explanation is: “Negotiations if the NDF had not been new and the regime had lacked
confidence” (Druckman and Green 1995: 310 Table 12-2). The NDF was new and the regime
did not lack confidence. Is this explanation reasonable and acceptable given the circumstances?
Perhaps, but by looking at other theories a more comprehensive explanation is possible. Both
sides had met the pre-conditions to select ‘negotiate’ as their course of action as described in
detail by the authors, yet the ripe moment eluded the situation. The regime was evaluated as
having increasing levels of both power and legitimacy (case 1B on Table 1), therefore dictating
‘negotiate’ as the course of action. The NDF insurgents were evaluated as having decreasing
levels of both power and legitimacy (case 1A on Table 1), also dictating ‘negotiate’ as the course
of action. According to the political stability model this is a ripe moment, but as has been
previously noted negotiations did not ensue. By looking at the readiness branch of the combined
ripeness model some insights can be gained to explain why it was not reached.
It can be said that the Marcos regime lacked sufficient motivation to initiate negotiations
due to its ‘triumphant’ position, that is it was still in a position to pursue unilateral solutions to
the conflict. The fact that the military remained loyal to the regime would have further reduced
the motivation to negotiate as they continued to have the means to effectively combat the
insurgency. The regime would have been optimistic that it could negotiate an agreement
favourable to its cause, but optimism would have been reduced as this was a ‘people’s’
movement and perhaps viewed as irrational. The NDF can be said to have had a high level of
motivation to reach an agreement without resorting to force out of a fear of loss of life, a lack of
weapons and munitions, and other costs. They would have had a low level of optimism due to
negotiating from a position of ‘desperation’. Applying the readiness formula/notation from
above, it can be expressed that symmetry was not achieved, showing that negotiations would not
have started in this case (where ↑, ↓ and ↕ are high, low and neutral values, respectively; M is
motivation, O is optimism and S is the desired state of symmetry; subscript R represents regime
and subscript I represents insurgents):
(↓)MR x (↕)OR ≠ S ≠ (↑)MI x (↓)OI
Ripeness, Second Generation Ripeness, and Negotiation Readiness can also contribute to
explaining the failure to reach ripeness. Simply stated, as the conflict was new, there had not yet
been sufficient hurting on either side to create a mutually hurting stalemate; the presence of a
catastrophe was absent (nor looming), nor had there been an appreciable shock. While an accord
was desirable on the part of the insurgents, from the government’s point of view one was
unnecessary as they held a position of high (increasing) power and legitimacy. The regime
would have had a low level of willingness to negotiate because, well, it didn’t have to. The
insurgents would have had a high level of willingness, but as a new, ad hoc organisation likely
had very low capacity.
The second such occasion the tables were turned. In 1985 Marcos called a snap
presidential election. The results of the election seemed to indicate that Corazon Aquino was the
victor; however the National Assembly confirmed Marcos had won. At this time, the regime’s
power and legitimacy were both declining as a result (case 9B on Table 1). Conversely, the
insurgents’ power and legitimacy were increasing as a result of massive popular opposition to
Marcos (case 9A on Table 1). The political stability model would indicate that each side would
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select ‘negotiate’ as their course of action. No negotiations were forthcoming. The authors give
the following reason for non-negotiation: “Negotiations if Marcos had stolen the election from
Corazon Aquino and repressed People Power”12 (Druckman and Green 1995: 310 Table 12-2).
This reason is unsatisfactory; this action would have decreased legitimacy -stolen election- and
increased relative power -control National Assembly- (case 7B on Table 1) and therefore the
course of action would have been ‘do not negotiate’ in any case (the actual outcome). Once
again, the combined ripeness model can provide some insights into what prevented negotiations
at this time.
It seems that the winds of change were blowing, and this was likely perceived by the
insurgents. If this is the case, entrapment may have prevented them from trying to open
negotiations, sensing victory was within their grasp without having to give ground in
negotiations. Certainly they would not have been able to perceive a negotiated way out of the
situation with Marcos hanging on to power (as this had failed in the past). At the same time,
they would have viewed the ‘official’ results of the election invalid and their motivation to
negotiate with an illegitimate, election stealing regime would have been low. By the same token,
their optimism for favourable negotiation results would have been low. Similarly, the motivation
and optimism of the regime would have been low as: a. Marcos knew he had stolen the election;
and b. support was growing for the insurgents, especially among the military. It can be
expressed thusly (where ↑, ↓ and ↕ are high, low and neutral values, respectively; M is
motivation, O is optimism and S is the desired state of symmetry; subscript R represents regime
and subscript I represents insurgents):
(↓)MR x (↓)OR ≠ S ≠ (↓)MI x (↓)OI
While in this case M x O for both sides will be low, and possibly nearly equal, it must be
remembered that for readiness to function they must not just be equal to each other, but equal to
symmetry, which is some minimum threshold value.
Ripeness was not met in this case for structural as well as perceptual reasons. For
example Marcos, while technically being a valid spokesman for the government, no longer
legitimately represented the people in the eyes of many of his citizens and the international
community. Nor was he sufficiently strong or weak politically, either to force compromise or to
have compromise forced upon him, due to the exceptional nature of how he had remained in
office. In any case, Marcos stepped down in short order due to popular opposition and
international pressure, and Aquino assumed the presidency. With a new leader, relative power
and legitimacy levels shifted such that in the following year ripeness was attained, a ceasefire
declared, and negotiations undertaken.

12

This did in fact happen for an extremely short period of time, during which negotiations were not initiated.
Shortly after the election Marcos did in fact step down in favour of Aquino, discussed further below.
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4.2 ,orthern Ireland
The second case is the Northern Ireland conflict. The application of ripeness theory to
the Northern Irish peace process is criticised in O’Kane (2006) as he seeks to evaluate the
usefulness of its claims. He points out several limitations of ripeness in this context that show its
weaknesses, however it will be shown that most of these limitations can be overcome if the
combined ripeness model is used. In order to structure his argument, he follows several
propositions from Zartman (2000) and offers critiques in the Northern Ireland context.
The article states that it is likely that a mutually hurting stalemate was reached between
the IRA and the government of the United Kingdom in 1990, and this is evidenced by the fact
that each side was able to hurt the other but not succeed in a unilateral resolution. It is indicated
that a hurting stalemate simply between these two parties is insufficient as there were many more
parties to the conflict than just the IRA and the UK government. A further argument is that it is
unlikely that there was a perception of a way out amongst all the belligerents. He argues that the
subjective nature of a mutually hurting stalemate (even if based on objective factors) is nearly
impossible for outsiders to perceive, knowing when it has been reached to act upon, and
therefore is not a practical theory. The article also talks about the shortcomings of ripeness in a
multilateral scenario and the difficulty of all the sides perceiving a mutually hurting stalemate
simultaneously. He concludes with: “But if one wants to understand why the peace process of
the 1990s came about and resulted in the [Good Friday Agreement], a wider focus is needed than
an application of ripeness theory would suggest one adopts” (O'Kane 2006: 283). Indeed
O’Kane’s confusion and contentions with ripeness theory can largely be resolved by applying the
combined model. Having the advantage of hindsight we can say that the moment was indeed
ripe for negotiation as the Good Friday Agreement was signed, largely settling the disputes and
ending the violence in Northern Ireland.
First of all, the subjective nature of the perception of ripeness cannot be easily overcome,
however this can be mitigated by applying objective factors such as those contained in the
political stability ripeness model. The following levels of legitimacy and power are estimations
only -no empirical study was undertaken for this paper- but they are based on a good knowledge
of the factors surrounding the situation. At a glance, it would seem that the regime, or UK
government in this case, would have likely been experiencing constant levels of both power and
legitimacy. According to Table 1 this indicates ‘negotiate’. The insurgent group, or IRA, was
likely experiencing an increasing level of legitimacy as they had agreed to a ceasefire in 1994
(O'Kane 2006: 270) and either a constant or increasing level of power, both of which would
indicate ‘negotiate’ and so lends support to the actual historical outcome.
Further, Pruitt (2007) has done an in depth study of the processes leading to the
negotiations and has determined that readiness was present thereby indicating ripeness. He
states: “Motivation to end conflict (and hence openness to negotiation) develops to the extent
that all unilateral tactics seem unworkable...” (Pruitt 2007: 1526). Britain had exhausted
unilateral tactics13 and therefore became motivated to enter into negotiations. The IRA found its
unilateral options quickly being exhausted after the arms shipment from their ally, Muammar
Gaddafi, was intercepted by the British and therefore they no longer had the tools to further
13

Continue current hostilities, Escalate, or Seek allies (Pruitt 2007: 1525).
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escalate the conflict. The study also evaluates optimism where, due to a series of de-escalatory
measures on both sides which included ceasefires and secret meetings, Pruitt reports that
optimism was rising on both sides as early as 1988. Concessions continued in a conciliatory
spiral up until the 1997 IRA ceasefire -with the effect of further increasing optimism- that caused
symmetry to be reached paving the way for them to participate in the peace process. This can be
notationally indicated as follows (where ↑, ↓ and ↕ are high, low and neutral values, respectively;
M is motivation, O is optimism and S is the desired state of symmetry; subscript G represents
government and subscript I represents insurgents):
(↑)MG x (↑)OG = S = (↑)MI x (↑)OI
Lastly, O’Kane points out that ripeness is meant to function in bilateral conflict settings.
Again he is right in pointing out this shortcoming of ripeness, however, by looking at the
combined ripeness model we see that there is a branch that addresses this shortcoming as well:
the central coalition theory proposed by Pruitt (2007). This explains how parties on both sides
from across the political spectrum were able to individually reach a state of readiness and then
come together as a coalition whose purpose was to solve the conflict. Note that as per the
description of central coalitions previously discussed the most extreme of the hawks were
excluded from the talks, mostly as a result of their own ideologies that precluded them from
attaining readiness, and therefore there was a form of self-exclusion from the process. All
members of the coalition signed the Good Friday Agreement. So while the limitations of
ripeness are well recognised, the combined model is much more versatile than any one on its
own and provides a great deal more insight into the field.
4.3 Usefulness
The preceding examples have shown how the combination of the various concepts and
related theories surrounding ripeness can lead to a more comprehensive model that explains far
more than a single theory on its own. This is of great importance because it can show why
ripeness was not reached in various types of conflicts. This can help in understanding the
underlying processes that lead to ripeness which will make analysts and practitioners alike more
adept at creating conditions for ripeness, negotiations, and eventually lasting peace.
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Conclusion
While ripeness and the proposed model only address entry into negotiation, it is an area
that was lacking as a coherent system to evaluate the reasons for which parties put aside
unilateral courses of action and pursue bilateral or multilateral tactics. It is necessary to look at
ripeness as a single pursuit of endeavour because any one theory on its own does not stand up to
rigorous testing. That being said, it is not to be inferred that the combined ripeness model will
stand up to all cases, just that it will stand up to an exponentially larger test sample than any one
theory on its own, and that the explicit incorporation of related theories improves overall
applicability. Understanding the reasons why ripeness has not yet been achieved will provide
hints to parties in conflict and third parties as to what potential measures they can take that may
lead to ripeness.
This paper has endeavoured to convince the reader that it is beneficial to approach
ripeness from a combined perspective rather than with an individual theory, that is to become a
ripeness generalist rather than a ripeness specialist. In order reach this objective, an overview of
major ripeness theories were presented along with some acknowledgements of their individual
shortcomings. Additional theories relevant to the study of ripeness were also presented in an
effort to widen the theoretical framework of the field. Examples of strategies that parties can use
to attempt to judiciously create ripeness were given with a view to showing how the preceding
theories can be used in practice. The formulation of the Combined Ripeness Model was
presented and explained, and its usefulness was demonstrated by applying it to two case studies.
In one case it was able to show why ripeness did not occur when an individual theory predicted it
should, and in the other to explain why it did occur when the theory did not support that
outcome.
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