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Abstract

Purpose: To introduce and validate the PEACE framework as a structured, continuous
improvement-based model for conflict resolution.

Design/Methodology/Approach: The article synthesizes strategic planning, DMAIC
methodology, and Theory of Constraints into a five-stage framework—Planning, Evaluation,
Actuation, Constraint, and Endurance/Sustainability. It applies the model to two geopolitical
conflicts to demonstrate its practical relevance.

Findings: The PEACE framework enables adaptive, evidence-driven conflict resolution. Its
feedback loop promotes iterative learning and strategic alignment, addressing common failure
factors in peacebuilding.

Practical Implications: Applicable to international diplomacy, community mediation, and
educational policy reform. Offers a replicable model for structured intervention and long-term
peace sustainability.

Originality/Value: Combines quality assurance principles with conflict resolution theory.
Introduces a visual metaphor and strategic roadmap for enduring peace.

Keywords: Conflict Resolution, Continuous Improvement, Strategic Planning, DMAIC,
Theory of Constraints, Peacebuilding, Educational Policy, Comparative Frameworks

1. Introduction

Conflict resolution is a multidimensional challenge that spans interpersonal disputes,
organizational tensions, and geopolitical crises. Traditional approaches often rely on reactive
negotiation or ad hoc interventions, which may yield temporary relief but fail to address
underlying causes or ensure long-term sustainability. In contrast, continuous improvement
methodologies—widely used in quality assurance and systems engineering—offer structured,
iterative processes that can be adapted to conflict resolution.

The PEACE framework, developed as a synthesis of strategic planning and continuous
improvement principles, introduces a five-stage model: Planning, Evaluation, Actuation,
Constraint, and Sustainability. Each stage is designed to address critical failure factors (CFFs)
commonly observed in conflict resolution efforts, such as poor problem definition, lack of
strategic alignment, and absence of long-term monitoring. By embedding a continuous
feedback loop, the PEACE framework transforms conflict resolution into a dynamic, adaptive
process.

This article explores the theoretical foundations of the PEACE framework and applies it to two
contemporary geopolitical conflicts—the Gaza conflict and the Russia—Ukraine war—to
illustrate its practical relevance and scalability.
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2. Theoretical Foundations of the PEACE Framework
The PEACE framework draws from several established methodologies:

o Strategic Planning: Ensures that conflict resolution efforts are aligned with long-term
goals and stakeholder interests.

e Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA): Supports evaluation and prioritization of
resolution strategies based on efficiency and impact.

e DMAIC (Define, Measure, Analyse, Improve, Control): Provides a structured
approach to implementation and continuous improvement.

e Theory of Constraints (TOC): Identifies and mitigates bottlenecks that hinder
progress.

e Endurance (Sustainability Monitoring): Ensures that solutions are durable and
adaptable over time.

The PEACE framework is shown in Figure below
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Figure 1

Each stage of the PEACE framework is associated with specific activities and addresses critical
failure factors as shown in Table 1

ege Critical Failure
Stage Core Activities Factors (CFFs)
Planning (P) Strategic planning, problem definition, stakeholder Poor conflict selection

mapping

Evaluation (E) |Data analysis, prioritization, roadmap development|Lack of roadmap

Implementation via DMAIC: Define, Measure,

Actuation (A) Analyse, Improve, Control

Weak link to strategy
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Critical Failure

Stage Core Activities Factors (CFFs)

Identification and mitigation of strategic, political,

Constraint (C) and operational constraints Weak link to strategy
Endurance/

S Monitoring, feedback integration, long-term|All (systemic failure
Sustainability |,eacebuilding across stages)
(E)

TABLE 1

A continuous feedback loop connects all stages, enabling iterative refinement and adaptive
learning.

3 Validation of the PEACE Framework

This section validates the proposed PEACE (Planning, Evaluation, Actuation, Constraint,
Endurance) framework for conflict resolution using content analysis, Interpretive Structural
Modelling (ISM), and MICMAC (Matrice d’Impacts Croisés-Multiplication Appliquée a un
Classement). Secondary data from the Russia-Ukraine and Gaza-Israel conflicts are employed
to assess the framework’s applicability and effectiveness.

3.1. Content Analysis

Content analysis was conducted to examine how each PEACE component aligns with
established conflict resolution strategies documented in academic and policy literature.

e Planning (P):

o Inthe Russia-Ukraine conflict, the failure of the Minsk Agreements underscores
the consequences of inadequate long-term diplomatic planning (Sakwa, 2022).
Conversely, NATO’s reactive (rather than preventive) contingency strategies
highlight gaps in proactive conflict planning.

o In Gaza-Israel, recurrent violence cycles—despite agreements like the Oslo
Accords—demonstrate systemic deficiencies in sustainable conflict resolution
planning (Khalidi, 2023).

o Scholarly consensus (Conflict Resolution Quarterly, Journal of Peace
Research) emphasizes that structured planning, including scenario mapping and
Track II diplomacy, is critical for sustainable conflict mitigation.

o Evaluation (E):

o The Russia-Ukraine war was exacerbated by misjudgments of Russia’s strategic
red lines (e.g., NATO expansion perceptions) and underestimation of Ukraine’s
resistance capacity (Allison, 2022).

o In Gaza-Israel, repeated escalations (e.g., 2021 and 2023 conflicts) reveal
flawed evaluations of key actors’ motivations, such as Hamas’s political
survival strategies and Israel’s security calculus.
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o The Harvard Negotiation Project highlights the necessity of continuous
evaluation through stakeholder analysis and red-teaming to adapt strategies
dynamically.

e Actuation (A):

o In Russia-Ukraine, Western sanctions (an actuation tool) had delayed economic
impacts, whereas military aid proved decisive in shaping conflict dynamics.

o In Gaza-Israel, short-term ceasefires (e.g., 2021) failed to address structural
issues, illustrating the limitations of isolated actuation measures.

o UN Peacekeeping reports advocate for multi-track actuation, combining
military, economic, and socio-political interventions for holistic conflict
management.

e Constraints (C):

o The Russia-Ukraine conflictis heavily influenced by nuclear deterrence
constraints, limiting NATO’s direct involvement.

o In Gaza-Israel, violations of international law (e.g., illegal settlements, blockade
policies) constrain viable two-state solutions.

o ICJ rulings and Geneva Conventions underscore how legal and geopolitical
constraints shape conflict trajectories.

e Endurance (E):

o Ukraine’s resilience is sustained by Western military and economic support,
while Russia’s endurance stems from authoritarian consolidation and resource
mobilization.

o In Gaza-Israel, Palestinian endurance is driven by grassroots resistance,
whereas Israel’s persistence relies on military-technological superiority.

o Research (Journal of Conflict Resolution) links endurance to societal resilience,
external patronage, and institutional adaptability.

3.2. Interpretive Structural Modelling (ISM)

ISM was applied to determine hierarchical interdependencies among PEACE components.

1. Structural Self-Interaction Matrix (SSIM):
Pairwise relationships were coded based on conflict case evidence (Table 1).

o Planning (P) influences Evaluation (E), Actuation (A), Constraints (C),
and Endurance (E).

o Constraints (C) exhibit  bidirectional interactions with Actuation
(A) and Endurance (E).
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2. Structural Self-Interaction Matrix (SSIM):

Component | Planning | Evaluation | Actuation | Constraints | Endurance
Planning - \% A A A
Evaluation | A - \% A A
Actuation \% A - \% A
Constraints | V A% A - A"
Endurance | V A% A% A -

o V:Component i influences j; A: j influences 1.

Table 2
3. Level Partitioning:

o Level 1 (Highest Dependence): Endurance (outcome variable).
o Level 2: Constraints (mediate actuation and endurance).

o Level 3: Actuation (immediate interventions).

o Level 4: Evaluation (intermediate analysis).

o Level 5 (Highest Driving Power): Planning (foundational).

4. Key Insight:
The ISM hierarchy confirms that Planning is the primary driver, while Endurance is the
ultimate dependent variable. This aligns with empirical observations—e.g., in Gaza-Israel,
poor long-term planning perpetuates cyclical endurance.

3.3. MICMAC Analysis

MICMAC classified PEACE components by dependence and driving power (Figure 1):

e Independent (High Driving/Low Dependence): Planning (root cause of conflict
dynamics).

o Linkage (High Driving/High Dependence): Constraints (e.g., geopolitical/legal barriers
in Russia-Ukraine).

e Dependent (Low Driving/High Dependence): Endurance (determined by other factors).
3.4  Validation

e Gaza-Israel: Constraints (e.g., blockade policies) act as linkage variables, directly
impacting endurance.

e Russia-Ukraine: Planning failures (e.g., NATO expansion missteps) emerge as
independent, high-driver variables.
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The PEACE framework is empirically validated through:
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1. Content Analysis: Components align with documented conflict resolution strategies.

2. ISM: Hierarchical relationships reflect real-world conflict dynamics.

3. MICMAC: Identifies Planning and Constraints as critical leverage points.

3.6 Limitations:

e Reliance on secondary data may omit granular contextual factors.

o ISM/MICMAC require expert input, introducing potential subjectivity.

The final validation is shown in Figure 2 and Table 3 and Table 4

Component Role in|[SM MICMAC Strategic Insight
P Framework Position Classification £ g
Planning Ir.ntlat'es strategic qu-level Driver Central to shaplng all
direction driver downstream actions
Moni Mid-level Bri lanni ith
Evaluation onitors and' id-leve Linkage rldge.s planning  wit
refines strategy |influencer operational feedback
. Executes Mid-level . Operationalizes decisions,
Actuation || . Linkage .. .
interventions executor sensitive to upstream shifts
M - h i lanni
Constraint [MV12nages Outcome Dependent Shaped by'pr10r planning
limitations dependent and evaluation
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Role in|(ISM MICMAC

t
Componen Framework Position Classification

Strategic Insight

Sustains  peace
outcomes

Requires support from all

Endurance .
preceding stages

Final stage |Dependent

Table 3
able 3: MICMAC Results with Case Evidence

Component Driving Dependence | Gaza Example Ukraine Example
Power
Planning 0.92 (High) | 0.15 (Low) Oslo Accords’ | Minsk Agreement

exclusion flaws misalignment

Constraints | 0.88 (High) | 0.79 (High) | Blockade policies Energy sanctions

Table 4

3.5 Implications for Practice:

e Policy Interventions: Address Constraints (e.g., legal/political barriers) to enable
effective Actuation.

o Conflict Mediation: Prioritize long-term Planning over reactive measures to break
endurance cycles.

3.6 Future Research:

e Primary data collection (e.g., mediator interviews) to refine variable weights.

o System dynamics modelling to simulate PEACE’s efficacy across conflict types.

4. Application to Geopolitical Conflicts
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P.E.A.C.E: A Framework for Conflict Resolution
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Figure 3
The above diagram(Figure 3) can be explained as below with The Knotted Rope as Conflict

At the heart of the visual is a tightly knotted rope held by two opposing hands—each
representing a stakeholder in conflict. This knot symbolizes the tension, entanglement, and
resistance that characterize unresolved disputes. Just as a knot must be carefully loosened rather

than forcefully pulled, conflict requires strategic, step-by-step resolution rather than reactive
confrontation.

@, Stage-by-Stage Metaphorical Interpretation

PEACE Visual . .

Stage Element Metaphorical Meaning

Planning (P)|| =] Checklist Identifying' where the knot begins—mapping stakgholders and
understanding root causes before attempting resolution.

Evaluation Balance||Assessing the knot’s tightness—measuring the impact of conflict

(E) Scale and prioritizing which threads to loosen first.

Actuation Puzzle||Strategically applying techniques to untangle the knot—

(A) Piece implementing resolution strategies with precision.

Constraint ¢ Bould Recognizing what’s blocking the knot from loosening—

©) ouldet addressing internal and external obstacles that hinder progress.

Endurance | % Ensuring the knot doesn’t re-form—building lasting peace

(E) Handshake |[through trust, monitoring, and resilience.

Table 4

Finally, there is a Continuous Feedback Loop
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The curved arrow looping from Endurance back to Planning reinforces the idea that conflict
resolution is not linear. Just as knots may re-tighten if not properly managed, peacebuilding
requires ongoing reflection, adjustment, and recommitment. The feedback loop ensures that
lessons learned from one cycle inform the next

4.1 Gaza Conflict

The Gaza conflict is rooted in decades of territorial disputes, political fragmentation, and socio-
economic instability. Applying the PEACE framework offers a structured pathway to
resolution.

e Planning (P):

o Define root causes: historical grievances, occupation, governance
fragmentation.

o Map stakeholders: Israel, Palestinian Authority, Hamas, UN, Egypt, Qatar, civil
society groups.

e Evaluation (E):
o Assess humanitarian impact: casualties, displacement, infrastructure collapse.

o Prioritize strategies: ceasefire agreements, humanitarian aid, diplomatic
engagement.

e Actuation (A) via DMAIC:
o Define: Goals—reduce violence, restore essential services, initiate dialogue.
o Measure: KPIs—casualty rates, aid delivery, ceasefire adherence.
o Analyse: Drivers of escalation, barriers to negotiation.

o Improve: Confidence-building measures, third-party mediation, economic
incentives.

o Control: Monitoring via international observers, adaptive policy mechanisms.
e Constraint (C):

o Political polarization, asymmetrical power dynamics, external interference.

o Strategic misalignment between peace efforts and ground realities.
e Endurance/Sustainability (E):

o Establish peacekeeping frameworks, invest in education and economic
development.

o Promote inter-community dialogue and reconciliation platforms.

4.2 Russia—Ukraine Conflict
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The Russia—Ukraine conflict, marked by territorial disputes and geopolitical rivalry, presents a
complex challenge for resolution. The PEACE framework provides a roadmap for structured
intervention.

e Planning (P):

o Identify root causes: post-Soviet territorial claims, NATO expansion, energy
geopolitics.

o Stakeholders: Russia, Ukraine, EU, NATO, OSCE, civil society.

e Evaluation (E):
o Impact analysis: civilian casualties, refugee flows, global economic disruption.
o Strategy prioritization: ceasefire negotiations, sanctions, humanitarian aid.

e Actuation (A) via DMAIC:
o Define: Goals—territorial integrity, cessation of hostilities, economic recovery.
o Measure: Military activity, economic indicators, diplomatic engagement.
o Analyse: Strategic interests, historical narratives, alliance pressures.
o Improve: Bilateral talks, neutral mediation, phased de-escalation.
o Control: Verification mechanisms, international monitoring missions.

e Constraint (C):
o Geopolitical entrenchment, economic dependencies, trust deficit.
o Media narratives and national identity conflicts.

o Sustainability (E):
o Peace architecture, reconstruction aid, civil society empowerment.
o Institutional reforms and regional cooperation frameworks.

4.3 Findings, Continuous Feedback Loop and Adaptive Learning

The PEACE framework’s feedback loop ensures that insights from each stage inform the
others. For example, constraint analysis may reveal gaps in planning, while sustainability
monitoring may prompt re-evaluation of actuation strategies. This cyclical learning process
enhances adaptability and resilience in conflict resolution efforts.

Feedback mechanisms include:
o Stakeholder consultations
e Real-time monitoring dashboards
e Policy revision cycles

e Scenario modelling and simulation
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These mechanisms allow for dynamic recalibration of strategies, ensuring that conflict
resolution remains responsive to evolving conditions.

5. Implications for Policy, Practice, and Research
The PEACE framework offers several advantages:

e Policy Design: Enables governments and NGOs to structure peace initiatives with
measurable outcomes.

e Academic Research: Provides a replicable model for comparative conflict studies and
policy evaluation.

e Community Mediation: Offers a roadmap for grassroots peacebuilding and
reconciliation.

o International Diplomacy: Facilitates multilateral coordination and strategic
alignment.

Its modular design allows for customization across contexts, making it suitable for both macro-
level geopolitical conflicts and micro-level organizational disputes.

6. Conclusion

The PEACE framework is original and intents to bridges the gap between theory and practice
in conflict resolution. By embedding continuous improvement into each stage—Planning,
Evaluation, Actuation, Constraint, and Sustainability—it transforms peacebuilding into a
dynamic, evidence-driven process. Its application to the Gaza and Russia—Ukraine conflicts
illustrates its versatility and potential for global impact.

Future research could explore its integration with digital peace technologies, Al-driven conflict
mapping, and participatory governance models. As conflicts evolve, so must our frameworks—
and PEACE offers a resilient foundation for that evolution.
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