

We need to deal with our turf instincts — and we need to recognize that any Peace
approaches in any setting that ignore any group’s basic turf instinct realties will have a

much lower sense of succeeding.

We need to overcome our very powerful and often invisible instincts against being a

traitor — and we need to make sure that our mob instincts are never functionally activated.

If our packages of instincts are somehow activated at the level where people are
treated as “Them” in the context of a mob, we need to defuse and de-energize those
behaviors and instincts very quickly before permanent damage is done in any setting. We

need demonstrations — not riots — when groups are angry with other groups.



Overall, we need to put structures and processes in place to reinforce any
agreements or understandings or Peaceful relationships that we might achieve. Chapter five

of this book addresses those issues.

At a core level, we need to make sure that the people who are working for Peace in
each setting can do that work for all of us without feeling like they are being a traitor to

their initial definition of “us.”

Creating Peace Is Both A Personal And Collective Agenda

Peace cannot happen in a vacuum. Creating Peace needs to be purely intentional,
very specific, and directly based on both tactics and strategies that reinforce the Peace

agenda and the Peace culture.

The next chapter explains the role that culture plays in that process.



Chapter Five — Our Cultures Can Be Used As Anchors For Peace Or As Triggers For

Conflict
We need a culture of Peace for America.
We also need a culture of inclusion and a culture of equal opportunity.

We need a culture that celebrates freedom at its most basic levels — including

freedom of speech, freedom of beliefs, and freedom of religion.

We need the culture of our country — and the cultures of the various groups and
communities that make up America — to be cultures of caring, compassion, and

collaboration — cultures rooted in mutual achievement and shared success.

Our cultures guide our behaviors every day. They give us basic sets of standards that

guide our decision-making and guide our interactions with one another.

To have the right set of cultural components be a key part of who we are as a nation,
we need to understand both what our cultures do and how to get our cultures to do what

we want them to do.

We need to make our cultures a tool for our beliefs — and we need to have
enlightened beliefs that will create a country for us all that gives us all the best opportunity
to achieve the American Dream and to achieve the enlightened values that we all share as an

American “us.”

We are heavily reliant on our cultures to steer our individual and group behavior

today.

We use our cultures in all settings to steer, influence, and to guide our individual
and collective behaviors. Our cultures tell us what we should do and our cultures tell us

what we should not do in each group context and setting.

Our Cultures Are Tools For Our Instincts

We are all creatures of instincts. We all have core sets of instincts that give us our

basic patterns of behaviors and our basic goals and objectives as groups and as individuals.

Our instincts actually set our overall goals for any setting — and our cultures then

tend to be used as tools in each setting to help our instincts achieve our goals.



We have hierarchical instincts, for example, so every culture creates its own rules

and its own expectations for hierarchies.

We have territorial instincts, so every culture creates its rules and expectations

about turf.

We have instincts to be on teams and to have loyalty to the groups we are part of.
Each culture creates its own loyalty expectations and each culture creates its own basic

team related behaviors and approaches.

We feel very right when our behaviors are in alignment with our instincts. Our

instincts generate much of their power by making certain behaviors feel very right.

Our maternal behaviors feel very right because they are directly aligned with our

maternal instincts.

Our child protection behaviors feel right because our behaviors that protect our

children are clearly aligned with our child protection instincts.

Our cultures actually have some of their power over us because our cultures have
the same power that our instincts have to make some behaviors feel right and to make some
behaviors feel wrong. Our cultures, like our instincts, can also trigger a sense of stress and

even anxiety when we behave in ways that are not instinctively or culturally aligned.

For us to succeed in creating intergroup Peace in America, we need to have
behaviors that encourage and support Peace embedded in our cultures — so that we feel

right when we act in ways that support and create Peace.

Rules, Guidance, And Expectations

To use our cultures effectively as tools, we need to understand what our cultures do

and we need to understand how our cultures do what they do.
Rules are a key part of the culture tool kit.

Our cultures impose and enforce their guidance in large part through creating group
expectations, group rules, and basic behavior guidances for each group. Our cultures often
support their guidance with basic — and sometimes very explicit — instructions to group

members about expected behaviors.



Cultures often enforce their guidance and functionally mandate their expected

behaviors with a blend of rules, regulations, guidelines, expectations, and laws.

Cultures also often enforce and support their guidance through peer pressure —
with other members of a culture putting pressure on people in various ways to comply with

the expectations of their culture.

When a culture is in place in any setting, that culture tends to be taught, articulated,

enforced and reinforced by other people in that culture in that setting.

People clearly can feel right acting in accord with a culture, and people can tend to

feel wrong acting out of alignment with a culture.

People Can Feel Direct Loyalty To Cultures

For many group cultures, people tend to feel a level of direct and personal loyalty to
the culture. Those loyalty instincts can be very powerful. Many people are willing, in a wide
range of circumstances, to take various kinds of individual and collective action to loyally

defend and protect their culture.

Some people have been willing to die for their cultures — perceiving their cultures

to be a key part of their personal “us” alignment and their personal identity.

Our basic instincts have used our cultures and their supporting features and

functions well as a tool for a very long time.

Those relationships between instincts, behaviors, and beliefs all make our cultures
extremely relevant to the Art of Intergroup Peace. We need to use our cultures in very
intentional ways as a way of teaching, supporting, implementing, and reinforcing Peaceful
intergroup behaviors and beliefs so that we can achieve intergroup Peace in each of our

relevant settings.

We Need Enlightened Values And Enlightened Behaviors Embedded In Our Cultures

To achieve the Art of Intergroup Peace, we need to make the deliberate and
intentional intellectual choice as both groups and individuals at this point in our history to

have this country be a country of both enlightened beliefs and enlightened behaviors.

We need to make intellectual choices about our key shared values. We then need our
intellect to use our cultures as tools for our enlightenment and as a functional process for

making our most enlightened ethical and moral values a functional reality for us all.



That particular process needs to be anchored on a core set of shared enlightened

beliefs about who we are and about how we should all interact with one another.

We need to achieve a level of collective enlightenment that needs to be anchored in
a set of clearly articulated and clearly understood core beliefs so that we all know,

understand, and can commit to as a shared set of key values.

We need to become an “Us” as a values-focused country based on those core beliefs.
We also need to become an “Us” in each relevant setting — so that we can achieve Peace in

each relevant setting.

We need to achieve intergroup Peace, piece by piece — in each group and
community — and we need to anchor the core values we create in each setting on the same

core values we agree to as a country.

Those key values that we can use and embed in our cultures to anchor Peace and
enlightened intergroup and interpersonal behaviors are described in the final chapter of

this book.

We need to ground ourselves as a nation on that key set of shared enlightened
beliefs. We all need to commit to those beliefs and we all need to act in alignment with those

beliefs so that we can actually be an “us” who is unified by our belief in those key values.

We Will Not Eliminate Our Old Categories Of “Us” In The Alignment Process

We will not eliminate our other levels of basic group identification as we become a

values-based “us.” No existing levels of “us” will be erased in the process.

Our basic birth groups and our most primal personal alignment levels will continue
to be real and relevant to us. We will continue to be diverse after we achieve alignment —
and that is a very good thing because our diversity strengthens us and empowers us in

many ways that are described by the Intergroup Trilogy of books.

What we need to do now as a key component of the Art of InterGroup Peace is to
add a layer of “us” on top of those basic alignments. That additional layer can be created by

our intellect — and it can be used strategically and functionally to do what we need it to do.

Our instincts give us the ability to add overarching layers of “us,” in addition to our
core sets of “us” — so we need to use that ability to be flexible that is given to us by our

instincts to generate an “us” that unifies us all as an American “us.”



We then need to use our cultures to do the things that will implement those

enlightened beliefs in the context of our lives.

We need that particular unifying “us” that creates alignment at the highest level for

all of us to be based directly on our core beliefs.

Instead of being a people primarily connected with other people by our race, our
tribe, or our ethnicity, we need to be a people connected at an overarching level as a people

by our shared beliefs.

We need to agree on a set of shared beliefs and we need to embed those beliefs both
into an overarching culture for the country and into the cultures for each of our other

relevant definitions of “us.”

We need to use that strategy of forming an overarching “us” at the largest national
level — and we also need to use that strategy very intentionally and very consistently at

each local group setting and community setting.

We Need To Embed Those Values And Those Behaviors In Every Culture

We need to be a values-based “us” with ourselves in each setting. We need to do that
in a way that creates both trust and shared benefits in each setting between the existing

groups in each setting.

We need our various group cultures to all accept and include the overarching
culture of inclusion, openness, and equal opportunity that we have set up as our

overarching values for our country.

If the cultures we set up for each group in each setting go down different patterns
and paths and have values that are based on distrusting the other groups or somehow doing
damage to the other groups in their setting, then Intergroup Peace will obviously be

extremely difficult — if not impossible — in those settings.

But if we deliberately embed values in each basic group culture in each setting that
says we very much want to be at Peace with ourselves in each setting and that we want to
support and celebrate each other’s success, then Peace is much more likely to be the model

for intergroup interaction in those settings and in the country as a whole.



We can create that set of values if we do what we need to do to make that strategy
work, and if we do that work using the intergroup Peace skill set that we need to use to do

that work.

Cultural issues, values, and guided behaviors are clearly extremely important for

both Peace and war.

Sun Tzu Believed The Culture Of An Army Is A Key To Success

Sun Tzu believed strongly in culture as a key tool for war. In The Art of War, Sun Tzu
made the point directly and well that the culture of an army was a key factor in the success
or failure of an army. He stated clearly and persuasively that the leader of each army should

think of the culture of the army as a tool that can help achieve victory for the army.

Sun Tzu stated very directly that a major role for the leader of each army is to create

the culture of the army.

He called for each military leader in each setting to personally exhibit specific
behaviors and values as a leader, relative to issues like discipline and basic ethics, in ways
that would cause the army to follow the leader and to perform and act in an effective and
aligned way as a collective entity that shared a belief system about specific sets of

behaviors.
He believed that an army with a unified culture was more likely to succeed.

Sun Tzu also believed that armies who had weak cultures and armies that had a

divided sense of direction would be significantly more likely to fail.
The same is true for Peace.

Creating and sustaining Peace is also much more likely to fail if we don’t align both
our collective culture and the culture-linked behaviors of our people in ways that will cause

Peace to succeed.

Clearly, if we want to see behaviors that create and sustain Peace, we need to embed
those behaviors in our cultures in each setting as beliefs and as expectations. We need to
agree on Peace as a goal and we need to have Peace be a shared value for the people who

are part of the values-based American us.

We need to make sure that each of the other group cultures that we align with do

not have values that work against Peace and steer us toward intergroup conflict.



We Tend To Have Cultural Expectations “Feel Right”

Even though there is great variation from culture to culture on a wide range of key
issues — like the selection of a leader or our various ways of creating weddings and
marriages — we tend to internalize whatever approach our own relevant culture uses for
each of those areas. It generally feels very right for each of us to behave in alignment with

the specific approach that is used by our culture.

We tend to be loyal to the solution approach that is used by our culture for each set
of instinctive behaviors and we generally believe the solution used by our culture for each

behavior is “right” at a basic level.

We feel the process to be “right” at a very basic instinctive level. We tend to be loyal
at a very instinctive level to the approaches used by our own culture and we tend to believe

that our approaches are the right approaches — at least for our own group.

Cultures Help Groups Achieve Goals

Every organization uses its cultures for the purpose of achieving its own goals.
Village cultures are created to protect and enhance the success of villages. The culture of a
school is set up to support the basic processes and the key goals of the school. The culture of

a business is used to achieve the goals of the business.

The cultures of our communities are all set up functionally and incrementally to

achieve what we perceive to be the collective goals for each community.

For each group, the culture is a tool. In some cases, the tool is very carefully
designed and implemented. In other settings, the culture grows almost organically from our

instinctive group need to identify expected behaviors for people in any group situation.

We have instincts to create cultures for every group — so every group builds the

culture that fits its needs for behavioral guidance.

We Can Use The Culture Relevant To Each Context And Setting

We also have very flexible instincts that allow us to have layers of culture that are

each relevant to a layer of our group reality and group functionality.

We can, for example, be part of a family culture and relate to that culture as though

its guidances and edicts are, in fact, “right.”



We also can, at that same time, relate to a clan culture that overshadows our family
culture and creates its own set of behavioral expectations. In most cases, families try to
build their cultures in ways that meet the expectations set by their clan or tribe for family

cultures.

We can each relate to a tribal culture or to a community culture that overarches our

family and clan cultures.

We can each relate at a more immediate and micro level to a team culture and we

can also relate at a much more macro level to a national identity and a national culture.

We have the basic packages of instincts that lets each of us align at those multiple
levels and we have the intellectual ability for each of us to situationally figure out which

culture is relevant to each behavior and each decision in our life.

We Have The Ability To Relate To Multiple Cultures

We have the ability to relate to each of the relevant layers of culture in our lives —
and each of those layers have the ability to shape, guide, and influence the other layers in
ways that allow them to function simultaneously without giving contradictory guidance at

various levels to the people in them.

We need to take advantage of that ability to have layers of instincts activated as we

work to achieve intergroup Peace in each setting.

We need to set up cultures in each work-site, school, and community setting that

have values embedded in the culture that support intergroup Peace.

When we have cultures in any setting that encourage conflict and that work in
dysfunctional ways against intergroup Peace, then we need to change the aspects of that
culture that work against Peace. We usually don’t need to change entire cultures to get them
to support Peace, but we sometimes need to change negative, dysfunctional, damaging, or

unenlightened components of a culture.

Culture Change Can Be Difficult

Changing a culture can be difficult. Cultures themselves often have an inherent
rigidity. Once they are created and once they are in place our cultures, in our most fixed
group settings, tend to both enforce and reinforce themselves in perpetuity — with people

in a culture who believe in the culture and who know the culture well, telling other people



in that setting how to act in accord with the guidance, rules, and beliefs of the culture and

even penalizing people who act in violation of the culture in some way.

Group disapproval can be a very effective penalty and enforcement tool in some
settings. We instinctively do not like to have our group disapprove of us. Group disapproval

can create effective cultural compliance and even — in some cases — cultural rigidity.

Under some circumstances, cultural rigidity can be an asset. In other cases, it can be

dysfunctional and damaging.

Excess Flexibility Could Weaken Performance

For basic logistical reasons, we should not change the cultures that work well

lightly.

Cultures would have less functional long-term value in many basic settings if the
cultures used were so flexible that they could be changed, in significant ways, by minor

whims or by incidental, situational, and basically circumstantial events.

When the culture of a group calls for harvesting wild rice in October every year, then
deciding to skip a year of harvesting for incidental reasons could create an unintended

famine for the group. Unintended famines are not good for group survival.

So we tend to be fairly rigid in following cultural practices that seem to have worked

for us in the past.

Cultures that work to meet the needs of a functioning group can be major assets for
the success and survival of that group. Putting a major culture guidance asset at risk in any
setting by changing the asset for less than stellar reasons can have a bad outcome for a
group. Culture change can sometimes put successful processes and effective approaches at

risk.

So we tend not to change cultures once we create them and once we embed them in

a permanent group or setting of any kind.
Once developed and once implemented, cultures tend to stay in place.

Cultures tend to become embedded as working beliefs in the minds of the people in
each culture — and changing beliefs for people in a culture can be extremely difficult once

those beliefs are fully embedded in the people in that culture.



Cultures Function As A Mental Model Or Paradigm

Cultures often function as a category of Paradigm. We do much of our thinking about

all topics in the world in the context of paradigms.

Our minds are designed to build paradigms about all major topics and to hold on to

our various paradigms once we have developed them.

Paradigms are hard to change once we have them in our minds as our functioning

belief system for any area of belief or behavior.

Paradigms can be changed, but paradigm change can require a careful and

intentional process to make any significant changes.

Cultures follow that same pattern. We can change cultures, but we need to do it with

some skill in order to achieve the most positive results.

Cultures, Strategies, And Missions Work Best When They Are Aligned

For leaders of various organizations, the functional reality is that the culture, the
strategic direction, and the mission or purpose of the organization needs to be aligned for

maximum organizational success.

Sun Tzu understood that reality clearly. He believed the culture and the strategy of

an army worked best when they were clearly and intentionally aligned with each other.

In our times, experienced leaders knew that if the leaders in any setting attempt to
implement a strategy that is out of alignment with the culture of the setting, the non-aligned

strategy that they attempt to accomplish is highly likely to fail.

“Culture defeats strategy” is an adage that many experienced leaders understand.

Another common management theory adage is — “Culture eats strategy for lunch.”

The truth for businesses is that leaders in work settings who seek overall
organizational success are often well served by working to put specific and carefully chosen
cultural beliefs in place that reinforce and support their organization’s strategic direction.
Cultures can be used as tools by businesses who understand what cultures are and know

how to use them.
The same is true for communities and for intergroup Peace.

Some Cultures Celebrate Conflict And War




Leaders who want to achieve Peace in any setting — large or small — clearly need
to understand that the cultures of the groups in each setting need to value and support

Peace in order to actually achieve and sustain Peace.

That is a highly relevant issue. Unfortunately, some cultures today celebrate conflict
and war. Some cultures are built on a history of intergroup negative and damaging

intergroup interactions.

Those cultures often celebrate the heroes who have done damage to the other group
in their setting. Some cultures have rich histories of celebrating warriors and honoring the

acts of war that were key factors in each warrior’s life.

We need our cultures in all settings to very clearly celebrate and support Peace and

to not just honor and celebrate the icons of war.

We can embed a set of beliefs about Peace into each of our relevant cultures if we do
it intentionally and do it well. We need people to believe in Peace. We need to convince the
people in each relevant culture and setting that Peace is a good goal and a good value in

order to embed Peace in the culture itself.

We need to call for people to rise above the cultural call to be embattled and to
function as warriors, and we need to ask people to choose instead to aspire as individuals to

a life of mutual support and Peace.

We need individual people to help their own cultures change in favor of Peace by
making personal commitments to live in Peace and to support achieve and protect Peace for

their group and their settings.

We need to very intentionally include, in each culture in each setting, the specific

beliefs and the specific behavioral expectations that support and achieve Peace.

Culture change is clearly needed for those settings where the current culture
celebrates conflict and focuses on conflict relative to other groups of people. Some cultures
pride themselves on being warrior cultures — with all of the dysfunctional intergroup

behaviors that can result from warrior behaviors and priorities.

Those beliefs and values that encourage intergroup conflict obviously need to be
modified for those groups by those groups in order to increase the chance of those groups

succeeding at Peace.



We need to celebrate the icons of Peace — the Ghandis and Mandelas who have
shown that we can reach out across groups and bring people together to mutually create

and sustain Peace.

People Grant Cultures Inherent Validity

To make culture change possible, we all need to clearly understand how much
power our cultures can have over each of us and over all of us relative to how we think and

how we feel.

That power is significant. Even our highly situational and almost circumstantial

cultures can have a major impact on our behaviors and our thoughts and feelings.

A group of people standing in a line will create a culture for the line. The culture of
the line will generally have rules for who can leave the line, who can “butt in” to the line,
and whether the members of the line can take a bio-break and still retain their old position

in the line.

The rules and the expectations of that line culture tend to be communicated fairly

efficiently in a very setting specific way for each line culture.

We give our cultures so much inherent credibility at an emotional and intellectual
level that people can become angry at a very visceral level when someone violates even the
situational culture of standing in a line. People can respond with significant anger if anyone
violates the culture that exists for a particular line. People tend to feel right acting in accord

with the culture that exists for each line.

On our highways, road rage sometimes occurs when people in cars are perceived by
other people in cars to be in violation of the rules of the situational culture that is perceived

by those people to exist for that particular road.

Schools, Businesses, And Communities Create Cultures

Every setting creates cultures. Schools create cultures. Businesses create culture.
The very best business leaders understand the role that cultures play in running an
organization and those leaders carefully script, design, communicate, endorse, and enforce

the cultures of their businesses.

The best educational leaders design, implement, and enforce the cultures of their

schools.



The best community leaders shape the culture of their communities.

Communities all tend to develop cultures that are self-reinforced by the
communities. Community leaders typically play a major role in creating and defining
community cultures — and community leaders are often the best vehicle to use if we need

to change a community culture in some way.

We instinctively act in accord with our cultures. We also instinctively follow people
who we perceive to be our legitimate leaders in any setting even when we are unhappy

about who those leaders might be.

When those instincts to follow cultures and our instincts to follow leaders blend,
and when leaders who have solid instinctive standing with us decide to change cultures, the

cultures that are most relevant to the leaders can often change fairly easily.

As an architect of cultural change in any setting, one of the most effective tools for us
all to use is to convert the leader of that setting to believe in and support the relevant
cultural changes. Leaders can actually change many cultures, but that process requires the

leaders, themselves, to be believers and advocates for the new culture.

Historically, Leaders Have Made Religious Choices For Entire Tribes

Historically, we have seen the religious conversion of leaders in various settings

cause entire tribes of people to follow their leader to the new belief.

The world is full of believers whose personal religious beliefs were inherited by
them as the result of a historical event where the leader of their group converted to a new

sect or a new religion.

Germany had Catholic tribes and Protestant tribes — because the leaders for each
local section of that country made that decision about alignment at some point in history on
behalf of all of their people. Those belief alignment decisions that were made at that point in
history by those leaders for their people continue to this day to determine the inherited

belief system for the people in those relevant portions of that country.

Likewise, the Shiite tribes and the Sunni tribes in each multi-tribal country can all
trace their allegiances to their specific sect based on a historical conversion to that belief at

a point in the past by their own ancestral tribal leader.



Those tribes in those countries continue to have those same exact religious
alignments as tribes to this day. Leaders made those commitments at a point in history for
each of their people in all of those settings and people today inherit their personal

connection to that specific alignment simply by being born.

In those settings, individual people do not make individual belief choices. Their
beliefs are assigned, not ascertained, and the assignment process is so rigid that people can

be executed as traitors if they choose to connect to another religion in some settings.

Leaders clearly have a major impact on cultures at historic levels. Leaders today also
can have a major impact on local cultures at very situational levels. People follow leaders

and that fact gives leaders an opportunity to actually lead in some key areas.
Leaders actually can change cultures today in many situations and settings.

Groups Can Change Their Own Cultures

Culture change can also happen in various settings and situations as the result of
various kinds of formal culture change processes. There are a number of deliberate and
legislative settings where leaders for various groups formally and officially debate the rule
sets and the expected behaviors for a group of people. When legislative or governmental
bodies are the vehicle for culture change, the new expectations that result from the change
are often embedded in laws and regulations in ways that cause those expectations to

become part of people’s belief systems.

Our country made major culture changes relative to who could vote that were based
on very explicit legislative changes. Once those sets of changes were actually made in the
law, the new process became the new expectation and the new expectations become the
new belief system for our people. We now believe in voting for all. There are no cultural

pressures today for taking voting rights away from women or from minorities.

Culture change can also happen through various forms of perceived consensus
where people in a culture reach a collective sense of what expectations are for people in

that setting in a collective way.

Those levels of culture change all have the impact of giving people different

behaviors systems for the relevant sets of issues.



Cultural behavioral expectations and belief systems can change for groups based on
both following leaders and on creating some kind of collective consensus on the part of the

people who are subject to the expectations.

Cultures Can Be Externally And Internally Enforced

Cultural compliance enforcement can be based on rules and laws, and culture

compliance can be based on an array of group behavioral expectations.

Family members are expected to honor the culture of their family. That generally
isn’t an actual legal requirement — but it tends to be functional at several levels because
family members put pressure on other family members to be aligned with those specific

expectations for their family.

External reinforcement for each of us as individuals relative to family cultures
happens when other family members enforce the family rules in one way or another.
Internal reinforcement for those behaviors happen when a person in a family knows
personally that it feels right to act in alignment with the family culture behavioral
expectations and knows that it feels wrong to act in opposition to those expectations — and

then behaves accordingly.

The culture in each setting tells us what behavior is acceptable in that setting and
the culture tells us what behavior is not acceptable in that setting with that group of people
— and we tend to have a sense of feeling right when our behaviors coincide with the

expectations of our culture.

Our Cultures Are Embedded — Not Inherent

We need intergroup Peace to be a culturally expected behavior. We need Peace to be
a culturally expected behavior so that people will feel both right and safe acting in accord

with those sets of behaviors.

Feeling safety, comfort, and cultural fulfillment are all good things for people to feel.
We need people to feel safety and comfort acting in ways that enhance and support

intergroup Peace.

Cultural Loyalty Can Trigger Intercultural Conflict




One problem that we can face for Peace today in some settings, however, is that
people sometimes feel cultural loyalty to their own culture to the point that their personal

loyalty level to a culture triggers conflict in various ways with people from other cultures.

As a key part of the agenda to create Peace, we very intentionally need to take steps

to not have our cultures be a source of conflict based on issues of cultural loyalty.

We need to be sure that people’s perceived need to loyally defend their own culture

doesn’t cause conflict, anger, and division between groups at key intergroup levels.

We feel an instinctive need to defend our people and we feel an instinctive need to
sustain and protect our group values — so we need to not have our various separate
cultures somehow trigger behaviors in support of each culture in ways that can result in

intergroup conflict, violence, division, or even death.

Some People Believe Their Culture is Embedded In Them And Defines Them At A Core

Level

Some people will die for their culture. Some people will kill to protect their culture.
We see those behaviors at multiple settings in the world today. People are willing to both
die and kill to support their own culture and to do damage to the people they perceive to be

“Them” relative to their culture.
Some people feel personally defined by their culture.

Some people believe strongly that the specific elements of their basic culture are
somehow inherent at an almost purely genetic level in them personally. Some people
believe that their cultures are also inherent at a core level to the other people in their group
of people who share their culture, and that any deviation from that culture by people in

their group means that the person who varies from the culture is a traitor to the group.
Our loyalty instinct and our sense of cultural identity can both be very powerful.

Those are people who believe that one of their own personal highest individual
priorities as a person, needs to be to both defend and perpetuate their own culture. People
say they need to protect and perpetuate the Irish culture or the French culture or the Black
culture in various ways — and people are often willing to do battle in support of the culture

they accept as the focus for their personal allegiance and personal loyalty.

All Cultures Are Invented




That set of beliefs, thought processes, and behaviors can create significant barriers

and impediments to intergroup Peace.

People who have that set of powerful feelings about defending their own cultural
group at those levels can often benefit very directly from understanding more clearly what
“their culture” actually is and how it originated. Knowledge is power on that issue. We need
the people who love their cultures at those levels to understand that our cultures are all

situationally and circumstantially invented.

Some people believe today — very strongly — that their own cultures are not
simply invented but are, in fact, embedded in some very fundamental and basically genetic

way in themselves.

“I am Irish,” someone might say, “So I am Irish to the core of who [ am. I am in synch
with the basic Irish culture. I do Irish things. It is what I do. [ am Irish at my most basic level.
[ will do battle and I will even die to defend the Irish culture because that culture is who I
am at my very essence. | have Irish blood. Irish is who I am and Irish is what I am, down to

the bone and the core and the center of my being.”

That is an extreme example, but there are significant numbers of people who hold
beliefs about their cultures at those extreme levels. There are also significant numbers of
people who have those same basic loyalty patterns and those same types of feelings and

beliefs about their cultures, but have those beliefs at less extreme levels.

We Have Strong Instincts To Be Loyal

We have strong instincts to be loyal. We can be loyal to our family, our group, our
community, or to any other group that creates a sense of “us” that is clear enough to trigger
loyalty. Once our loyalty instincts are activated, we feel a need to defend whatever grouping

that has activated those instincts.
Our cultures are often the target, object, and subject for our loyalty instinct set.

People make clear statements about the importance of their personal cultural
linkage and about the intensely perceived personal inherency of their culture to them as

individuals as a motivating and behavior-influencing factor for their lives.

Those kinds of culture loyalty commitments and feelings and the personal and

intergroup behaviors that result from those commitments exist all over the planet.



Many people from many cultures believe that they personally need to support their
culture, defend their culture, and perpetuate their culture. There are a significant number of
people who believe that their culture is more important than their own lives. Some people

will die to protect or defend whatever they define or perceive their culture to be.

We clearly can be significantly influenced by our instincts to be loyal. The focus of
our loyalty can be our group, our family, our team, our leaders, or our culture. Those

instincts can create major motivational energy in each of us when they are triggered.

Those loyalty instincts can cause us to do good, heroic, positive, and reinforcing
things for our own people. Those instincts can cause us to act in ways that create value and
benefit for our people. Those instincts can trigger good and productive values, beliefs, and

behaviors.

That same set of loyalty-based behaviors can, however, impede Peace. They can
impede Peace if we feel that our direct loyalty to specific elements and components of our
culture needs to be a higher priority for us than helping both our group and other groups
achieve intergroup Peace. They can also be a problem if we feel that loyalty to our culture
requires us to execute negative, divisive, and damaging actions relative to people from other

cultures.

Being Irish Is A Learned Behavior — Not A Genetic Functionality

We need to reduce the negative impact of those instincts as a key strategy for The

Art of Intergroup Peace.

We need to begin by helping people to understand at an intellectual level that being
culturally and functionally Irish at an embedded and inherent level actually isn’t an accurate
or true descriptor of the situationally created cultural determinants and the behavioral

influences that do exist for that person.

Being Irish actually is a learned set of behaviors — not a gene. Being Irish is not a
biologically defined, individually inevitable, and personally inherent set of behaviors,
attributes, or beliefs for any person, regardless of their personal sense of intense cultural

loyalty to being Irish.

Being Irish is behaviorally and experientially imprinted — but it is not biologically

embedded or built into actual processes or behaviors of any kind.



Being Irish Is Imprinted — Not Embedded

We need people to understand the fact that if a thousand Irish children were lifted
at birth and brought to Fiji and raised entirely in Fiji — and if a thousand children from Fiji
were simultaneously brought to Ireland at birth and raised there — with no contact of any
kind by either group of children with any part of their ancestral land or with any piece of
their ancestral cultural heritage, then the likelihood of any of the Irish children who are now
living in Fiji somehow inventing and implementing the specific pieces that define the
current Irish culture in that new setting and completely spontaneously and collectively
using either shamrocks or green beer as an icon for their group on that lovely Pacific island

is pretty close to zero.
Any similarity between the details of the two cultures would be accidental.

Cultures are learned and cultures are invented. Cultures are not biologically
embedded. We don’t acquire them by birth. We do, however, begin to acquire them at birth.
We each embed our cultures into our thought processes through our life experiences and

our environmental influences.

Our key cultures do clearly feel inherent. They are not inherent. We acquire them
situationally. The children from one culture who would be transplanted at birth to an
initially new setting would simply and directly invent a new culture that is specific to that

environment and to the actual context they are in.

There would be nothing “Irish” in the specifics of the culture that the children with

Irish ancestors would invent on Fiji.

Likewise, the children who were transported to Ireland from Fiji would not build a
culture in Ireland that would be anchored and tied in any way to the value patterns, belief
systems, and the lifestyle factors of the Pacific Ocean Islanders. There would be no link to
those cultural factors if the children from Fiji who grew up entirely in Ireland had no actual

links at any behavioral or experiential level to Fiji.

Cultures would absolutely exist in each new setting. Each transplanted child would

be part of a new culture in the new setting.

All of the children in each setting would definitely have, acquire, and create a new

culture in their new place. The new group culture that they would collectively create as



people in each setting would actually be unique and specific to the culture that they would

collectively and situationally define and invent in the new place.

That new culture that the children form those old cultures built on their own in each
new setting would not be echoes of an older culture that was somehow biologically scripted

and sculpted in each of them by their direct ancestral, genetic tribal roots.

Cultures, However, Feel Inherent To Each Of Us

Cultures are learned and cultures are invented. Every single one... All cultures are

invented and all cultures are learned.

That is not how the culture linking process generally feels to us, however. We each
relate very directly to our embedded culture and that embedding feels very much like it

defines us at a core level.

That feeling does tend to trigger our personal loyalty instincts to our current

cultures at a core feeling level, but it is only a feeling — not an inherency.

To succeed in the Art of Peace, we need to understand both how the culture building
and culture embedding process actually works and we need to remember and understand

how that process almost always feels to people.

We need to understand those issues because we need to be able to modify our
cultures in some important ways to achieve Peace. Cultural rigidity on key intergroup issues
can easily impede Peace. We very much need to modify our cultures when any current

elements of our cultures cause us to hate and harm other people, for example.
We can each make choices.

We do not actually need to hate the people our culture tells us to hate. The fact that
our culture tells us to hate someone does not mean that we should or must actually hate
them. We each need to rise above our cultures and we each need to make our own

individual and intellectual decisions about who or what we should actually hate.

We each need to make those decisions about other people in light of the specific sets
of ethical values we each choose to use to guide our lives. We need to make enlightened
personal decisions — and we also need to act in enlightened ways to change the culture we
are in to change the values that need to be changed. Instead of having our cultures tell us

who to hate, we need to change our cultures so they don’t tell us to hate anyone.



Modification of cultures is possible. We can choose to change our current cultures.

Both change and choice are possible. Both change and choice are highly desirable.

We each have both the right to change negative elements of our cultures and we
each have the accountability to change negative elements of our cultures when those

elements of our cultures need to be changed.

We Need To Change Cultures That Cause Us To Dislike Other Groups Of People

We need to understand that if our current culture causes us to detest, fear, and harm
another set of people, it is entirely legitimate, appropriate, and functionally correct and

right and even imperative for us to change that part of our culture.

We can choose in our own lives not to have those feelings and beliefs for ourselves
— and we can do what we can to both change the beliefs of other people in our culture, and

to change the culture itself.

We do not need to feel that kind of change if what would be a clearly dysfunctional,
negative, damaging, and corrupt part of our old culture represents a betrayal at any level of
who we are or even represents an attack at any level on the group who comprises our

original culture.
Our goal is to improve the world for our group — not damage our group in any way.

Those changes to act in more positive and enlightened ways can make our culture

better — and they can cause our culture to serve us all more effectively in the long run.
We need to anchor those behaviors on an enlightened set of core beliefs.

We need to be people who believe in our common humanity and who believe both

in our common values and in a common commitment to real Peace.

We need true believers who shape cultures rather than being true believers who are

sent down dysfunctional and evil paths by our cultures.

We Need Our Cultures

Cultures do important work. Cultures have great value. We need our cultures. We
should respect our cultures and we should honor and celebrate the people who built them.
We should each enjoy the creativity that is embedded in our cultures and we should

simultaneously enjoy the creativity that has been built into other cultures.



We need to learn to appreciate other cultures even if we don’t choose to have them

run our own lives as our personal culture of choice.

The Art of Intergroup Peace calls for each of us to help our own cultures to evolve as
we create better and more effective ways of having groups of people interacting Peacefully

with one another.

Culture change can make new sets of behaviors and beliefs feel right. When we
become more enlightened on any given set of behaviors, we can embed those new
behaviors into our expectations and our laws and it will feel very right to act in those

enlightened ways. That will be a positive thing for us all.

Embedding Enlightenment Into Laws Can Protect Progress

We made our own culture as a nation significantly more enlightened by granting all
adults the right to vote, regardless of race, ethnicity or gender. We embedded that right to

vote into our laws.

Embedding that right explicitly into our laws protected that new set of values
against attack by people who might want to return us all to less enlightened voting

behaviors.

Making that new behavior both a cultural practice and a legal requirement helped

make that behavior a new belief.

We generally each incorporate our cultural beliefs and our cultural practices
directly into our personal set of beliefs. People in our country now tend to personally
believe in those inclusive voting-related values of our new culture. People no longer believe
in the values of our old culture, or in the old and restrictive practices relative to who can

and should vote.

We can make similar changes as needed on the other key values of enlightened
interactions that are outlined in the final chapter of this book. A dozen core beliefs for us all

to share are outlined in that chapter.

To achieve InterGroup Peace, we need to adopt those 12 values as our new

collective set of American values.



We need each of our group and community cultures to accept those beliefs and we
need to embed those beliefs in each culture to the point where we don’t have dueling value

systems relative to those beliefs or behaviors.

Some Cultural Labels Can Be Misleading And Even Inaccurate

We also need — in our very diverse country — to understand that our cultural

labels can sometimes be confusing and even misleading.

If someone says that a person needs to be in synch with and loyal to a White culture
or needs to be in synch with and loyal to a Black culture, the truth is that the world is a very
complex place and those labels are often not as useful as functional labels need to be to

steer our thoughts or behaviors.

That terminology relating to those kinds of groupings may feel very right to the
people who say it at the point in time when people actually say it, but those statements and

those aspirations are sometimes not a very good functional fit for the real world we live in.

Some of those particular broad group culture alignment goals tend to be

unachievable in fact, in our country today, much of the time.
Why are they unachievable?

There is far too much variation now inside the groups of people who fit both of
those labels for any sets of people with those labels to have a rigid loyalty to a specific

culture that is defined in any clear way by those categories and labels.

People who make those generic group-aligning statements generally feel like they
have a clear sense of what they mean by those words at the time those statements are made.

Someone might say, “I feel a deep loyalty to the Black culture on those issues.”

The Black culture of Mississippi, however, is not the same as the Black culture of
Chicago — and both of those cultures are clearly not the same as the Black culture of

London, or the Black culture of Kampala, or the Black culture of Jamaica.

Likewise, the White culture of New York City is not the White culture of San
Francisco — and neither of those cultures are the White culture of either Moscow or

Copenhagen.



There is actually no universal White or Black or Hispanic or Asian or Native
American culture. Each Native American group has its own culture. Those cultural

specifications for each of those cultures are not cloned or even interchangeable.

So people from each group do tend to feel loyalty in a generic way to their group, but
the actual group we feel loyalty to in those situations is usually a specific subset of people

that is relevant to our own specific situation and our own setting.

Feeling loyalty to a more generic group name like White or Black or Hispanic — that
actually reflects clusters of groups rather than a simple and clear set of people with an
actual shared culture and a specific value set — can be confusing and functionally hard to

do.

Being loyal to a collective group culture and expecting other people to also be loyal
to that same culture using those broad skin color-based or ethnicity-linked labels, is

impossible.

The actual cultures that do exist in those categories are actually setting specific
cultures, and the basic cultures in each setting that exist underneath those labels are very

group specific.

Those cultural categories aren’t universal by ethnicity, by skin color, or by race as a

label for an actual existing culture.

Each culture for each group is situationally and circumstantially invented in the

specific context that the people who invent the culture live in.

The Black Culture Of Kampala Is Not The Black Culture Of Watts

Each culture has its own specific legacy elements that reflect its historic roots, and
each culture modifies its behaviors and expectations to respond to the environment and

setting each culture is in.

[t is a very complex set of circumstances and realities. We all want it to be simple —
and we all want to know which culture we are part of — but that is often not an easy thing

to do.

At a very core level, group cultures are situational and group cultures change. Using
generic labels for clusters of cultures can be confusing at multiple levels. Feeling loyalty to a

generic label can be difficult at best and dysfunctional at worst.



The Black culture of Chicago — to the extent that all of Chicago could be perceived
to have one Black culture — clearly is very different than the Black culture of Havana, Cuba

or the black culture of Kampala.

Even in Kampala, that specific label is useless, because the Black cultures that exist
in that city vary significantly by the 40 clearly different ethnicities that comprise that very

diverse country.

Each cultural group in Uganda takes great pride in the specific and unique aspects of
their own group culture. Blending does not happen. There actually is no “Black” culture

even for Kampala or for Uganda as an overall group of people.

Likewise, the White culture of London is significantly different than the White
culture of San Francisco and the White culture of Mobile, Alabama. Those labels feel right in
some settings to some people who use them in those settings, but they are not helpful in
identifying a set of either consistent behaviors or specific beliefs for the people in those

groups between and across those kinds of settings.

When we call for loyalty to our culture, and when we use those kinds of labels to call
for group loyalty, it can be useful to understand exactly which specific cultures and what
specific sets of expected behaviors we mean when we use those sets of generic labels for

our culture.

As we look at intergroup issues in each setting, it is most useful to get a sense in
each setting of which groups are relevant to each setting and to get a sense of what are the
shared identity functions and the shared beliefs and realities for each relevant group in that

setting.

When there are overarching reasons for groups in various settings to act in
alignment with one another in response to common threats, common enemies, common
beliefs, or common opportunities, those factors can be used to create alignment and

collaboration in the context of those issues.

Our Instincts Defend Our Us — Our Cultures Define Our Us

Our cultures in each setting and for each group are tools that exist because they

have generally served us well as a group in each setting.



We should honor the people who built the culture we are in. We should respect the

values that our cultures have embedded in them.

But we also need to know that our cultures are not worth dying for as an act of pure
instinctive cultural loyalty. Intense loyalty to a culture can ruin lives of people in defense of
a functional behavioral artifact that was situationally invented, and that has no inherent

value on its own.

All cultures are just inventions. We should not give our lives to protect those
inventions. We also should re-invent our cultures in any setting when that re-invention

more effectively meets the current and actual needs of our group.

We need our cultures to serve our groups. We do not want our groups to serve our

cultures.

That does not mean that we should damage, disregard, or even randomly change
our local group culture or our own primal group “us”-linked cultures or identities. Cultures

can be very good things. We can and should celebrate and enjoy our cultures.
The key to remember is — we invented them. They did not invent us.

We should enjoy the creativity that turned our basic package of instincts into shared

rule sets used by the people whose culture we share.

We Should Celebrate The Diversity Of Our Cultures

We should also celebrate and enjoy the great diversity of cultures that exist. We
should learn to appreciate the great and positive impact that various cultures can have on

each other when cultures interact with each other in Peaceful ways.

In the United States, our music, food, apparel, art, and thought processes are all
obviously much better and richer because we are so multi-cultural in our learning and in
our communities, and because we are open and flexible in our willingness to benefit from

the best features of other cultures.

The blending of our cultures in a wide range of American settings has given us great

diversity in our food, our clothing, our art, and our music.

Some countries have absolute rigidity and uniformity on almost every cultural point.

People in some settings wear only very basic uniforms that are approved by the culture.



People in some settings are only allowed to experience the art, music, and food of their own

local cultures.

We are blessed with the ability in our country to share a wide range of cultural
inventions and functions. Our cultural diversity makes life in this country more interesting,

and the fruits of that diversity have improved life in multiple ways for all of us.

That is a very good thing. We should appreciate the value of our extensive American

intercultural experience.

In each community, organization, work place, school, or group setting, we should
celebrate our diversity of cultures and we should simultaneously agree to embed in each
culture some key and enlightened beliefs about who we are and how we should interact

with one another.

We need to use our cultures as tools for enlightened behaviors — not have our

cultures push us into unenlightened behaviors and beliefs.
We should take control over our destiny by using our cultures to help us succeed.

The next chapter of this book explains how that can be done.



Chapter Six — We Can Build And Shape Our Cultures To Meet Our Needs

We can make choices about how to use our cultures as tools to achieve our goals and

to make our most enlightened beliefs and behaviors a functional reality.

Understanding that we actually invent and create our cultures gives us significant

power over our cultures.

Understanding that we each invent our cultures can also allow us to interact more

effectively with other cultures in more inclusive, accepting, and creative ways.

When we understand that each and every culture is invented, then we can utilize
our cultures as tools and not perceive them to be either definitional, definitive, or

determinative of who we are and what we do.

Understanding the role and purpose of cultures gives us the ability to modify and
enhance our own cultures through a set of very intentional and strategic interactions with
our cultures, without feeling disloyal or feeling traitorous to our own basic group’s culture

for changing the culture to make it better.

Leaders in all settings have the ability to steer, use, and modify their group’s culture.
Culture change can be difficult. But once people in any setting move to a different cultural
expectation on key points, the new expectation in the culture on those specific points tends
to be internalized in each person and the old expectation on a given issue is not only
replaced — it is often even forgotten by the people who used to use that old expectation as a

guide.

In the case of organizations, educational institutions, and various work settings,
cultures can be designed, implemented, protected, and perpetuated by the people who lead

them.

As noted earlier in this book, the very best business leaders often create, define, and

use the cultures of their businesses as tools to make their businesses more successful.

Community leaders can also make changes in the cultures of the communities they

serve that create better outcomes and better behaviors for their communities.

Our cultures in all of those settings are not locked into rigid manifestations that
need to stay in place in their most rigid and inflexible forms. We can change our culture in

every setting.



We need to use that ability in very intentional and strategic ways to have our
cultures serve our beliefs. We need to use the right set of culture change tools to make our

cultures better than they would have been without being changed.

Seven Steps For Improving A Culture

As we build a culture of Peace for America, we need to embed the right set of values

and the right set of beliefs in that overall culture of Peace.

We also need to make enlightened decisions relative to some key choices about our
cultural beliefs in each group and setting. We need to steer and embed those better beliefs
into enlightened cultural expectations and positive collective behaviors in each group and

setting that we are in.

Sun Tzu wrote about the five key elements that are needed to create the culture of
an army. Similarly, there are seven key steps that can be used to create or shape a culture
for any given organization or setting. Those same seven approaches can be used to help put
a culture of any kind in place in any setting and they can be used to modify pieces of a

culture that is already in place.

The final chapter of this book discusses the specific sets of values that we should all
agree on that can function as the shared set of values that can help us all become an

American Us.

This chapter is more structural, identifying several things we can functionally do to
help change cultures or to put cultures in place in each setting that can do what we need or

want the culture to do in each setting.

Those seven steps can help business leaders create better functioning businesses.
They can help education leaders create better organizations for making education a more

successful process.

They can help community leaders build community cultures that better meet the

needs of the community.

(1) Use A Clear Cultural Identity — A Name That Says Who Is Included In The Culture

A first step in the process of building or modifying a culture in any setting is to identify

exactly who the culture relates to. That step involves either figuring out who we want the



culture to apply to or — if the culture does not have a current name, then giving or assigning

the culture relevant group in each setting a group identity and a group name.

Cultures apply to specific groups. They are not freestanding and intellectually
autonomous belief systems. To build or modify a culture, we need to identify the group that

the culture will apply to.

Group identity is key to our thought process for cultures. Naming the group might
seem like a simple or excessively theoretical thing to do, but it is generally a useful and
important part of that culture development process. We need to name and identify the
group that is relevant to the culture we are building so that people in any setting know who

the group culture actually affects.

That group name clearly helps people know if they are or are not members of the

culture relevant group.

There is flexibility in the naming process. We can use an existing name for our group
or we can create a new name for a new group. Ideally, people should feel good and positive

about the name used for the group.

The group identity might say “We New Yorkers.” Or it might say “We school

teachers,” or it could say — “We IBM employees.”

Follow-up statements about the culture then might say — “We IBM employees

always put the customer first,” or “We IBM employees celebrate innovation.”

Those kinds of statements about the beliefs of the “we” group for each culture are
more effective when they identify the exact relevant group. Naming the group makes the
group a tool that can trigger a sense of “us.” The group name indicates and implies the

existence of both a value package and an expected behavior set for that particular identified
group.

So that is a good place to start the culture enhancement process in any setting. A
clear and functional label for the group can be invaluable to tee up the “us” statements and

the “We” statements for group members. “We do things in this way” statements about a

culture need a defined “we” sitting at the core of that statement.

In work settings or communities, that group name can be a very specific label for a

particular set of people.



As we build an overarching culture of Peace for America, we need to name the group

that the culture guides and defines so we all know who the culture and beliefs apply to.

That group for our country is the Americans who became and are an “Us” based on

the shared beliefs of the group.

We need to align as a values-driven “American Us” in order to have a functioning us
that can be an umbrella over all of the diverse sets of “us” groups that comprise the rich

fabric of America.

(2) Delineate the Culture

The second major step in the basic culture creation or culture improvement process
in any setting is to identify and clearly delineate the specific key elements of the culture that

we want to create, or change, or reinforce for that particular set of people.

To anchor the work of culture enhancement, we first need to know at a functional

level very clearly exactly what we want that particular culture to do.

As part of the process, we need to delineate both the core beliefs that we want
included in the culture and we need to define the desired behaviors that we want embedded

in the culture as tools to guide people in the culture into the future.

That should not be a random process. For maximum success levels, that culture

element delineation process should be deliberate, intentional, and highly strategic.

We need clarity on those cultural belief points that we use to build the culture for
each setting, because those points define what we want the culture to do and they define

how we want the culture to do what it does.

We need to know what behavioral guidance points we want to include in the culture
and we need to do that work by understanding the context of other key points that are in

place for that culture.

It is much easier to teach a culture and it is much easier to enforce and reinforce a
culture when we have both specificity and clarity about the key pieces and elements of the

culture.

Generically positive and vague goals about good behavior of some kind are generally

not going to create the most effective culture change results in any setting. So identifying a



core set of clear and functional goals for the culture is a very important and extremely

useful first step.

Honesty, for example, can be chosen by the leaders of a culture to be a core value.

Sharing can be a core value. Creating beauty or living in beauty can be a core value.
Continuously improving can be a core value.

The core values explain why things are done in that setting. “We are an honest

people here, so we do honest things” is a “why” statement that includes a cultural belief.

“We are a hardworking people, so we work hard here,” is another direct “why”

statement.

“We respect one another, so sexual harassment is not allowed here,” is another
example of a culturally expected behavior linked to a reason explaining why we expect that
specific behavior. Core values anchor that process of identifying the reasons for our

behavioral expectations.

The core values of each culture are the key to actually achieving each culture in the

real world.

If you are creating a culture, you need to think through the values you decide to use
for that culture very carefully. If you are modifying a culture in any setting, you need to
think through the core values you will want to use and also take a clear look at the current

values that exist now in that culture on that specific issue.

It is often harder to replace values in an existing culture than it is to embed values
into a new culture. The paradigm section of this book describes how to substitute new
values for existing values in an existing paradigm. It can be done — but it takes very explicit

communication about the new values and it takes a clear change in the old values.

In some areas of behavior change — for best impact — it might be necessary to
make the old value and behavior illegal. A culture that has an unfortunate and negative
history of allowing sexual harassment, for example, might need to make sexual harassment

illegal in order to remove it as an allowed future behavior in that setting.

Once the basic and core set of goals and key values for the relevant culture is
established, the implementation process can then use the steps listed below to make that

culture real and to use it as a functional tool.



(3) Create Expectations And Rules

Step three in putting the cultural development tool kit in place in any setting is
generally to create both rules and clear expectations for the culture. Rules are very useful in

many regards. Cultures tend to be rules based. Rules structure cultures.

Rules in a culture tell people in that culture what they should do and what they

ought to do. Rules also explain to everyone what the people in a culture should not do.

The expectations of each culture need to clearly explain what we expect people in

that culture to do and what we expect people in that culture not to do.

Values and goals for the culture need to be functionally embedded in both the rules
and in the expectations. So identifying specific and explicit things that we want people in the
culture to do is an important part of the culture-building and implementation process, and

identifying things we do not want people to do is an equally important part of that process.

Creating rules that enforce those behaviors can be a key tool to use for many of the

expected and forbidden behaviors.

Creating rules that clearly steer people to desirable behaviors and that steer people

away from non-desirable behaviors is a key step in that process.

(4) Clearly Communicate The “Shoulds” And “Should Nots”

Communication to people in the culture is a key part of the tool kit that needs to be

used to change a culture to put a culture in place and make it a success.

People in a setting need clear communication about the culture in order to
understand what the culture cherishes, honors, and values and to understand what the

culture expects people to do and expects people not to do.

The likelihood of success for any culture change in any setting drops significantly if

communication about those sets of issues is weak, unclear, and ineffective.

A key step in the cultural relevant process is to communicate very clearly the “shoulds”
and the “oughts” of the culture and to communicate them directly, clearly, and often to the

people in the culture.

People need to know what should be done as a part of each culture. People also need

to know what should not be done.



That knowledge will not exist and that guidance will not influence behavior in a

setting unless it is explicitly communicated.

A set of should and ought expectations can evolve for a group in any setting on its
own and when that happens, sets of expectations simply emerges on its own power, in any
setting, tend to be communicated informally and organically from person to person in the

group.

Organic, informal, and sporadic communication of expectations is generally not an
effective way to make a culture a success. A better way to create success is to have the
expectation development process and the communication process both done strategically

and functionally.

Functionally and systematically sharing key information about key aspects of any
targeted culture is more dependable as a communication tool than hoping that the new
behavior rules and expectations that are created will somehow be informally communicated

to all of the relevant people.

(5) Enforce the Culture

Step five in installing a culture or a culture change and making it real is enforcement
of the culture. Rules need to be created for each of the key things we want people to do and

for each of the key things we do not want people to do.

Those rules will only be effective and they will only have impact if they are actually

enforced — by regulations, vote, law, or by collective influence.

Enforcement of the rules that relate to personal safety, property protection,
harassment, or personal freedom is extremely important. Rules that protect people that are
actually functionally enforced in the context of any culture very much become part of the

belief system and the behavior patterns in any setting.

People tend to very efficiently and consistently internalize the rules that are actually
enforced. Rules that are not enforced in any culture tend to be ignored and those
unenforced rules do not become core parts of the culture or of peoples’ individual belief

systems.



In some settings, when rules are outlined and described, and then either ignored by
the leaders of the group or violated by key members of the group, the rules that are

communicated but not enforced can create both cynicism and dysfunction.

In societal cultures, a frequently used enforcement mechanism that can have
significant impact on steering behavior in a group can be peer pressure — with other
people in the culture expressing disapproval for specific behaviors that violate the culture.
Disapproval by other people in that setting for behaviors can be a Peaceful and very

effective enforcement mechanism for some critical expectations.

Actual penalties that are imposed on people for non-compliance can be very
effective as a change factor — so first writing and then enforcing laws that enforce cultural

expectations can give a culture the highest likelihood of success.

In a work setting, firing non-compliant workers who violate various kinds of
harassment prevention rules can help cultural enforcement of those rules. In a community
setting, putting people in jail or fining people for non-compliance with rules that protect
other people can create new expectations in that community about the need for those

particular behaviors to be followed.

(6) Reinforce The Culture

Step six in the culture change roll out and the on-going operational functional agenda

for cultures is reinforcement.

The leaders in each organizational setting need to reinforce the expectations, the
values, and the rules of each culture by repeating them effectively and sufficiently, and by

reminding people at all relevant times what the rules and the values are.

Constant reminders can be very effective to help people in that setting internalize

the rules and the values.

Once the rules for any setting have been internalized by people in the culture, they
do tend to reinforce themselves. People in any given culture instinctively and voluntarily

tend to impose the embedded rules of each culture on other members of the culture.

That only happens when the reinforcement process embeds the rules in peoples’

belief systems and values — and that takes both education and reinforcement.

(7) Celebrate The Culture




The seventh step in putting a successful culture or culture change in place is to

celebrate success in using the culture.

Celebration can involve formal and public recognition of people in the culture who

succeed in ways that are important to the success of the culture.

Awards and public recognition can be very useful celebration tools. Rewards also
can work. Promotions of people for compliance send a very powerful message about the

values of the values of the culture.

Awarding key titles to people who exemplify compliance can be useful to

communicate success as well.

Both icons and heroes can be good tools to use to exemplify, demonstrate, and
celebrate the success of the culture. It can be very reinforcing to celebrate the heroes of the
culture and to set up both hero stories and iconic teaching opportunities in various ways

about cultural successes.

Heroes become models of cultural expectations and culture-linked behaviors in each
culture that identifies heroes. The people leading any culture often benefit when they
celebrate their heroes because that celebration of the heroes tells other people exactly what
is valued, what is respected, what is expected, and what specific and explicit behaviors

exemplify the culture.

Icons can be very useful as well. A particularly positive and useful way of achieving
impact for tool seven is to create iconic stories about the culture. The leaders of each culture
need to create, tell, and retell key stories with both persistency and consistency about the
events or behaviors that help people understand what the culture is about and what the

culture involves.

Stories are highly effective as teaching tools. Iconic stories help to define a culture.
Telling and retelling the culture-reinforcement stories repeatedly gives them impact and

credibility.

When a culture is clearly defined, communicated, enforced, and reinforced, the

chance of successful use of that culture is significantly enhanced.



Cultures change very slowly and they do not change strategically when they change
of their own accord. Strategic change approaches can be extremely useful to speed up the

change process significantly.

Those basic culture-building and culture-enhancing tools work for a wide range of

cultures.

Those basic steps can be used at a macro level to help create a Culture of Peace for
America. We need to define what we want to achieve collectively with a culture of Peace for
America, and we need to support that culture with expectations, rules, values, and behavior

guidelines.

We need hero stories about Peace and we need an array of our iconic stories to help

us understand what Peace behaviors we should celebrate and emulate.

We need to use that tool kit intentionally and well to build our culture of Peace.

Chapter Ten explains how we can do exactly that.

All Groups Are Guided By Cultures

Cultures can be extremely useful in all group settings. Business cultures can be
combined with business strategies to create behavior patterns that meet the functional
needs of any given business. Community cultures set community expectations and values in

ways that can help communities succeed as places to live and thrive.

School cultures help define the students in the school to each other as an us and can

give guidance for the behaviors that are expected of the students in the school settings.

Cultures in each setting can be invented, evolve, and emerge on their own, or they
can be created by someone as a tool for that setting. The more effective leaders design and
reinforce their group cultures rather than having them emerge serendipitously and even

haphazardly from the setting, itself.

We Need To Embed Some Key Values In The Culture Of Our Country

We now need to do that same work for the entire country — setting up a culture of
Peace very deliberately and collectively, and supporting it strategically — as described in

Chapter Ten of this book.

We need clarity about our belief systems as Americans, identifying the key values

we share — like democracy, freedom of religion, and economic inclusion — and we need to



explicitly outline and describe those values and agree to share them with each other as the

foundation for defining ourselves as the American “Us.”

We need to embed those shared values in our overall national culture and in each of

our various relevant subgroup structures.

As noted earlier, cultures, once they are well established, reinforce themselves.
People in each culture tell other people in that culture what to do in synchrony with the

values and with the expected behaviors of the culture.

So when we say we need a culture of Peace in America and when we say we need to
link that culture to a broad and clearly defined definition of “Us,” then we need to look at

those tools to see which ones will work best to meet our needs.

We need to put in place a belief system for our new culture that says we are
inclusive, and supportive, and that we want to see all members of our society able to

achieve the American Dream.

We need a culture that believes we should have equal rights for everyone,
regardless of gender or race or ethnicity. We really do want everyone to be part of the

collective future of the American people.

Sun Tzu Described The Moral Influence

In The Art of War, Sun Tzu wrote that the culture and the belief system of an army
was a key factor that would determine whether an army would be successful or whether the
army would fail. He wrote that the very basic and most fundamental factor to consider
relative to the likelihood of an army succeeding in a war was what he called — “moral

influence.”

Setting “moral influence” as a primary, foundational, and fundamental factor for
winning a war doesn’t seem entirely in keeping with the spirit and ethics of war until you
read further and discover that what Sun Tzu primarily meant by moral influence was
whether or not the soldiers in any given army would respect the personal qualities of their

general and would follow the general’s lead.

To be effective, Sun Tzu said, the people in an army must respect “the general’s

qualities of wisdom, sincerity, humanity, courage, and strictness.”



He further wrote that the general, in order to succeed, must be organized, focused,
and in conscious control of the operational functioning of the army — including putting in

place the right hierarchy of officers to actually lead the ground operations of the troops.

Sun Tzu basically said that he could predict victory, in very large part, based on
whether the officers and the general officers, “administer rewards and punishments in a

more enlightened manner,” to their troops.

He actually preached “enlightened” behaviors — but only for the people in his

designated us — his soldiers and their leaders.

Sun Tzu urged the heads of countries, in selecting their generals, “to appraise with
the utmost care” which generals possess moral influence, “as well as which commander is
the most able” in a number of areas — and he said that the people choosing a general should
determine which commander has an army “in which regulations and instructions are better

carried out.”

So The Art of War places moral influence, enlightened behaviors, group functioning,
group structure, and the culture and the hierarchy of the army very high on the list of

criteria that is functionally necessary for actual military success in times of war.

Peace Can Be The Moral Focus

We also need moral influence, enlightened behaviors, group functioning, group
structure, leadership ethics, and the culture of our society to be anchors for creating Peace

in this country.

The core of The Art of Peace strategy is also built around the need for moral
influence. We need people to collectively create a sense of moral direction and moral

influence for America.

To get people aligned — and to succeed in overcoming historic stress points and
long standing negative interactions between groups of people — it is essential to get the
people in all relevant groups to share a sense of collective “moral influence” — believing
collectively that the process and the people engaged in the process for all groups will do the

right things and will do them for the right reasons.



We need to communicate both the basic values of Peace and the basic characteristics
of our leaders as people who can guide us to Peace and help us sustain Peace — not go to

war — when Peace is jeopardized or threatened in any real way.

We obviously need leaders with moral influence for us to succeed in Peace even

more than Sun Tzu needed those qualities to succeed in War.

We Need To Understand Why So Many Countries Are Failing At Peace

One of the most important things we can do to achieve Peace in our own country is
to understand why so many other countries are facing major challenges relative to either

creating or sustaining Peace in their own settings.

Again, as Sun Tzu points out in The Art of War, knowledge is power. Observing what
has succeeded or failed for other multi-ethnic countries can provide great strategic insight

for us as we deal with our growing diversity here.

We need to have a sense of what is happening in other multi-ethnic countries. We
need to look at what those countries are doing badly and we need to understand what they

are doing well.

That topic is the focus of the next chapter of this book.



Chapter Seven — Learning About Peace And Conflict From Other Multi-Ethnic

Countries

The us/them instinct packages that have shaped so much of the history of our
country can be seen in painful clarity in every other multi-ethnic and multi-tribal country in

the world.

We are not alone as a country in facing significant levels of intergroup issues —

driven by instinctive behaviors, emotions, and values.

In a very large number of other settings, a significant number of countries are
actually facing larger, more dangerous, and much more immediate instinct anchored

intergroup problems then the ones we are facing here.

As we create our own Art of Intergroup Peace strategies to help us build and
maintain a culture of Peace in America, it is useful to get a sense of the kinds of intergroup

conflicts that are creating problems relative to intergroup Peace in other parts of the world.

Intergroup problems, intergroup stress points, and open conflicts between groups
are the defining factors for hundreds of settings in the world today. Conflict is widespread

and conflict is growing.

Most wars in recent centuries have been between nations. Armed nation states have

done battle with other armed nation states.

That is not the pattern we are seeing for the vast majority of the conflicts that are

springing up in the world today.

The battles that are happening in the world today are not between nations. The

battles are actually wars inside nations.

A large number of countries in the world are literally currently at war with
themselves. Civil wars are happening in many settings. Very basic us/them instinct-based
intergroup conflicts are happening in a significant number of settings and those wars are
almost all battles between tribes of people fighting each other inside the borders of their

countries.

The number and scale of those intergroup conflicts has been actually increasing for

the last couple of decades.



In some of those settings where people inside countries are at war today with other
people in their own country, the internal intergroup conflict that exists now has been going

on for centuries.

The basic intergroup issues in settings like Barcelona, Belfast, and Belgium all
extend back for centuries — with local ethnic groups seeking autonomy in each setting and
with the national government in each setting opposed to any division or reduction of their
overarching national turf. Those intergroup divisions in those settings with aspiring
separatist groups have been going on for a very long time and those divisions continue to

both simmer and burn today.
Those issues are just the tip of the inter-ethnic iceberg.

The ending of colonialism and the collapse of the Soviet Union created more than
100 new multi-ethnic countries that are now self-governing and freed from colonial or
Soviet rule. Each of those multi-ethnic countries has its own levels of internal conflict —

with some raging at the level of open civil war. Syria, Iraq, and Sri Lanka all fit that pattern.

Those intergroup conflicts tend to go back far into the history of the conflicted

groups in each setting.

Former colonies and former satellites who now function as independent nations are
almost all experiencing very clear levels of pure instinct-triggered local intergroup issues

and conflicts.

For the former colonies and the former satellites, old intertribal conflicts that have
existed for centuries in multiple settings have been allowed to emerge after long periods of

colonial suppression.

Immigration Is Creating New InterGroup Problems In Multiple Settings

For a growing number of other countries that are not former captives or former
satellites and that do not have historic separatist movements, there are additional major
and entirely new levels of internal intergroup conflicts. The new levels of local conflict are

the direct result of growing levels of recent immigration into those countries.

Countries that had been ethnically pure for centuries are now finding themselves
with large numbers of refugees and immigrants who are from very different ethnic groups

than the original inhabitants of those areas.



Those major new levels of multi-ethnic immigration are creating unexpected
diversity issues and some very real and clearly instinctive intergroup backlashes in many of

those increasingly diverse countries.

The combination of all of those factors — separatism, tribal conflicts, and ethnically
linked immigration — has created a world at war — with countries everywhere literally at
war with themselves. Our basic and universal packages of Us/them instincts are creating
intergroup stress, tension, and internal conflict in a wide range of settings. Those instinct-
triggered conflicts in most settings are growing rather than stabilizing or being resolved in

any effective way.

The us/them instinctive behaviors that have been activated in too many of the
intertribal settings include acts of brutality, group executions, murder, rape and various
levels of intentionally evil ethnic purging and ethnic cleansing. The basic intergroup instinct
activation in multiple settings is creating groups of people inside countries who hate other
groups of people in those countries and who do damage to other people in those countries

in multiple ways.
Former Colonies And Former Satellites Both Have Ethnic Conflict Problems

The newly independent nations tend to be particularly active hot spots for

interethnic conflicts.

In a number of the troubled countries, significant levels of conflict are happening
now because the countries, themselves, are former colonies that had significant levels of
internal inter-ethnic diversity, as colonies, that wasn’t well handled or even officially
recognized in the processes that were used to create both independent status as nations

and future national governance models for those countries.

Colonial power has ebbed, faded, and disappeared in a number of African, Asian, and
Middle Eastern countries. Dozens of former colonies have become separate and
independent nations. Most of those newly independent countries are multi-tribal and have
extensive internal levels of intergroup conflict with other groups in each setting that reach

back into history to the formation of each tribe.

Those groups of people in the former colonies have multiple inter-tribal conflicts —

and the very worst of them resulted in major loss of life.



More than 1 million people were Kkilled as the tribes of India split into India and
Pakistan and another million people were Kkilled as the tribes of Pakistan split into Pakistan

and Bangladesh.

Other settings that were multi-tribal have killed fewer people — but the total set of

lives lost will soon exceed the lives lost in India and Bangladesh.

At roughly the same time that the colonies were freed, the dissolution of the old
Soviet Union and the ending of that functional Russian-governed Empire has created a

similar set of newly independent multi-ethnic countries around the periphery of Russia.

The old satellite countries and the former colonies have all achieved freedom and
autonomy as nations and they each now need to figure out how to deal with their internal

ethnic diversity.

In almost all cases, that new freedom for each nation has been accompanied by
significant levels of internal interethnic and interracial conflict — to the point of civil war in

multiple settings.

The internal ethnic conflict in those settings exists to a very large degree because
each of the former colonies had functionally circumstantial and historically nonsensical
external boundaries as colonies that became the official borders of the new nations — and
those nation-state borders often made very little no ethnic or racial sense for the people

who lived in those areas.

Those old colonial boundaries and turf ownership legacy situations that did not
reflect historic ethnic or tribal realities became the new national boundaries for each new

nation created by the end of colonialism.

For the former Soviet Union satellites who were freed, the current national
boundaries tend to make more historical sense. But there are a number of small, multi-
ethnic nations who were freed by the Russians whose long-standing internal interethnic
animosities had been kept under control for long periods of time by significant levels of

Soviet policing and Russian military power.

In each of those situations for each of those new countries, that external

suppression of local internal ethnic conflict by the external powers is now gone.

People From Warring Ethnic Groups Have To Co-Exist As Nations



People from a variety of groups are now forced to interact with each other as
separate tribes or as separate ethnic groups within each of those newly independent
countries. Those separate ethnic groups in each of those new nation-states are now finding
themselves in a constant state of intergroup stress, open conflict and — in too many cases

— active and bloody civil war.

Syria, Sri Lanka, Iraq, Nigeria, and The Congo all have internal ethnic groups who
hate other internal ethnic groups and who would rather be nations flying their own group’s

flag and having control over their own group’s turf.

Various groups in various settings want various levels of autonomy — and those
aspirations tend to be resisted or crushed — both by whoever is the local tribe in power
and by a strong desire by the international community to keep all current boundaries of all

nations intact.

International Law Obsessively Protects Current Borders

International law has an almost obsessive compulsion to protect current nation
state boundaries. That obsession is fueled in part by our basic turf instincts that tend to

make protection of current boundaries feel “right.”

That obsession by other nations to keep all of the nation state boundaries intact is
driven even more strongly by the fact that most nations in the world have their own
internal separatist movements to some degree. So the people who run those existing
countries with internal separatist aspirations very much do not want to see the precedent

set anywhere of allowing ethnic separatists in any country to achieve separation as a goal.

In most cases, the central government that runs the new nations today is dominated
by one of the local ethnic groups — and that group and that government tend to have their
own intergroup turf instincts fully activated. The leaders of those dominant local groups
resist any attempts by other local tribal groups — like the Kurds — to achieve any level of

autonomy.

Those people who are currently in power in each setting tend to want the current
borders to survive exactly as they exist today. Turf instincts are fully activated for both sets
of people in those countries. Those turf-activated central governments in those former

colonies tend to be opposed to local autonomy of any kind.

Soviet Empire Collapse Created Nations




The collapse of the Soviet Union freed two sets of countries. One set of freed
countries was the former satellites — Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, etc. Those
countries had been conquered by ideology — with communist parties in each country

granting power to the Soviets as communist leaders.
Each of those countries was returned to pre-communist freedom levels.

The other set of freed countries were much smaller former captive countries that
had been under Soviet and Russian domination. Each of those freed countries also had their

own tribal history and their own local ethnic concentrations.

The former satellites now run their own nations. Poland and Hungary are self-
governing. Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia split into ethnic pieces that reflect their own
internal ethnic alignments. Each is self-governing. Yugoslavia is now six self-governing

tribal countries — and they are not at war with one another or with themselves.

That process of splitting those countries into their historic tribal pieces made ethnic

sense — but even that process was not welcomed by other countries in the world.

The situation is more complicated in some of the former captive countries. Each of
those former captives has its own primary ethnic group and their own ethnic language. The
primary ethnic group in each setting dumped Russian as their language of government and
made their own historic language the official language of each country as soon as they were

freed from Russia rule.

In those countries, the formerly suppressed ethnic groups have tended to take
collective revenge at some level on the local ethnic Russians who still live there. They also
have tended to get control over any other local minority groups who happen to live in the

national geography of those newly independent nations.

The new local majority group in each former captive country has tended to do
negative things to groups they perceive to be “Them.” Ethnic cleansing has been a common

practice for those former captives.

They have expelled people who spoke Russian or who had Turkish ancestors from

several of those countries.

In the Ukraine, the Russians have made attempts to regain control over the Russian

speaking portions of that country. The local separatist movements have unified to help



those Russian speaking sections of that country leave the domination of the group speaking

the other language.
Russia, itself, is both a country and the lead nation in a new Russian confederation.

The new Russian confederation is made up of almost 100 ethnic groups who have

each been granted some local autonomy in the context of the confederation model.

Some of the Russian confederation members — like Chechnya — have their own
strong separatist movements — and people that are killing people in Chechnya in the

interest of separation.

Russia faces the very challenging situation of encouraging the Ukrainian separatist

movement while suppressing the Chechnyan separatists.

Countries Are At War With Themselves

The combined impact of all of those issues for all of the new countries that used to
be satellites, captives, or colonies combined with significant historical ethnic conflicts that
are still happening in the old multi-ethnic countries with separatist movements means that
there are multiple levels and arrays of intergroup conflicts happening today in a large

number of countries.

In addition to those problems, significant levels of new immigration volumes have
triggered their own set of intergroup instinctive behaviors in a number of settings who used

to be ethnically pure.

In total, there are more than 200 of those intergroup conflicts happening in various

sites today, and the number of intergroup conflict settings is growing, rather than shrinking.

All three categories of intergroup conflict are creating major and growing problems

today.

The history of those long-standing multi-ethnic countries tends to be a long legacy
of serious and almost perpetual internal intergroup stress and conflict. The problems that
exist between groups of people in those multi-ethnic countries are well known and they

have been obvious for years.

The issues that exist for the Basque separatist in Spain and for the Irish separatists

in Belfast have been known and visible to the world for a very long time.



Separatist Groups Exist In Many Settings

Separatist movements exist today in many settings across the planet as a result of
those two sets of intergroup realities. In a number of countries, the separatist groups that
exist are clearly defined local ethnic groups who have their own language, their own

culture, and their own group identity.

Those groups have not wanted to be dominated by the larger local ethnic group or
assimilated into the language or the culture of whatever ethnic group is the majority group

in each setting.

Spain, Great Britain, Russia, Mexico, China, Turkey, Afghanistan, Somalia, Sri Lanka,
Nigeria, and dozens of other countries all have very distinct ethnic and racial groups within

their boundaries that each want to become independent and self-governing nations.

The separatist groups in each of those countries very much want to determine their
own group’s future through their own group’s version of ethnic self-governance. Those
groups who want to be separate each have their own very clear group identity. They each

have their own group turf instincts fully activated.

Those separatist groups very often either want to become their own independent
and self-governing countries or they want to somehow become at least semi-autonomous

sections within the larger multi-ethnic countries.

Many of the Catalans of Barcelona, for example, want to stop being simply an

internal portion of Spain. They want local autonomy for Barcelona.

The national Spanish government has its own turf instincts fully activated, however,
and the people who run the national Spanish government have no interest in allowing the
Catalans to form their own country, and remove what the Spanish leaders believe to be part

of Spain from Spain.

So there is a lot of anger on that issue from both the leaders of Spain and many of
the Catalan leaders and people. Those issues will never entirely disappear for that country

as long as the people from that group believe that their group deserves to govern itself.

Melding into the Spanish majority group will not happen.



Similar situations exist for the Basque of Spain, the Sami of Northern Norway, and
the Welsh and Scottish peoples who are currently locked into the United Kingdom as

subsidiary pieces of that larger nation.

Colonial Armies Overpowered Local Instincts

The instinctive need that is very clearly felt by whoever runs the central
government in each of those countries to keep their entire country intact at all costs is
matched only by the equally strong instinctive need of the separatist groups in each setting

to separate.

The functional reality in each setting is that the central government and dominant
ethnic group has the army and runs the police — so the central government’s package of

instincts and goals tends to prevail in each of those divided settings.

In some countries like Pakistan, Indonesia, and Sri Lanka where the local tribal
groups actually have their own significant military forces, the central government has
significantly less power. Those countries tend to function more in a state of truce than a

state of union.

But even those clearly problematic countries tend to follow the overall tendency of

keeping any national boundary intact once it has been established as a national boundary.

As a result — conflict is happening in many places. All of those multi-ethnic, multi-
tribal countries are now trying to figure out how to deal with their internal intergroup

issues.

It is clear that various levels of inter-ethnic problems exist and function at a highly
instinctive level on what is almost a permanent status in some of the very old multi-ethnic

countries.

If local autonomy of some kind doesn’t happen, the Tamil Tigers and the Basque
bombers will continue their quest and will resurrect their opposition to the majority group

in their countries after each defeat and setback.

Immigration Is Adding A New Ethnic Conflict Set Of Crisis

Those old battles each have their ancient trajectories and their highly predictable

futures.



What is new today, however, in several parts of the world is the fact that

immigration is creating entirely new levels of local intergroup conflict.

A large number of countries in several parts of the world that had actually been
internally conflict free for centuries because of their long-standing internal local ethnic
homogeneity and even a degree of local ethnic purity, are now facing internal ethnic

conflict.

Some of those formerly ethnically pure countries are now becoming much more
diverse. That is happening in large part because of new internal ethnic conflict realities that
exist today in all of those former colonies and satellites that have displaced over 50 million

people.

Those displaced people are immigrating to other countries. Entirely new sets of
instinct-driven intergroup problems are happening between groups of people in the

increasingly diverse settings where the displaced immigrants are now choosing to live.

Some countries that traditionally have had almost no ethnic diversity and very little
internal interethnic conflict for centuries are now becoming much more ethnically and

racially diverse.

Sweden, Denmark, the Netherlands, Germany, and Austria all have significant
immigrant populations that are triggering local intergroup stress in multiple settings in

those countries.

Ethnically Pure Countries Are Becoming Diverse

That new stress and that new diversity are happening almost entirely due to new
immigration realities for those countries. Many of those formerly Peaceful and formerly
ethnically homogenous countries are currently seeing entirely new levels of intergroup
pressure, internal stress, and intergroup conflict because their historic ethnic and racial

homogeneity is rapidly disappearing.
Quite a few countries — particularly in Europe — who used to be relatively

ethnically pure — now have growing minority populations.

In a number of highly ethnically focused Middle Eastern and Asian countries, as well,
forced exiles of people from their homelands based on intergroup conflict is also creating

growing local diversity in a large number of settings that used to be ethnically pure.



The new diversity comes from several categories of new immigrants into those
formerly pure countries. In some cases, the new immigrants to countries are pursuing
economic opportunity. Jobs create an economic pull that creates new levels of population

diversity in some settings.

In other instances, the new immigrants are exiles — fleeing ethnic persecution and
discrimination in their former homelands. The exiles in those settings tend to immigrate in
ethnic and racial groups because the pressures that force them to immigrate are targeted at

those people by those same ethnic or racial groups.

Millions of people now live in refugee camps — and those people almost all had

tribal or ethnic pressure that caused them to be refugees.

Regardless of the trigger-issues for the immigration, the new people who move into
each country become a new category of “them” in that country and the old residents have

very predictable intergroup responses to the new groups.

The packages of instinctive intergroup us/them reactions between groups of people
that were described in Chapter Two and Three of this book are becoming internally highly

relevant to the people in all of those increasingly diverse countries.

In most of those settings, the new immigration levels are generating and triggering
significant levels of us/them instinctive reactions for all of the people in those countries —

both for the immigrants and for the indigenous peoples in each setting.

Ethnic Diversity Is Creating Intergroup Conflict In Refugee Settings

The standard set of us/them reactions that are triggered by intergroup instincts are
being generated both in the new immigrants and in the local populations who had been

ethnically homogenous in those settings before the immigration began.

There is anger on all sides in each multi-ethnic refugee setting. The new immigrants
feel they are discriminated against. The old residents feel like they have been involuntarily

invaded.

The result is an expanding set of internal intergroup conflicts that is changing some
of those countries in significant ways. So as we look at the rest of the world through the lens

of us/them instinctive behaviors, we see new immigration creating new us/them issues in a



number of settings, and we see old us/them stress points and conflicts continuing to create

their traditional problems in a number of other countries.

Europe Has Been Purely Tribal For Centuries

Most of Europe has been fiercely tribal and ethnically pure at each local level for

centuries. Tribal purity has defined Europe.

For many centuries, each area of Europe has been dominated and occupied by its

own local European tribe.

Sweden is full of Swedes. Denmark is full of Danes. Holland has been full of people
who are proudly Dutch. Local tribes have dominated local turf and created national

identities in each nation based on the dominant local tribe.

Each ethnic tribe of Europe has tended to have its own turf — defined by its national

borders.

The local European tribes fought each other as tribes across those borders for
centuries. Much blood has been shed across those borders in what were clearly inter-tribal
wars. For the past century or more, the individual people of Europe did very little cross-
border intermingling between tribes. People tended to stay in their own tribal territories.
People did not immigrate in any significant volume from Germany or Finland to France or

[taly to live.

If any people from any European country did immigrate to any other European
country, those immigrants were usually seen as a clearly identified outlier family in their

new country and in their new setting for generations.

That static and relatively pure ethnic environment for all of those European

countries is obviously no longer true.

Immigration Is Changing Europe

Immigration now has both lower barriers and reduced levels of enforcement in
Europe. Significant levels of immigration are happening in increasing volumes in almost all

European countries.

As a consequence, the old geographically focused local tribal purity that has existed

for centuries has been rapidly eroding in many parts of Europe.



A number of urban areas in Europe now have very large local minority populations
who are not from the original tribal group for that geography. That local diversity did not

exist and wasn’t even contemplated less than two decades ago.

The people from the old European tribes are still not moving very much from
country to country. Germans and Danes still do not immigrate very often to Paris, or

Madrid.

The new migration volume that is affecting major parts of Europe is from non-
European sets of people. A whole new set of immigrants has now flooded into Europe from

Africa, from the Middle East, and from Eastern Europe.

Non-Europeans and Eastern Europeans are both currently coming to Western

Europe in large numbers.

Cities That Had Been Ethnically Pure Are Now Diverse

Cities that had changed very little in their ethnic composition for centuries are now
changing rapidly as a result of that immigration. Multi-ethnic neighborhoods exist in many
settings and the people in those settings clearly are forming their own communities

anchored in their own ethnic group.

The religion of those areas is changing significantly as well. The major groups of

immigrants into those cities tend to be from Muslim ethnic groups.

There now are Albanian enclaves in nearly every major city in Europe. People from
Turkey hold jobs and live in Turkish enclaves in Germany and Austria. People from those

countries tend to have Muslim religious alignments.

People from North Africa fill the suburbs of Paris. Some of the Parisian suburbs are
now more clearly defined by their new residents than by their old residents. The most
visible cultures in those neighborhoods are no longer “French” and are no longer based on

the traditional French living approaches or the traditional French culture.

France has traditionally had one of the strongest commitments of any nation in the
world to culture and to its language — with strict rules functionally enforcing language
purity. There are now major areas within France where French is not the language of choice

for the majority of local residents.

Many Immigrants In Europe Do Not Assimilate



So Europe is becoming significantly multi ethnic at an increasing rate. As one might
expect and predict with any understanding of how instinctive behaviors work, that situation
is creating some major activation of us/them instincts, values, and behaviors in a number of

settings.

That activation of those us/them instincts in each of those settings is exacerbated by
the fact that very large percentages of the new immigrants are deliberately, openly, and
clearly choosing not to assimilate into the old European cultures in the countries they have

entered and now call home.

Many of the new immigrants very deliberately continue to be and function very
intentionally as a separate ethnic group inside their new country. They also tend to be

Muslim in communities where the inhabitants have been primarily Christian for centuries.

The newest waves of immigrants in each setting tend to bring their own old culture
into Europe — along with their own religion and their own history and cultural values. That
set of changes is creating new challenges to what had long been a status of local ethnic and

internal Peace in multiple areas of Europe for centuries.

In major parts of Europe, there are now significant us/them conflicts. Negative
behaviors, and intergroup stress levels are increasing at an accelerated rate. All of the
standard packages of instinctive behaviors and values that can be triggered by our Us/Them

instincts are being activated today in various European settings by that immigration reality.

Paris relatively recently had intergroup riots where more than 100,000 cars were
burned and destroyed. In that instance, a situation where French policemen shot and killed

two minority students was followed by riots and some very targeted intergroup violence.

Two For Two — Completely Impersonal Intergroup Perceptions

The goal of the violence, some of the riot leaders said at the time, was to kill two

French policemen. Two for two.

That was an example of completely depersonalized and purely numerical intergroup
revenge. That specific two for two response is one kind of thinking that can stem from
“us/them” instinct driven values — with people on each side stereotyped by people on the
other side to the point where Kkilling any two policemen felt symbolically right to the rioters

— whether or not those two dead policemen had personally damaged anyone or whether



those two policeman had any connection to any relevant issue or whether they personally

were wonderful human beings.

The police of Paris were depersonalized by the rioters in that thought process and

turned into a pure number. Two was the goal. Killing any two was the goal of the mob.

That is exactly how us/them instincts too often function. Us/them instincts tend to
depersonalize whoever is perceived to be “them.” Those depersonalizing thought patterns

are clearly being activated in too many of those intergroup situations across Europe.

Lynchings have taken place in some European countries, and political parties that

favor ethnic purity are gaining ground in a number of countries.

In another recent and very clear intergroup conflict occurrence in France, two
brothers who were Muslim entered the building that housed a French publication and

massacred a dozen people in an act of pure intergroup anger and revenge.

The intergroup tensions were high enough after that shooting that it was difficult

again for French policemen to enter some Parisian neighborhoods.

The conflict levels and negative intergroup behaviors that are triggered by

immigration are clearly being felt in multiple cities and settings.

The Internet Is Becoming A Tool For Inflammation

The Internet is fueling some of those conflicts in those European settings. This book
dealt with some of the challenges and the opportunities presented by the Internet in
Chapter Ten. Chapter Eleven deals in more detail with how we need to use the Internet as a
key tool for The Art of Intergroup Peace to increase intergroup understanding and to

support intergroup Peace.

Supporting Peace has not been the primary use of the Internet in the various
European intergroup settings. The Internet has been used in many angry European settings

to end local Peace and to exacerbate local anger and conflict.

Some of the most volatile and damaging intergroup conflicts in those countries are
now conflicts that have been triggered, fed, informed, supported, exacerbated, incited, and

inflamed by the Internet.

The Internet has a remarkable ability to transmit information and to do it broadly

and quickly. That very powerful tool can be used for both good and evil.



The Internet’s communication power can turn a very local and highly situational
inter-ethnic negative incident in a single city — like a local police shooting of a minority
student in one site — into a major explosion that reaches across multiple communities and

even reaches across multiple countries very quickly.

That kind of Internet-accelerated intergroup conflict across multiple sites is
happening in Europe now. The Internet is enabling various groups of people who want to
inflame peoples’ us/them instincts in Europe to do inflammatory things in multiple settings

with a high level of success.

There are clearly growing numbers of people who use the Internet as a tool to
create a strong, militant, and separatist sense of “us” for various ethnic or religious

minorities and majority groups in Europe.

Some of the Muslim extremist groups are among the most skilled users of the

Internet to both recruit supporters and to inflame situations in local settings.

There are also some political parties who have strong anti-immigrant positions and
there are activist groups that have very inflammatory anti-immigrant positions. Internet
sites for all of those groups have clearly been set up very intentionally to give people a

collective focus on a targeted set of us/them-linked issues.

Adding Religion To The Situation Exacerbates The Instinctive Impact

The current intergroup situation in Europe has been complicated and exacerbated
immensely by the fact that religion was added fairly recently to the basic tribal and ethnic
intergroup mix for many European settings. People are now very clearly divided along

religious lines as well as ethnic lines in many settings.

The initial and original underlying intergroup conflicts and intergroup stress points
that first existed in those European settings functionally tended to be between people from
different ethnicities. The first set of intergroup instincts in those settings were all triggered

initially by what were basically tribal differences.

But those tribal stress points were made significantly more challenging and more
inflammatory by the fact that people from various ethnic groups who have been moving
into the European communities also are people who have a very different religions

affiliation than the traditional religion of Europe.



The original residents of those European countries overwhelmingly tended to be
Christian or have Christian ancestors. The new residents are overwhelmingly Muslim and

come from Muslim tribes and ethnic groups.

Different religions that exist for the people from each group in those settings
definitely adds another very powerful and impactful layer of religion-linked us/them

instincts and energies to the intergroup conflict mix.

Adding Religion To Ethnicity Adds A Higher Level Of Disruptive Energy

That combination of religion and ethnicity has changed both the nature of the
conflicts and the intergroup perceptions and intergroup interactions in most of those

settings.

Most people in Europe now perceive the intergroup conflicts they are experiencing
there today to be based on religion more than on tribe. Adding religion to tribe as a trigger
for conflict and as a way of defining who is us and who is them has the power to
significantly amplify the impact of other relevant us/them activators and us/them

differentiations in any setting.

Most of the new ethnic and racial minority immigrants who are now moving to
Europe are Muslim. Most of the old ethnic Europeans in those countries were either
Christian or they were non-religious and basically secular people who had Christian

ancestors.

Even though the initial Us/Them instinct activation that occurred relative to the
new ethnic minorities by the old European majority groups in each setting tended to be
functionally more tribal then religious on the part of the original Europeans, the negative
intergroup us/them experiences that have happened for many of the new immigrants in
many of those settings have fairly often been interpreted by those new immigrants,
themselves, to be based very directly on their religion and not on their ethnicity, race, or

tribe.

Some Group Leaders Have Pointed To Religion As The Trigger-Issue

All of those factors trigger high levels of intergroup instinct activation. Tribe,

ethnicity, race, and religion can all activate us/them perceptions and reactions.



For the new immigrants to Europe who feel a sense of intergroup conflict, there
tends to be a growing perception that the primary differentiation factor that makes life

more different in their new settings is their religion and not their race or their tribe.

Several key religious leaders for the immigrants have very specifically made that
claim of religious persecution. Those leaders attribute the discriminatory intergroup
behaviors that have happened in various settings to religious causes and religious

motivations rather than to ethnic issues or tribal differences.

When religious leaders speak to religious followers about religious issues, that
communication tends to be singularly influential to the believers and the practitioners of

that religion.

The Perception Of Religious Conflict Can Be Self-Fulfilling

That perception can become a self-fulfilling belief, regardless of its original impact

on people in a setting.

Because that perception of religious differentiation, religious conflict, and religious
discrimination now exists for many people in those European settings — fed by multiple
very clear Internet and group setting descriptions of the intergroup issues in those settings
as being religious at their core — the conflicts in several settings now have a clearly

religious context.

That set of perceptions about the role of religion in the intergroup stress points has
currently caused some of the local intergroup conflicts in European settings to take on the
context of a more generic Holy War, rather than just being another set of local, situational,

intertribal, interracial, interethnic, instinctive intergroup negative us/them reactions.

A Holy War Is Hard To End

The negative and powerful energy levels that are being created in many settings by
the growing perception that their intergroup conflicts represent some level of Holy War
clearly will make achieving and sustaining local Peace in a number of European settings

much more difficult.

Religion adds a very powerful additional energy level to us/them instinctive

reactions.



People who perceive that their religion is being attacked tend to perceive the
attackers as being evil and perceive their attackers as being explicitly sinful in a very

theological way.

Religious Perceptions Are Self-Reinforcing

People everywhere instinctively defend their own group. People tend to defend
their own group with even more energy if the people in any conflict situation feel and

believe that they are also defending and protecting their faith.

The thought process and the set of experiences that results in seeing religion as a

differentiator in those settings is, of course, functionally self-fulfilling and self-reinforcing.

Conflicts and local stress points that actually started out merely as cultural and
inter-tribal issues that end up being labeled as religion-triggered behaviors by any of the
people involved can actually cause everyone in that setting to look at religion as being the

key differentiator in those situations.

Those types of conflicts can be both self-perpetuating and self-fulfilling. That
perspective of a religious conflict actually becomes accurate in those settings because once

that perception exists, it is at least partially self-fulfilling.

The parties in that conflicted setting who had not been thinking in religious terms
can easily end up thinking in religious terms about the local conflict because the other party

in the setting is defining the issue to be linked to their religion.

That can be a very a dangerous evolution for intergroup energies into an area where
people are more likely to feel additional levels of real anger that is based on defending their

faith.

People are more likely to believe that doing extreme and damaging behaviors
relative to other groups of people are legitimate things to do when people believe those
things are being done in the protection and the defense of their religion and their religious

beliefs.

Leaders Who Call For Religious Conflict Can Have Impact

That blend of tribal and religious issues is incredibly difficult to deal with.



Those blended issues are particularly difficult to deal with if skillful leaders on
either side very intentionally, deliberately, and skillfully use those multiple us/them

triggers to further inflame their own group against the other group.

The Internet is an easy tool to use to inflame each group, and it is being used for
those purposes constantly, today. The news media is also being used as a tool by people

who are angry and who want intergroup inflammation to increase in a setting.

We need to understand this entire set of issues for all of those other countries who
are going down those intergroup conflict paths as we look at implementing our own Art of

Intergroup Peace strategy for America.

Leaders In Europe Need To Address The Underlying Patterns And Not Just The

Incidents

Europe clearly has some very challenging days ahead in attempting to deal with
those sets of issues. Solutions need to be found or the hatred levels and the destructive
intergroup behaviors, in many settings, will continue to grow in dangerous and damaging

ways.

The six group alignment-triggers that are identified in Chapter Nine of this book
could be very helpful in several European settings. Many leaders in Europe seem to be
dealing with most of those local intergroup issues purely situationally, and almost entirely

reactively.

Those leaders have not been addressing those intergroup issues in the context of
overall instinct-driven behavior patterns with the goal of creating a solution set for those
conflicts that is based on defusing those very damaging and dysfunctional instincts for their

settings.

Many leaders seem to be focused fully on the functional incidents to the point where
the leaders are not dealing at any level with the basic patterns and the common packages of

beliefs and behaviors that are the real problems underlying those conflicts.

Solutions to those levels of basic intergroup problems in those European countries

will not come from incident-focused and circumstantial responses or strategies.



Leaders in those European countries need to accept the fact that their “good old
days” will never return. Their old world of having local ethnic purity and cultural uniformity

based on their own group is gone forever.

The leaders in those settings need to figure out how to turn their new diversity into

an asset rather than a liability.

To make local diversity in those cities in Europe into an asset, the leaders in each
setting need to reach out to acknowledge the pressure, the stress points, and the shared
humanity of the new groups of people in their setting. Each setting then needs to make

Peace with itself.

That will take clear intergroup trust in each setting — and that level of trust can
only be achieved as an intentional strategy when it is led by leaders in each setting who

understand the full sets of issues that are creating the local division.

Leaders need to each achieve their own understanding levels for those issues.
Understanding their own thoughts, beliefs, and behaviors in the challenging days that loom
ahead in the context of the new levels of us/them behavior patterns that the new diversity
of their communities is creating, could help some European leaders understand those

conflicts more clearly.

Leaders Need To Understand The Instinctive Underpinnings For The Conflict

All leaders need to know their own instinctive reactions and the instinctive
reactions of their groups. A high level of personal understanding about instinctive
intergroup issues could enable leaders in some settings in Europe to address those conflicts

both more effectively and significantly more proactively.

Strategic approaches are needed rather than reactive and tactical approaches.
Prevention is a far better strategic response than reaction. Prevention requires a sense of
the actual behavior patterns involved and a strategy that affects the patterns themselves at

a very basic level.

If the people of Europe see each of those flare-ups, riots, and intergroup explosions
in each of those settings as situational and as locally incidental and individually relevant
episodes of negative interaction rather than seeing each of those situations as a local and
current piece of an overall pattern of instinctive intergroup behaviors, then the likelihood of

dealing with those conflicts effectively and proactively diminishes significantly.



Likewise, when any of the people in those settings see those local issues and those
local conflicts as being proof of an evil, overarching, sin-based conspiracy that is aimed at
damaging their people based on their religion — that also will make Peace in those settings

much harder to achieve.

The people in Europe from all groups need key people in each setting to understand
the role that instincts are playing in creating those angers and in triggering those riots and

enabling discriminatory behaviors.

Europe needs to recognize the actual intergroup instinct patterns that are being
activated, and leaders in Europe need to work on the patterns as instinctive intergroup
conflicts instead of either moving from crisis to crisis to put out situational fires, or instead
of attacking other people en masse because of their supposed evil natures and their

purported religious or anti-religious beliefs and behaviors.

Religion Wars Trigger Religious Wars

Religious wars tend to trigger religious wars. Reciprocity is a normal response to
being attacked at those levels. When people feel attacked at a religious level, their responses
can often cause the people who they are responding to feel their own anger in ways that can

trigger their own religious challenges and threats.

Many people in Europe who had not actually identified themselves at a personal
level to be Christians are beginning to use that specific definition to describe themselves
because the intergroup conflicts in their communities with religion elements embedded in

them are forcing that definition on them.
Others are working to create an identity as being collectively non-religious.

[t will be interesting to see what definition of “us” emerges in each setting when

religion will clearly define at least one category of “Them.”

Those issues are the specific topic for another book — Cusp of Chaos. It is entirely
possible that some of The Art of Intergroup Peace and Cusp of Chaos insights, teachings, and
key suggestions could functionally be useful for people from several countries in Europe as

well as being useful in the U.S.

Intergroup Riots Have Instinctive Triggers




What we now know to be true is that intergroup riots have happened in a number of
European cities and that those riots will clearly continue to happen. Riots damage Peace.

Riots also destroy intergroup goodwill.

Riots trigger and inflame us/them instincts for all groups of people in each setting in

very negative ways.

The London riots and the riots in Paris all featured intense inter-ethnic anger,
intergroup conflict, and even intergroup hatred. The Internet spillover from those conflicts
ended up triggering other equivalent anger levels and parallel intergroup violence in other

settings.

Our ability to achieve Peace in this country will not be helped by having those kinds
of events happen here. If any of the religious aspects that are now so clearly embedded in
the current wave of European conflict spill over to our country, as either direct intergroup
conflicts or as rebound, or negative feelings against Americans by those groups, then those

negative reactions could add significantly to the challenges we already face here.

We also know that the entire list of intergroup interactions outlined in Chapter Six

of this book needs to be looked at in more settings.

The multi-tribal countries who are at intergroup war with themselves may find that
re-organizing into a confederation model of some kinds might relieve intergroup conflicts

and promote Peace.

Leaders in all of those settings need to look at all of the options that are included in

the intergroup alignment list in Chapter Seven.

The six alignment-triggers that are outlined in Chapter Nine should also be
reviewed by leaders in each of those conflicted settings. Those triggers can help people in
communities come together in aligned ways to prevent the continuing levels of conflict that

can tear people apart.

We Have Our Own Set Of Immigration Issues To Address

As Chapter Eight of this book points out, America also has its own set of immigration
issues. There is now clearly a wide range of us/them instinctive reactions that are tied

closely to those immigration-related issues in this country.



Us/them thinking is being triggered here in a number of ways and in a number of

settings relative to our own sets of both legal and illegal immigrants.

The vast majority of the people who are currently immigrating into the U.S. are not,
however, from the same sets of people and the same ethnic groups who are immigrating

into London or Paris.

Our immigrants are not from Albania or Algeria. They tend to be from Mexico and
South America. We do have our own sets of immigration related instinctive behaviors to
deal with — both for our new immigrants and for the people who either welcome or oppose

the current sets of legal and illegal immigrants here.

We have a very different level of issues created by our immigrants, however,
compared to the issues that exist in most other countries. Those immigration issues need to

be addressed here and they are also discussed in more detail in the book Cusp of Chaos.

Our immigration issues, challenging as they are, are not creating riots like the ones
in London or Paris. Our immigration issues also don’t have any parallel or equivalent

religious war components embedded in them.

That means that the spillover riots in London and Paris that have religion-linked
triggers are not likely to trigger parallel multi-factorial riots among immigrants in Chicago,

New York, Denver, or Los Angeles.

The Internet reaches easily across the Atlantic, so people in this country know now
that those issues and trigger events exist in those other countries. The specific riot triggers
that are at the source of the European riots generally do not, however, activate similar
energy here — primarily because we have different groups of people who immigrate to our

country.

People Who Are Angry Can Work To Do Damage Here

We are not immune from the damage that can be done by people who have the

deep-seated religion focus for intergroup anger.

We clearly do face some very real and immediate risk from people who are so angry
at the various interreligious issues that they perceive themselves to face in Europe or
Eastern Europe or the Middle East that they will choose to bring bombs and other weapons

to this country to hurt us here. That has happened. It will happen again.



The World Trade Center disaster was one of those spillover consequences. The
Boston Marathon bombing was another spillover event. People who hate us as Americans
will seek to harm us as Americans in the future and we can expect those kinds of damaging

events to happen in our country as a result.

This country is clearly at some risk of spillover hatred, division, anger, and even
violence from these intergroup incidents in other countries — but those religion-linked
conflicts are not likely to impact us here in the form of major demonstrations of Paris or

London-like riots or equivalent large scale intergroup confrontations.

We do have some potential backlash against Muslim Americans that could be
triggered at a simplistic level by future riots and intergroup violence in other countries or

by individual acts of terrorism against people that happen here.

A major collective backlash isn’t highly likely to happen — unless there are echo
protests of some kind here or significant numbers of individual terrorist kinds of events

that begin to undermine the sense of safety for people here.

Our primary spillover risk from all of that intergroup anger with Religion embedded
in it is primarily from those terrorists from those groups who do decide to find their targets
here. We know that particular set of negative reactions can happen here because it has

already happened here.

Significant numbers of Americans have been drawn by Internet appeals to go to
Syria, Iraq, and other Middle East combat zones to become warriors for extremist groups

there.

Those recruits are killing people in those settings today for their extremist groups.
Those same recruits have the potential to return to America and Kkill people for their

extremist group here.

That is clearly happening already to sites in Europe where local people who have
drawn to the various extremist groups are attempting as individuals to damage people in

European settings.
We need to face that reality.

We clearly do face the risk of terrorism that is plotted against us by the people who

feel those anger levels in other countries. That is a danger to us. There are people in our



country who have their us/them instincts activated in very negative ways against us as
Americans. Some of those people feel isolated, angry, and damaged in either direct or
indirect ways and feel drawn to do damage themselves. Acts of individual terrorism here
can easily result from those intergroup hatreds that are encouraged here by groups like ISIS

or Al-Qaeda for people who support them in our country.

We have a high likelihood of seeing some negative incidents as a result of those

pressures and processes.

Our Immigrants Don’t Hate America

However, the basic fact that is that the vast majority of our immigrants don’t hate
America. Other than a very small subset of the immigrants who came to us from some of the
settings where those extremist groups have influence, our immigrants don’t despise
American values or American people. France actually does have a significant number of
immigrants who hate France and who both publically and privately attack French values,
the French culture, and French people. London has many immigrants who hate the British.

That hatred creates obvious problems for future Peace in those cultures.

We do, however, already have our own set of internal current and historic
intergroup angers and trigger points and our own sets of immigration challenges that need
to be addressed, and we need to deal with those issues effectively and soon because our

own diversity as a country is also growing daily.

Immigration is not the major driver for our growing diversity, but it is a highly
relevant factor. Our us/them instincts get triggered in different and very predictable ways
about our immigrants based on the ethnic connections that exist for each group relative to

each group of immigrants.

Our growing diversity is creating a new reality of who we are as a complete set of

people.

We tend to have immigrants who want to join the American economy — become
voters in America — and assimilate into American values. Our immigrants are drawn here

by our values. They do not come here to resist or oppose our values.

That is not the situation that they face today in Europe.



Our new reality of expanding diversity for this country does not look like the
challenges that are being faced by various parts of Europe that were once homogeneous and

are now permanently divided and learning to deal with a future of intergroup division.

Leaders in Europe today need to understand the reality and the status of their
intergroup issues. Wishful thinking or ideologically correct thinking about intergroup issues
will not help Europe get to the next level of intergroup of Peace. Europe needs to make
some timely interventions in their intergroup relations in multiple settings to get people

there back on the road to Peace.

Europe Needs A Strategy For Internal Peace

Europe currently needs to think through all of the issues that are relevant to their
growing diversity. An overall plan is needed for each of those countries. Europe needs an

agenda and a strategy.

It is too late for the countries of Europe to continue to deal with each issue and each
blowup situationally, and to simply try in each negative setting to avoid defeat. Too many

forces are at play in Europe that now cumulatively make simply avoiding defeat impossible.

The next chapter outlines six very good approaches that can be used to create
intergroup and interpersonal alignment. Those six triggers can help us create levels of
alignment that can derail us/them energy and momentum in a setting. Each of the six
alignment-triggers in the next chapter can be used to help us expand our sense of “us,” and

to bring people together into functional categories of us.

Those six alignment-triggers can work well in multiple settings - work places,
communities, and even nations. Leaders in Europe should be using those triggers whenever

they can be used. They work.

To be skilled in the Art of Peace for Europe, those alignment-triggers should be in

the tool kit of the people who are leading Europeans to Peace.

The leaders in Europe should also look at the list of us/them prevention or us/them
alleviation strategies that were outlined in Chapter Two of this book. Avoidance can still

work in a few areas and it should be used whenever it has a chance of succeeding.

Europe May Need To Create A State Of Truce




In many parts of Europe, however, it is too late to avoid a wide array of very
negative sets of us/them instincts. Likewise, minimization of the impact of those instincts

has already generally failed in many areas.

Derailing them has also failed in most settings. Neutralizing their impact has also

not been successful in too many settings.

That means that replacing the us/them alignments in those settings in creative and
effective ways with a broader sense of “us” is clearly the best long-term strategy for each

conflicted European country.

That approach is probably very difficult to achieve at this point in time in most
settings, however, particularly since some of the leaders of some of the new groups are
heavily committed to conflict and division, and have no interest in alignment or intergroup

Peace at any level.

That work of creating alignment still needs to be done — in each country — and it
does need to happen at a very high level and very skillfully in those countries to have any

chance of success.

It may be true that it is too late for many of the alleviation strategies at this point in
many European settings. That leaves only one good tool for those settings — Truce. Truce
may be the only current answer for large portions of Europe - at least for an interim period

of time.

The Good Old Days Are Gone For Most Of Europe

If a truce is in place in many of those European settings, then there can be an
opportunity to build on the truce to figure out what might be done over time to create a new
and expanded Dutch or German or French sense of Us that can create the status of long-

term intergroup Peace in various settings for Europe for long periods of time.

The six alignment triggers identified in the next chapter of this book can all be used
in European settings as part of that process to help create a functional and Peaceful sense of

us in various settings.

That work and those alignment-triggers will need to be used very directly in each
setting — and it will take skillful leaders who will need to recognize that they will never

return to being the Europe of even a decade ago, to do that work well.



The leaders in each setting will need to steer each country toward a new national or
European us — or they will be doomed to perpetual conflict and will suffer from destructive

intergroup behaviors at multiple levels for a very long time.

Once those instincts are activated in a negative way, they tend to be self-

perpetuating and they do not disappear of their accord.

Russia, China, India, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Are Still On The List

The world is full of countries that are at war with themselves.

When we look across the planet today, we see many countries with major internal
conflicts. There are literally dozens of current ethnic conflicts going on just within Russia.
Multiple separatist groups in that country with their own ethnic identity and tribal language

want tribal autonomy.

China is facing multiple internal ethnic conflicts as well. There is a very large Han-
ethnic group, but there continues to be many additional groups with their own tribal
language and identity who want to govern themselves. Uprisings are relatively frequent for

some of those groups.

India has a plethora of internal ethnic groups who want some level of autonomy.
Those groups in India have tribal histories and other tribal legacies that stretch back

thousands of years. A desire for autonomy is festering in many of those groups.

Sri Lanka has its own internal divisions, with people killing people today based on
tribe and religious affiliation. Intergroup damage is clear and growing in sections of that

country.

Indonesia is a massive array of internal ethnic groups — with over a dozen tribes
large and powerful enough to have their own militia and their own weaponry. The central
government in that country exists at the mercy and the sufferance of those tribal

alignments.

Pakistan, even today, is more a network of armed tribes than it is a single,
homogenous nation. The people of Pakistan refer to themselves by their tribal identities —

not their nationality — in identifying their primary loyalty levels.



Iraq is clearly a nation that has had no legitimate standing or internal group identity
as a single people. The tribes of Iraq define reality for Iraq. Those tribes tend to hate one

another and each needs its own turf for its own safety and prosperity going forward.

The Kurds need to run their own part of the world and to be allowed to be Kurds in

the process.

Each of those countries is clearly functioning now at a very tribal level with their

local us/them instinctive behaviors in full gear for each tribe.

We live in a world of tribes that have been forced circumstantially to function at
least temporarily as unnaturally aggregated nations. The chapter of this book that describes
the nine ways that groups of people can interact will be increasingly relevant to all of those

settings.

The final intergroup status for all of those settings will need to take the tribal nature
of all of those populations more directly into account in the governance process if any of

them are going to have any hope of achieving ethnic Peace.

In many settings — like Russia and India — the central governments will continue
to resist going in that direction. Those nations could all be better served if they look at other

alignment options.

We need dysfunctional multi-tribal nations to take the lead in doing that work in
responsible ways. We need nations to turn themselves into smaller nations that make ethnic
and tribal ‘sense’ and have internal cohesion — like Yugoslavia — and we need to do that
division in civilized ways that protect the safety and the rights of all people and groups of
people, both in the transition process and in the long-term governance of those new and

more logical nations.

The U.S. Needs To Use All Six Alignment-Triggers

For the U.S,, the entire continuum of all seven possible responses to the activation of

our us/them instincts is going to be an approach we should use in various settings.

We need to be using all six internal alignment-triggers that are discussed in Chapter

Six of this book.

We Americans can still, if we are focused on what we do now, manage to avoid

conflict, minimize conflict, derail conflict, neutralize negative behaviors, negotiate



reasonable ceasefires, truces and Peace agreements, and ultimately assimilate people

ideologically into a broader and more inclusive sense of being an American Us.

We need to clearly understand what the actual options and strategies are that can
bring us to where we need to be — in a state of Peace — and we need to understand what

tools we can and should use to create alignment in our country.

The rest of the world is a mess. We need to learn from the failures in those other
countries what not to do, and we need to learn from our own successes how to create

InterGroup understanding, and ultimately, InterGroup Peace.

We need to use the alignment-triggers available to us to succeed in that effort.



Chapter Eight — Six Steps to Use to Create Alignment

People who want to create Peace and internal alignment in almost any setting can

use a very basic set of clearly understandable tools to do that work.

Those basic tools cause people in a setting to become aligned in productive and

Peaceful ways with other people in the setting.

People can be brought into a state of alignment in almost any setting by invoking

one or more of the basic alignment-triggers shown on the list below.

The Art of Intergroup Peace depends on us being able to bring people in multi-group
settings into a state of alignment. We need people in each setting to feel aligned with each

other and to feel that they are part of an “us” for relevant issues in their setting.

We need people in each setting to have a sense of alignment at some relevant levels
in order to create functional Peace and to build positive interpersonal and intergroup

interactions in each setting.
The tools on this list can help create that sense of alignment.

The Art of Intergroup Peace uses that basic set of instinct-linked alignment triggers
to help people in various settings work together in a common cause and to have a shared set
of goals and agendas. The Art of Intergroup Peace also uses those triggers in various
settings to create a sense that the people who are aligned in each setting perceive

themselves to be a type of “us” for the purpose of their alignment.

To create Peace, we need people to have a sense that there is value and that there
are benefits that result from being aligned. We need people to want to come together for
mutual advantage. We need people to have a sense of alignment that functionally creates a

state of at least situations Peace.

[t is possible for skilled leaders in almost any setting to use that basic set of triggers

and actions to create that sense of value for people relative to being aligned in that setting.

Six Key Tools to Trigger Alignment

This chapter is primarily about those six very basic alignment-trigger tools that we
can use to get people in any setting to function as a group and to think collectively as an “us”

at a useful and effective level.



To achieve a culture of Peace, we need to bring people together in aligned ways to

form relevant groups that can help create Peace.

We need people in each setting to have a strong sense that alignment in key ways
makes sense and has value. We need to create alignments in each setting that can move us
collectively toward the overall goal of creating a functional category of “Us” in each setting

that creates its own internal reality of Peace.

This chapter of The Art of Intergroup Peace book explains ways that we can create
those alignments. The tools that are listed on the alignment pyramid, below, can each be

used to help us achieve and sustain that needed alignment in a wide range of settings.

When people become aligned with each other using any of those six tools, people
tend to work together. People who are aligned collaborate rather than compete. People who

are aligned trust each other rather than fear and perpetually distrust each other.

People who are aligned try to figure out how to help each other succeed, rather than

constantly trying to make each other fail.
Each of the alignment triggers can help create that sense of alignment.

The people in any setting who are affected by that specific alignment- trigger tend to
be able to reduce or eliminate intergroup conflict in that setting for as long as the relevant

alignment tool is activated and functioning.

We need to understand and appreciate the value and benefit of those tools. We also
need to be functionally and strategically skillful at using the six key tools listed below in

ways that will trigger needed levels of alignment in any setting.

The tool kit is very flexible and it can be very useful in multiple settings. The
alignment tools listed below can be used in various situations and a wide range of

intergroup circumstances. It tends to work wherever it is well used.

The Tools Can Work Alone And As Packages

Those six tools can each and all be used at the national level to help us as a country
— and those same six alignment trigger tools can each be used in very local ways — for
communities, religious groups, political parties, and even in work places, and schools. Those
tools can be used in almost all settings to create locally aligned functionality as inclusive

local groups of people.



Those tools can even be used in family settings to increase family member

alignment.
Any of the six triggers shown below can be used alone as a freestanding tool.

Those six tools can each do their work very well on their own. They each have their

own independent functional power to bring people in a setting or situation together.
They can also be used in packages.

In fact, their effectiveness and their impact can be enhanced significantly and can be
reinforced in both effectiveness and impact if more than one of them is used in alignment

with another alignment tool.

The very best leaders sometimes activate all six of those alignment triggers — either
sequentially or simultaneously. That full-scale activation of multiple alignment tools in any

setting can have a very high level of effectiveness in bringing people together.

At the same time, the effectiveness of any of those tools can be weakened, diluted, or
even destroyed if more than one of the alignment triggers and tools are used in direct

opposition to one another inside a community or setting.

People can use those tools to bring people together or to tear people apart. People
tend to act once the trigger is having an impact on their thought processes — and the

actions that result can be used for good or evil.
For The Art of Intergroup Peace, the goal is to use those tools for good — not evil.

Six Primary Factors Can Trigger Alignment — Individually And As A Package

When all six triggers are activated in an aligned way, the combined energy created
by that simultaneous activation can be highly effective and can have a major impact on

group and intergroup behaviors.

As noted above, any of the six factors can work alone. Any combination of two or

more can be more effective.

The highest level of success for our strategy of alignment can result from using all

six tools both simultaneously and in synch in a reinforcing way with each other.



When we understand the patterns of behaviors that can be created by activating
each of the alignment triggers, then it can be easier to guide people to Peace instead of

conflict and war in any setting.

Success In War Is Highly Patterned And Highly Situational

Sun Tzu clearly pointed out that a skillful combination of the key factors that exist
for war are needed for success by armies in times of war. He pointed out that success in war

is both highly patterned and highly situational.

Each situation in war creates its own reality. Sun Tzu taught that basic behavior
patterns exist and basic realities can be categorized — but the factors and the strategies
that are actually used by the truly successful leader in any given war should be the specific

set of factors that are most appropriate for the current situation and for the current war.

Sun Tzu said that military leaders should expect common patterns and should
expect common situations, but he said not to expect the exact strategy that won the last war
to win the next war. Tzu stated that a skillful and specific strategy needs to be developed for

each war that fits the circumstances of each war.

That thinking by Sun Tzu about using the most appropriate strategic factor or
factors for each war related opportunity is also very much true for the alignment factors,

and the strategic directions that are identified by The Art of Intergroup Peace as well.

We need to use the right alignment triggers for each setting and situation, and even
though the behavior patterns tend to be similar in very useful ways, we should not expect
the factors that were successful in the past to be the exact same strategies that will work to

create Peace today.

The details of the strategy for Peace in each setting need to fit the details of the

situation in each setting.

Our strategies for today need to fit the situation and the circumstances that we face

today.

Our future strategies will need to fit the situations and the circumstances we will

face be in the future.



To the extent that the future situations are very similar to past situations, then using
the old strategies can have a very powerful positive and reinforcing impact. But each set of

strategies need to be relevant to the context of the current situation.

Danger, Enemies, Teams, Identity, Gain, And Mission Bring Us Together

The pyramid below lists the six factors that can be activated to create alignment and
common purpose for individuals and groups of people. All six factors need to be considered
and understood in the context of each situation and each setting where they might be

relevant.
{INSTRUCTIONS TO ADD DANA’S PYRAMID HERE}

The pyramid ranks the alignment triggers in terms of their relative power in most
situations. The factors at the bottom of the pyramid tend to have the most power to sway

people’s emotions, thought processes, and behaviors.

The factors listed higher up the pyramid tend to be less powerful — but they each
have significant power and impact and each of those factors higher on the pyramid can also

create a direction for the alignment energy in any group of people to move.

When multiple factors are in play in any given setting and when multiple alignment
factors are at odds with each other for any reason, the factors that are listed lower on the

pyramid tend to overpower and take priority over the factors higher on the pyramid.

That isn’t an absolute relative outcome, but it is the result that happens much of the

time when the factors collide.

Danger Can Overpower Mission

Danger, in other words, tends to overpower mission much of the time. When we feel
a sense of danger, we are likely to give up on our mission-based alignments and we are

likely to focus directly on what we need to do to avoid or survive the danger.

That set of priorities functions very much like Abraham Maslow’s famous priority
pyramid for individual behavior. In the case of the group alignment pyramid, each factor on
the pyramid has its own ability to trigger alignment and direction, and create a sense of
group energy and collective activity. They are each more effective when they are reinforced

in some way by another triggering factor.



And when they are simultaneously activated in directions that oppose one another,
the factors low on the pyramid tend to have more influence on people’s thinking in those

settings than the factors that are higher on the pyramid.

That is not always true. Some people are extremely motivated by their mission and
will overlook danger to achieve their mission goals. The relative impact of each trigger is
determined by the values of the people in each situation. Al six triggers tend to work in the

situations where they are most relevant.

Danger anchors the pyramid.

Intergroup Alignment Motivator Pyramid

Mission/Vision or Leader Loyalty

Collective Gain

Sense of Us

Team

Common Enemy




Mission/Vision or Leader Loyalty

Collective Gain

Sense of Us

Team

Common Enemy

Danger

(I) Threat or Danger is the Top Motivator

Danger and the potential for danger is the factor listed at the very bottom of this
pyramid. Danger is a very powerful trigger for encouraging alignment. We react very
directly to danger. Danger creates instinct-related responses for both individuals and

groups of people.

Danger, clearly perceived, can have great power in motivating groups of people to
achieve alignment and to join in collective behaviors that can offset, alleviate, avoid, or

prevent the danger.

Collective danger is a great motivator that can help people overcome other prior

levels of differentiation and division in the cause of jointly surviving the danger.
That particular motivator is effective for both War and Peace.

As Sun Tzu said in The Art of War - “The Men of Wu and the Men of Yueh are
enemies: yet if they are crossing a river in the same boat and they are caught by a storm,

they will come to each others’ assistance, just as the left hand helps the right.”

Sun Tzu understood that concept of situational intergroup alignment being

effectively created by a collective and very real sense of danger very well. That motivator



that is triggered by facing a common danger works well for war settings and it can also

work very effectively for Peace.

When people in any setting feel a sense of shared danger — and when people then
actually and clearly perceive, think, and believe that coming together in cooperative and
collaborative ways can help everyone survive the danger — then people are more likely to

come together and be aligned to do that work.

As Sun Tzu said, the Men of Wu and the Men of Yueh overlook their prior issues and
their prior conflicts and they focus together and collectively on the top shared priority of

the moment — averting the danger.

We need to use that particular motivation factor to activate energy and to create
alignment in this country in favor of Peace. We need people to understand how much
danger we will all face if we don’t achieve higher levels of Peace and better levels of

intergroup understanding in this country.

That same motivation tool — a sense of collective danger — can functionally be
used to create internal alignment in the context of organizations, communities, businesses,

and multiple other settings.

When we perceive danger of some kind to be real, that perception of real danger is a
powerful motivator and it can bring people together to do aligned things in all of our

various settings.

Variations of that danger motivator can work to create alignment in schools,
communities, and a wide range of work settings. Businesses can use the danger of going out
of business as a motivator for their staff to pull together and to be internally and collectively

aligned to accomplish business purposes.

Believable Is Extremely Important

For that motivator to work in any setting, it has to be believable. Believable is very

important. Believable is key.

That is true for all six alignment triggers. Each of the six motivators only work to
trigger instinctive emotions and to motivate individual and group behaviors when

they are believed.



Each motivator works best when it is both real and when it is perceived to be real.

Truth and honesty are both very useful — even essential — tools for that work.

People who are fooled or misled by their leaders about any of the triggers listed on
this pyramid — fooled about danger or fooled about a common enemy or fooled about a
mutual chance to collectively benefit in some way from being aligned — can become very
skeptical, resistant, and even dysfunctional relative both to the situation at hand and to any

related alignment activities or efforts for that group of people.

Performance and alignment can both deteriorate when fake threats or false
promises are made by leaders, and when those untrue motivators are perceived to be false

and understood not to be true by the people they lead.

As Chapter One pointed out, one of the key underlying elements that is needed to
achieve success in The Art of Peace is honesty. Honesty is needed within groups and honesty
is needed between groups in order for those very basic motivators to drive behavior in

aligned ways.

Peace is intended to be a long-term goal — not just an immediate, situational, and

temporary cessation of hostilities. We want Peace to last and survive.

The likelihood of Peace, in any setting, surviving over time is enhanced
immeasurably if honesty is a foundation of both communications and interactions — both

between groups and inside of groups in that setting.

The Art of Peace Celebrates Honesty and Clear Intentions

As noted earlier, The Art of War clearly celebrates and utilizes duplicity and
deception. The Art of Intergroup Peace — in contrast — both recommends and celebrates

honesty, ethical behaviors, and clear and well-understood collective intentions.

Sun Tzu believed that victory in war depends on illusion, misdirection, and pure
skillful deception. In contrast — practitioners The Art of Intergroup Peace know that

intergroup Peace and internal alignment can be destroyed by deception.

So using danger as a motivator to bring people together can be a very effective thing
to do — and it is even more effective and more likely to succeed as a functional motivator
for alignment over time if the danger that is used as a trigger for alignment is real and if it is

perceived by relevant people to be real.



II) Having a Common Enemy Can Also Trigger Alignment

The second level up the motivation and alignment pyramid is to have a common
enemy. People will come together and be aligned if they believe they have a common

enemy.

Having a common enemy is very similar to perceiving a threat — and those two
factors obviously can be used in combination with each other very effectively. But they are

not the same thing.

A common enemy is a very specific category of danger and it creates a very specific

mind set for people that can result in a very targeted alignment against that specific enemy.

People will come together and will align around a common purpose if they perceive
and believe that the alignment they create will help protect both of the aligned parties

against an enemy they both share.

The Enemy of My Enemy

There is an old saying that says, “The enemy of my enemy is my friend.” That
thought process and that perception are shared widely by people all across the planet. Few
things are more motivating as a factor for getting people to work together then the

perception of a common enemy.

The perception of an enemy can directly trigger and utilize the us/them instincts

that were discussed earlier. Those instincts can generate significant emotional energy.

When we perceive someone to be an enemy “Them,” we tend to believe at an
instinct-reinforced level that the enemy intends to do us harm — possibly grievous harm.
We generally perceive a “them” to be a threat and we tend to believe that “they” will do bad

things to us if “they” actually have the opportunity to harm us.

That instinctive set of behaviors and perceptions exists because that sense that an
enemy “them” will hurt us is often an accurate assumption and it is actually a sad but valid

perception about the behaviors and the intentions we can expect from an actual “Them.”

At a very basic level, discrimination, legal and social prejudice, unfair practices, and
many levels of negative intergroup behaviors can be triggered in people by a response to a

“Them.”



In worst cases, massacres, mutilations, murders, and multiple levels and layers of
extremely damaging and destructive behaviors can happen when one group of people takes

on an enemy status relative to another group of people.

The people in the Congo last year who had their limbs cut off for speaking with the
wrong tribal accent were echoed and sadly paralleled by the people in Iraq who had their
homes, families, and communities blown apart at that same time because they happened to

be from the wrong sect.

Those same concerns about a common enemy were reinforced by the horrible
intergroup experiences of the people in Syria and the people in the Sudan whose lives were
destroyed because they were from the wrong tribe and because they found themselves in

dangerous proximity and under the direct power of their enemy tribal “Them.”
We have good reasons to fear “Them.”

Enemies who function as “Them” too often do bad things. That is a reality. People

understand that to be true.

People also sense that to be true. We all have deep instincts to dislike, distrust, and

fear anyone we perceive to be an enemy “Them.”

Those are powerful and aligning emotions. When those emotions and perceptions
are collectively activated, they can help bring people in a setting together in their perceived

collective common interests — when shared enemies both exist and are perceived.
Skillful Leaders Point Out Common Enemies

Skillful leaders can draw on and activate those instinctive reactions by pointing out
who the common enemy is in any setting and by describing both why and how the
perceived common enemy should be collectively responded to in an aligned way for the

common good of all relevant aligned parties.

There is some irony in the fact that having a common enemy can help trigger Peace
between specific groups of people — but that sequence of alignments that help intergroup
Peace can be done. Good leaders in any setting can choose how to activate appropriate
energy levels about common enemies and then can direct that energy for good purposes in
the cause of intergroup Peace on behalf of the groups of people who share the common

enemy.



Again — the goal needs to be to direct that particular set of instincts and that energy

about the shared enemy for good purposes.

Those Reactions Can Be Used For Good Or Evil

Our instincts can all be used for good and our instincts can all be used for evil. We
can use the perception of a common enemy to help bring people peacefully together to
resist the shared enemy. We can also use the perception of an enemy to put strategies in
place that will isolate our own group of people and that will create negative and damaging

reactions to other groups.

In a much more negative set of responses, we can sometimes use the sense of a
common enemy to incent and persuade other groups of people to join us in damaging

people we perceive to be an enemy them.

[t can be good to use that trigger to bring people into alignment and it can be bad to

use that same trigger to cause people to collectively hurt and damage other people.

Bringing people together to damage someone else is an instinct-supported behavior
— but it is not a behavior that is on the needed path and in the appropriate spirit of

intergroup Peace.

Pointing to a common enemy is a technique often used by group leaders — both to
protect their groups and to increase their own level of support and power within their

group.

Our leaders often have a major impact on how we think relative to a possible enemy.
Our leaders tend to have the ability to identify enemies and point to enemies as leaders.

That pointing can lead to conflict or it can lead to alignment.

Some leaders find their own power as leaders is increased if they can point to a

common enemy and align their own group against that enemy.

We Need Leaders Whose Goal Is Peace, Not Power

We need leaders whose goal is Peace, not power. We need to look carefully at leader

behaviors to see what each leader’s basic goals actually are.

The Art of Intergroup Peace strategy framework and tool kit recognizes the fact that
we can all be saints and that we also can all be sinners. The Art of Intergroup Peace strategy

calls for activating our collective behaviors in ways that bring us together for Peace instead



of bringing us together for conquest, assault, damage, destruction, or basic retribution and
revenge against another group of people, or dividing us into groups at war with other

groups.

In any case, having a common enemy is one of the factors that can trigger alignment

and it can be used to create intergroup Peace.

(III) Team Instincts Also Trigger Alignment

The next step up the alignment pyramid in terms of effectiveness as a motivating

tool is Team Behavior.

That reality of team behaviors as an instinct supported alignment motivator
surprises some people, but we clearly have very strong team instincts and they do that
work well in many settings. There is actually a very powerful set of behaviors, values,
emotions, and beliefs that we can activate, direct, and channel when we function in teams

and we need to use those behaviors for Peace.

People who are in functioning teams with fully activated team instincts can often
overlook prior problematic intergroup alignments, prior intergroup difficulties, and various
categories of historic and functional intergroup differences, and can work together in a

team context to create common outcomes and a common identity as a team.

Team members can often take on and feel a focused and shared loyalty to their team

when their team instincts have been activated.

It isn’t possible to activate team instincts in anyone simply by calling a group of
people a “Team.” The label, alone, has little power to motivate people and trigger the right

behaviors.

To be successful in activating team instincts, the team generally has to be defined as
a team and it also has to function as a team. It has to do real team things. It has to

functionally be a team — not just be labeled as a team.

Simply calling a group of people a team does relatively little to create team

behaviors, emotions, energies, or loyalties.

Teams need to have identities. They also need to have a defined membership, and

they need something collectively to do as a team that requires a team to do it.



Athletic teams obviously usually meet that criteria fairly easily. Forming athletic
teams is a universal behavior across the planet. Again — as with other universal instinctive
behaviors (like maternal instincts or hierarchical instincts) — we see the formation,

presence and existence of athletic teams in every area of the world.

We also see team behavior in military units, in hunting settings, and we often see
team behavior in business environments. Business teams can achieve very solid results for
businesses when the teams in a business setting are well designed, well channeled, and

when they are appropriately supported and motivated.

Team members — when their team behaviors and instincts are functionally engaged
— will often ignore prior interpersonal and intergroup differences and will perform team
tasks as a team - with focused internal loyalty to the team usually established and activated

for the team as a consequence of being a team.

Team behaviors and team loyalties are so engrained in our set of basic instincts that
we have spectator sports where large populations of people identify with a team — feel
loyalty to a team — and even wear team colors and openly, enthusiastically, and proudly

wave team banners in support of a team.

People with team instincts fully activated can find that their team alignment creates
a special category of “us” that has its own natural internal loyalties and even its own “team”

culture.

If you are running a business or leading a community, having key parts of your
organization function as true teams can create higher levels of performance for the people
on those teams, and being aligned with their team instincts activated can cause people on

the teams to overlook other kinds of pre-team divisions, conflicts, emotions, and issues.

People generally love being on actual teams. Team morale and team loyalty are both

very mutually reinforcing emotions. Team loyalties and team behaviors “feel right.”

As noted earlier in this book, when particular behaviors feel very right to the people
doing them, there is often a set of instincts at the core of the behavior that reinforces that

behavior by causing it to “feel right.”

Likewise — being disloyal to your team can “feel wrong” and can create a level of
stress. Stress, as noted earlier, is also a tool that is often used by our instincts to channel and

influence our behavior.



In the earliest years of human activity, team behaviors were undoubtedly useful for
various hunting purposes - where collective action by multiple people from multiple
families, clans, or tribes who could activate a situational team loyalty and create a
functioning team agenda in the context of a hunt were often more likely to trap an elk or
even capture an elephant than independent and solo hunters who pursued those formidable

and sometimes dangerous food sources alone.

Likewise, going back to our earliest days on the planet — there were clearly
multiple settings where local groups of people were in intertribal war with other groups of

people.

When those intertribal wars happened, having the people from the various families
and clans inside a tribe going beyond their personal family sense of “us” and functioning as
teams of warriors on behalf of their tribes clearly enhanced the likelihood of the tribe

having success in intergroup combat.

The success levels for warrior teams or for hunter teams were clearly logistically
higher than the survival or success levels of solitary warriors or solitary hunters acting

purely on their own in solo activities relative to aggression, defense, or pursuing game.

Team instincts are very useful in those hunting and war-making situations. Having
instincts to be able to overlook prior family differences or prior clan differences in the

context of situational loyalty to a team makes obvious logistical sense.

Those topics are discussed in more detail in both the Primal Pathways and Cusp of
Chaos books. The key point to be made here is that leaders who aspire to Peace can find the
activation of team instincts that are appropriately channeled to be a way of creating levels

of Peace within their own group and a way of getting things done in a multi-group setting.

It can be useful to use team processes to generate levels of collective Peaceful

behavior between groups when the team members contain people from multiple groups.

That approach can be used as a tool in communities, schools, and even businesses,
and it can result in the community, school, or work place building a collective identity that

triggers internal levels of support.

Patient-Focused Teams Succeed




One of the largest healthcare organizations in the world has successfully managed to
create and sustain an effective Labor/Management Partnership between multiple labor
unions and the functional management of the care system for over a decade. Teams have

been a key part of that process.

That labor/management partnership has very deliberately created a vast array of
functional front level teams — with more than 100,000 workers working in the context of

unit-based teams as this book is being written.

Those unit-level teams are each focused on improving care, creating quality

improvement approaches, and improving care service levels for patients.

The work itself is important. Functioning as teams in each care setting is equally

important.

The workers’ morale and productivity, and patient care outcomes and service levels
all tend to be measurably better for the workers who are in those focused team settings and

who are functioning in those settings as real teams.

That same team-centered organization has improved both care delivery results and
care outcomes in several categories of care to earn top quality levels and top service scores
for the nation by setting up multi-disciplinary and multi-specialty care improvement teams

for multiple areas of care delivery.

That team-anchored care system currently has what are probably the lowest
pressure ulcer rates for hospitalized patients in the world, and one of the lowest sepsis
death rates in the world because of a combination of team behaviors and a culture that

focuses the teams in each setting on the care needs of each patient.
Teams do a lot of heavy and very effective lifting in that care setting.

That care setting is built around one of the countries most diverse care teams, with

59 percent of the caregivers in that workforce coming from minority groups.

Teams actually can do very important work in multiple work and community

settings and the people on the teams tend to enjoy and appreciate being part of the teams.
Teams can energize and teams can create synergy.

That same package of Team instincts, however, can also trigger some significant

intergroup conflicts that involve competition between teams.



Like all instincts, the team instinct package can be used for good or it can be used for

evil.

Taken to the extremes, team energies can create damaging behaviors. Many soccer
arenas in the world have actual chain link fencing set up to keep the fans of opposing teams
from doing damage to one another. Team loyalties in some settings have created conflicts in
the spectator arenas that have been fatal for people who were damaged by the collective

anger and power of opposing fans whose riot instincts were activated.

Team behavior, however, can help to create Peace and team based alignments that
overcome other differences between people can be a very good set of instincts to activate in

any setting that aspires to intergroup Peace.

(IV) Creating a Sense Of Us Can Also Align People

The activation trigger that is one step above team behavior on the common agenda

alignment pyramid is creating a sense of “us.”

Creating a sense of us is one of the most effective long-term alignment tools to use in

creating Peace. It can be a good thing to be an “us” at multiple levels.

The advantages of being an “us” and of being surrounded by “us” were discussed in

Chapter Two of this book.

People tend to trust “us.” People tend to feel more comfortable working with or

living with or being near “us.”

Whoever we define to be our “us” gets the benefit of our “us” behaviors, our “us”
values, our “us” ethics, and our “us” emotions. When we create a sense of “us” — the people

who are included in that sense of “us” usually benefit in a number of ways be being an “us.”

The cause of Peace and the ability to use a sense of “us” to help create Peace are both
helped immensely by the fact that we each tend to have the ability to relate to a multiple set

of “us” categories.

We can each create levels of “us” that can be flexible in a number of ways. Our ability
to relate to multiple levels of “us” may have a practical and functional history and value very

much like the team alignment instincts mentioned above.



The second chapter of this book outlined various ways that creating various levels of
us alignment can be done. It is important to the basic strategy needed to build Peace in any

setting that we can relate to multiple categories of “us.”

We can be a family or a clan “us.” We can be a racial or a tribal “us.” We can be an

ethnic or a cultural “us.” We can be an economic or a professional “us.”

We can even be a geographic “us.” Southerners in the United States can perceive
themselves as being a different “us” then Northerners in our country. Alaskans tend to have

a sense of geographically defined Alaskan “us.”

Hawaiians of all ethnic groups tend to have — as part of their personal identity — a

sense of being a “Hawaiian Us.”

When we travel, we tend to look around in any setting to see who we might relate to
in that setting as an “us.” If you are traveling alone in a foreign country and if you can find
another American on a riverboat in Brazil or find another American in a rural village in
Uganda, it can be very easy to quickly feel part of a situational American “us” with that

particular traveler.

It can create comfort for us to find an “us” in almost any settings. We have lower

stress levels when we can relate to an “us.”

Our Sense of “Us” Can Be Created By Multiple Factors

We have a wide range of possible triggers for creating a sense of “us.” Many
definable groups have the power to trigger that sense of being an “us.” Our sense of “us” can
be created by profession, it can be created by occupation, and it can even be triggered by job

categories.

Doctors can be an “us” to other doctors. Surgeons can be their own internal category
of physician us — as can pediatricians and psychiatrists. Police officers have their own

sense of “us” — as do steelworkers and schoolteachers.

People who collect particular things can become an “us” with other people who
collect the same things. Stamp collectors and action figure collectors each can create their

own us... for at least some aspects of their lives.



Generally, each set of “us” has its own natural instinctive tendency to create its own
culture — with its own rules, expectations, and values. The fourth chapter of this book

discussed those culture issues in significantly more depth.

The culture of each group tends to be specific to the group it supports and each
culture tends to be functionally relevant to the organizing definition of each “us.”
Motorcycle gangs have their own identity, definitions, rules, and a hierarchy of some kind.
So do people who participate in chess tournaments - as do the people who create and run

trade associations.

The point that makes that particular alignment trigger relevant and useful to
succeeding at the Art of Peace is that we are not limited to race or ethnicity or gender for
our definition of us — even though those very fundamental and primal categories of “us”
tend to have great leverage and great power for each of us in defining our usual most

baseline personal categories of us.

As a core and essential foundational strategy for the Art of Peace, we need to utilize
the connective power of our fundamental definitions of us and we also need to create the
working context to align us across our various groups into also being a broader and more

inclusive definition of us.

Peace is impossible in any setting when people have their “Them” instincts
operational and activated relative to other people in that setting. We need to defuse those

instincts in each setting by giving us a broader sense of “us.”

The key strategy that we need to follow is to take advantage of our individual ability
to align with other categories of “us” in ways that help us achieve Peace in the context of a

broader “us.”
We Need an “Us” Based on a Commitment to the American Dream

To create Peace for our country, we will need to expand our sense of us. We need to
create and extend a major definition of us that very clearly includes the other people who

share our values and who also want to create Peace.

We need a value based “us.”



If we want a society that helps all of us achieve the American dream, then we need
to expand our definition of us to include people who want to create Peace and who want to

create that Peace for all of us by creating broad and inclusive access to the American dream.

We need to do that work of expanding our sense of “us” in a way that is believable
and credible to each of us. As noted earlier, each alignment trigger needs to feel real and
each alignment factor needs to be believed in order to actually work well as an alignment

trigger.

Chapters Twelve and Thirteen of this book deal with those issues and offer some

strategies for achieving these goals of creating a values based sense of us.

Anyone who wants to create Peace is far more likely to succeed in creating Peace if

that can be done in the context of creating an “Us.”

Creating an “us” is a major alignment strategy. Creating that sense of us is a key step

toward achieving Peace.

Organizations Can Create An Internal Sense of “Us”

That alignment factor is relevant in multiple settings. Inside communities, schools,
and businesses, there is that same opportunity to create a sense of us that reduces internal

divisions, conflicts, and stress levels and increases internal alignment and collaboration.

Each of those organizational settings can find their effectiveness increased if the
people in the setting have a sense of “us” instead of people in that setting simply having a
sense of just being a situational clumping of us/them interactions that are happening

circumstantially in that location.

Chapter Four and Five discuss the steps that are needed to create a culture that can
help us achieve these goals as a country and in other settings as well. As noted earlier, every
group that we form in any setting ends up deliberately, consciously, and unconsciously —
but always very instinctively — creating its own functionality and its own rule sets as a

culture for the working purposes of the group.

We can let that culture development happen in each setting serendipitously or we
can cause that culture development to happen strategically, in clear and intentional
alignment with the goals we want each group to achieve and the functions we want each

group to perform.



To achieve Peace strategically, we need to deliberately choose the better and more

dependable route to creating a culture of us.

The sister book Primal Pathways explains our various packages of culture building
instincts in more detail and the sister book Cusp of Chaos offers strategies that can be used

to turn those instincts into intergroup alignment and intergroup Peace.

(V) Group Gain is also Motivating as an Alignment Tool

We can also bring people together by persuading people that they will directly
benefit by being aligned.

Potential gain can bring people together.

The alignment-triggering factor that sits one step above creating a sense of us on the

alignment motivation pyramid is “group gain.” Gain can also be a powerful motivator.

In some earlier descriptions that were written about the six-step alignment trigger
pyramid, another word that was used to describe that specific stage five-group gain

alignment trigger was “group greed.” Gain and greed can both be very motivating to people.

People will often come together and align around a common agenda if the
anticipated functional result, and the expected consequence of that alignment around that
specific agenda is material gain of some kind for the people who align. Wealth is a great

motivator. Money motivates. Prosperity motivates.

You can buy collective love in some settings. If groups of people believe that their
collective efforts are more likely to create both collective and individual financial gain, then

alignment is more likely to happen for those people.

If we can persuade people in any setting that they will be better off by doing some
things as a group, then those things are more likely to be done as a group. Those mutual
gain energies and alignment triggers can be put in play with some success in multiple

settings.

Collective gain doesn’t need to be actual wealth. Financial security can be a powerful
motivator relative to collective gain. So can secure housing or affordable and accessible food

supplies.

Building a common agenda around a collective gain goal as basic as having an actual

pension plan for people who align can be a very effective group motivator in some settings.



Group gain can be triggered by collective security or by shared sustenance as well as
by actual wealth. Each of those goals can have significant power to motivate when they are

well targeted, well channeled, and situationally appropriate.

People who want to create Peace and alignment in any setting and who use the
ongoing financial well being of all group members who align as a motivator and who
communicate clearly the benefits that will result from alignment can find that tool to be

effective and reinforcing.

(VI) The Peak Motivation Factor On The Alignment Pyramid Is Mission, Vision, And

Deeply Held Beliefs

The final and most focused motivation tool — and the top step on the six-step
alignment pyramid — is vision. The highest level on the alignment pyramid that can bring
people together in aligned ways, calls for people to have a collective vision or to be

collectively committed to a common mission or belief system.

A mission or a vision can be a very good alignment tool to use to bring people in any
setting together. A motivating mission can be — very directly — motivating. Inspirational.

Even compelling.

Mission/vision approaches can be used in many settings to accomplish the very
specific goal of bringing people in that setting together. People can, will, and do obviously

come together and become aligned in the interest of a collective mission.

People will often align their individual and their group efforts in very effective ways
to help achieve their shared mission, shared vision, or shared fundamental and foundational

collective belief.

One problem that can result from using that motivator as a stand-alone or primary
alignment trigger for some people in some settings is that the stand-alone mission based
alignment factors in many settings can fairly easily be trumped by greed or by gain or
simply pushed aside by peoples’ instincts to compete with or to do damage in some way to

some category of enemy “them.”

Mission and vision can also both be pushed aside as a motivator for many people in
many settings by any clear perception or actual reality of Danger. Mission can be a highly

desirable and very useful alignment tool — but it can sometimes be set aside relatively



easily for the people in a setting in favor of focusing on a number of other more immediate

group and personal realities and motivation factors.

People who are working to achieve a collective common interest goal or a shared
mission of some kind can sometimes be pulled away from that collective agenda fairly easily
if those people in that setting begin to believe that their own original and most primal “us”
group is in danger, or if the people believe they will personally lose material advantage
instead of gain material advantage if the targeted common mission or the common vision

goal is actually achieved.

Some People Focus Primarily On Their Beliefs And Mission

So some people can find that other motivators on the alignment trigger chart can

push them away from mission or vision as a core behavior motivation factor.

At the other end of that continuum, however, there are some people whose primary
motivator and top priority in life is their missions. A mission can be an extremely powerful
motivator for some people. People can find a deep commitment to their missions that

structures their thinking and focuses their lives.

For a number of people, that commitment to their belief or their mission is so deep
and so strong that it can become an obsession and it can become a top priority that pushes

all other priorities aside.

True believers can be very motivated. Zealots exist. Zealots often proselytize.
Zealots can bring other zealots into a shared mission/shared vision alignment that can
sometimes be extremely positive and beneficial. That same overwhelming level of
conviction can cause people to believe in a mission or belief system that can create negative
consequences if the true believers collective us/them instincts, and collective and very
negative instinctive behavior packages, become activated against anyone who is not a

believer in their belief system.

People who are true believers sometimes feel their conviction to their own
perceived truth to be so powerful that they reject anyone who doesn’t share their belief and

can even Kkill people who hold other beliefs.

Killings based on zealotry happen — and the people doing the killings feel no guilt in

destroying whoever they perceive to be “Them.”



Any set of triggers that invokes those instinctive us/them values at that highly
intense and negative belief system level can sometimes become divisive, dysfunctional, and
personally dangerous relative to anyone who is not a believer in whatever the mission or

vision is for that set of people who hold that belief at the most intense levels.

Loyalty To Leaders Can Fill That Alignment Motivation Role

A significant number of people have their personal loyalty to a leader function as

their mission in life.

Some people have a deep commitment to a leader and make loyalty to that leader a
very high priority or even their top priority.

Loyalty is clearly an instinctive thought process — and people tend to feel right

acting out of loyalty for a leader.

Some nations and some religious groups have loyalty to a leader built into their

motivation pyramid at a very explicit and powerful level.

When loyalty to a belief system coincides with loyalty to a specific leader, the
combination of those factors can have an extremely strong influence on people’s thought

processes and behaviors.

People use their intellect in those instances to figure out the best ways of being loyal

to their loyalty focus.

People in multiple settings are motivated to come together in loyal support of a
leader. Gangs, cults, political parties, and teams all tend to have leaders who expect to be

supported and who trigger loyalty-based behaviors from their followers.

Peace Can Be a Mission

Peace, itself, can be both a mission and a vision in its own right. In fact, Peace should

be both a mission and a vision if we want to successfully achieve Peace.

If people understand the full benefits that result from Peace for all people, then
getting people collectively aligned with Peace as the goal and the strategy can function as its
own group and individual motivator. That Peace centered functionality can create its own

reinforcing alignment energy and can trigger its own self-supportive behaviors.



When people understand that approach clearly, and when people believe at a
personal level achieving Peace can avert danger, expand our sense of “us,” and resultin a
collective material gain for all groups, then our other five key motivation factors can align

with and support Peace as our mission.

That potential role for a mission and a