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ABSTRACT: This dissertation seeks to contribute to both the theory and practice of reconciliation
by offering a theoretical framework for reconciliation that can be used by scholars to test the
effects of various interventions designed to promote reconciliation, and by implemieatimgtt
randomized field experiment to test the effects of facilitated intergroup contact it@pot
society. In Aceh, Indonesia, 108 ex-combatants and persons affected by conflict participated in
one of six three-day workshops or in a control group to assess the effects of dialogue-based,
training-based and mixed-method conflict resolution techniques on prejudice, empathy, trust
tolerance, forgiveness and healing, which served as proxies for reconciliation. kehikstlts

of this study are modest, they provide the first empirical evidence that intergrouptcontac
programs can reduce prejudice, and increase trust, forgiveness and healing in the highly
charged context of post-conflict societies, suggesting that contact programs may over time
become an effective means of encouraging reconciliation in conflict-affectetiesocie
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

With over half of the conflict-affected countries in the world relapsingviaignce within ten

years, post-conflict peacebuilding remains one of the greatest chalfangesboth scholars

and practitioner$ This dissertation therefore seeks to address the core peacebuilding ddémma
how to prevent a resumption of violence in post-conflict societies by advancikgwdtne

concept of reconciliation, which is now recognized as a key piece of the posttconfl
peacebuilding agenda, essential to ensuring an equitable and stablegrehtzthe prevention

of future conflict®

However, as no comprehensive theory of reconciliation exists, there has bessesas or
conceptual clarity on what reconciliation means and even less on how to achieheebver, a
lack of empirical evidence surrounding the efficacy of interventions designeonmiar
reconciliation has left practitioners with little information about how tateréhe conditions for

reconciliation in conflict-affected societies.

L paul Collier et al., "Breaking the conflict trapivil war and development policy," World Bank Policy Research
Report(Washington, D.C.: The World Bank, 2003); lan Ban and Paul Collier, "Natural resources and viblen
conflict: options and actions," (Washington, D.The World Bank, 2003).

2 A.M. Kacowicz et al.Stable peace among natiorfsanham, Md: Rowman & Littlefield, 2000); JohnuPa
LederachBuilding peace: Sustainable reconciliation in dieitisocieties(Washington, D.C.: United States Institute
of Peace, 1997); H.C. Kelman, "Reconciliation aniity change: A social-psychological perspectiweFrom
conflict resolution to reconciliatiared. Y. Bar-Siman-Tov (Oxford: Oxford Univeristye®s, 2004); D. Bar-Tal and
Gemma H. Bennink, "The Nature of ReconciliatioraaOutcome and as a Processfiiom Conflict Resolution to
Reconciliation ed. Y. Bar-Siman-Tov (New York, NY: Oxford Uni\sity Press, 2004).

3 L. Huyse, "The Process of Reconciliation,'Reconciliation after violent conflict: A handboeaid. P. Bloomfield,
T. Barnes, and L. Huyse (Stockholm, Sweden: hatgonal Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assince
(IDEA), 2003), 28.

* Jens Meierhenrich, "Varieties of Reconciliatioba and Social Inquing3, no. 1 (2008); Jeremy Sarkin and Erin
Daly, "Too many quesitons, too few answers: Rediaticin in transitional societiesColumbia Human Rights Law
Review35(2004); Nadim Rouhana, N., "Key issues in red@tion: Challenging traditional assumptions on
conflict resolution and power dynamics,"littergroup conflicts and their resolution: Sociayzhological
perspectiveed. D. Bar-Tal (New York: Psychology Press, 2011)



In the absence of a theory of reconciliation, transitional justice, tsiftrimary emphasis on
truth-telling mechanisms such as prosecutions and truth commissions, has becdoneirthat
paradigm for promoting reconciliation in post-conflict societies. This is denabedtby the
Peace Accords Matrix (PAM) compiled by the University of Notre Dandedc Institute for
International Peace Studies, which compares data on 29 comprehensive peacenagsegned
since 1989. The database shows that fewer than 40% of peace agreements have included an
explicit mechanism for encouraging reconciliation, but 100% of those that did incladghd a
and reconciliation mechanism that established a temporary and officiatiyoseed body to
investigate and report on patterns of human rights alSu$ese of these agreements included
any other type of program aimed at addressing reconciliation. Whike dhe numerous
examples of initiatives undertaken by non-governmental organizations (N\@@sygholar-
practitioners designed to promote reconciliation, none have ever beerllgf§iarectioned in a

peace agreement or scaled up to develop national feach.

Problematically, evidence is emerging demonstrating that while ticaredijustice may achieve
some of the claims of its proponents such as establishing a historical recordngdbeat

public, providing a basis for institutional reform and reparations, and establishingeace

® A comprehensive peace agreement (CPA) is defisedveritten document produced through a process of
negotiation in which the major parties to the cighfre involved in the negotiations, and substanigsues
underlying the dispute are included in the negotiaprocess. PAM defines a CPA by the process andugt of
negotiations, not the implementation or impacthef dtocument. As such, a comprehensive peace renessary
for a comprehensive peace agreement to be incindbeé list. The Kroc Institute sites more thansBgh
agreements since 1989. http://kroc.nd.edu/resgarabé-processes

° El Salvador, South Africa, Sierra Leone (1996 AhidAgreement), Sierra Leone (1999 Lomé Agreement),
Indonesia, Ethiopia, Burundi, Guatemala, LiberialiVRwanda. Available at http://kroc.nd.edu/resbfpeace-
processes.

" Ervin Staub, Laurie Anne Pearlman, and Rezar@liBiPsychological recovery, reconciliation ane girevention
of new violence: an approach and its uses in Rwami®eacebuilding in Traumatized Societied. B. Hart
(American University Press, 2008); Joseph Albe@mBAdwan, and Dan Bar-On, "Dialogue groups: TRT'’s
guidelines for working through intractable conflibispersonal storytellingPeace and Conflict: Journal of Peace
Psychologys, no. 4 (2002).



justice and rule of laWjt does not appear to be successful at promoting psychological healing or

reconciliation®

Given the emerging evidence on the limitations of transitional justice to proeuateciliation,
this dissertation argues that while truth-telling may be a neggsad of the post-conflict
peacebuilding agenda, it is not independently sufficient for achieving reetiociliAs such, |
do not argue that transitional justice should not be an integral part of post-conflebyiéding,
but rather that it should not be the sole focus of practitioners who seek to creatadibiercs
for reconciliation. This dissertation therefore seeks to identify mechanishmay be
complementary to transitional justice in the pursuit of the psychological chdnragesnbody

reconciliation.

As such, | turn to the social psychological literature on intergroup relations angraup
contact, which for more than 50 years has been indicating that contact betwgenogiou
produce psychological changes such as a reduction of prejudice, and an incregsghg,em

trust, and forgiveness.

8 Jonathan D. Tepperman, "Truth and ConsequenEesgign Affairs81, no. 2 (2002); James Gibs@yercoming
apartheid: Can truth reconcile a divided natior(Rlew York: Russell Sage, 2004); Charles Villa-&ficio,
"Inclusive Justice: The Limitations of Trial Jugtiand Truth Commissions," Peace versus justice?: The dilemma
of transitional justice in Africaed. Chandra Lekha; Pillay Sriram, Suren (Suffdknes Currey/University of
KwaZulu-Natal Press, 2010).

® Karen Brounéus, "The trauma of truth telling: Effeof witnessing in the Rwandan gacaca courts on
psychological health Journal of Conflict Resolutiof4, no. 23 (2010); Phuong N. Pham, Harvey M. Weins
and Timothy Longman, "Trauma and PTSD Symptomsvimftia: Implications for attitudes toward justicel an
reconciliation,"Journal of the American Medical Associati?®2(2004); Metin Bgbglu et al., "Psychiatric and
Cognitive Effects of War in Former Yugoslavia: Asgdion of Lack of Redress for Trauma and Posttraion
Stress ReactionsJournal of the American Medical Associati2®4, no. 5 (2005).

° Thomas Pettigrew, F. and Linda R. Tropp, "A Metaalytic Test of Intergroup Contact Theorygurnal of
Personality and Social Psycholo§9, no. 5 (2006); M. Hewstone et al., "Intergr@lgntact, Forgiveness, and
Experience of "The Troubles" in Northern Ireland@@urnal of Social Issue®2, no. 1 (2006); M. Hewstone et al.,
"Intergroup forgiveness and guilt in Northern lreda Social psychological dimensions of "The Trogblein
Collective guilt: International perspectivesd. N.R. Branscombe and B. Doosje (Cambridgelaadg Cambridge
University Press, 2008); Gibso@yercoming apartheid: Can truth reconcile a dividetion; Gordon W. Allport,
The Nature of Prejudic€Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1954).
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However, limitations in existing research require additional inquiry t@ass the body of case
studies in non-Western and conflict-affected contexts such that we areabéttey understand
whether the effects found in previous studies transfer to the highly-chargechpobntext of
intergroup contact between social groups with “a history of conflict and hgshktqualities of

status and power, and political struggté.”

As such, this dissertation seeks to contribute to both the theory and practicaoflieon by
first positing a theoretical framework for reconciliation that can be ugedhwlars to test the
effects of various interventions that may contribute to achieving recormilidthis framework
proposes that the essence of reconciliation is about improving intergroup ret@tibe®xtent
that conflict is resolved through dialogue rather than violence, and operagsnai@nciliation
as a combination of psychological changes that may include a reduction of preandieca
increase in empathy, trust, tolerance, forgiveness and healing—variabissetolars have
proposed as key elements of reconciliaffo@onceptualizing reconciliation in this way allows
scholars to test the effect of various interventions designed to promoteiliationon the

psychological changes that indicate reconciliation is taking place.

To that end, after positing a theoretical framework for reconciliation, thig ates$ a field

experimental methodology to begin to establish empirical evidence about the inbes &mét

1 Marilynn B. Brewer and Samuel L. Gaertnerp\ilard Reduction of Prejudice: Intergroup Contact Snocial
Categorization," irSelf and Social Identityed. Marilynn B. Brewer and Miles Hewstone (Maigd MA Blackwell
Publishing, 2004), 301.

12 Gibson,Overcoming apartheid: Can truth reconcile a divideationr Brounéus, "The trauma of truth telling:
Effects of witnessing in the Rwandan gacaca caumtgsychological health."; Jens Meierhenrich, "¢aeis of
Reconciliation,"Law and Social Inquirg3, no. 1 (2008); Gordon Allporthe Nature of Prejudicé Cambridge,
MA: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1954); Miles Hawane et al., "Stepping stones to reconciliatioNamthern
Ireland: Intergroup contact, forgiveness and tfustThe Social Psychology of Intergroup Reconciliatied. Arie
Nadler, Thomas Malloy, E., and Jeffrey D. Fishexf@®d: Oxford University Press, 2008).

4



may lead to the psychological changes that embody reconciliation. Spagifigall test the

effects intergroup contact on reconciliation by asking the following questions

Q1
Q2:
Q3:
Q4:
Q5:
Q6:

Does dialogue-based contact reduce intergroup prejudice in a post-contictte
Does dialogue-based contact increase intergroup empathy in a gbst-context?
Does dialogue-based contact increase intergroup trust in a post-conftestt?

Does dialogue-based contact increase intergroup tolerance in anfbst-context?
Does dialogue-based contact increase intergroup forgiveness in arnfbst-context?

Does dialogue-based contact increase individual healing in a posttaooriliext?

| hypothesize that dialogue-based intergroup contact reduces intergroup prejudee, whi

increasing intergroup empathy, trust, tolerance, healing and forgiveness.

In answering these questions, this dissertation offers the first cagdtsidmploys a

rigorously-designed randomized field experiment to test the effectsiliaf@d intergroup

contact in a non-Western, highly-charged post-conflict society. Ada/dixplained in detail in

Chapter 3, 108 ex-combatants and persons affected by conflict in the post-contket of

Aceh, Indonesia participated in one of six three-day workshops or in a control grodia that

attend the workshops. In order to determine the optimal conditions for facilitadagailiation,

three distinct treatments were applied: dialogue-based contact workshopsg-based contact

workshops, and mixed-method contact workshops that combined both dialogue and training

techniques. The effects of the workshops were measured using psychomietsiéosazach of

the dependent variables--prejudice, empathy, trust, tolerance, forgivedessading.

| focus on the case of Aceh, Indonesia because while the 2005 peace agretmeent the

Government of Indonesia (Gol) and the Free Aceh Movement (GAM) has brought about

5



significant structural and political change, little has been done to addoesgiliation in Aceh.

This is largely because reconciliation has been conceptualized solkéy/iagplementation of

the Truth and Reconciliation Commission and the Human Rights Court mandated in the peace
agreement, both of which have been delayed indefinitely due to political reatitias. |

meantime, relations between the national and provincial governments have iipjmave

relations between groups within the province remain tense and in some cases continue to
deteriorate, a phenomenon that will be discussed in more detail below. As such, Aceh is a
relatively clean slate to work with given the absence of large-scaleaiation initiatives to

date and offers an ideal situation in which to study the effects of interventiogsetet

promote reconciliation.

This dissertation begins with an introduction to the context of intergroup relationgln iAc
particular in the Central Highlands region of Aceh where this research takes @hapter two
then examines the literature on reconciliation, transitional justice androuprgelations in an
effort to lay the theoretical foundations that form the backbone of this work and t;mexam
variables that scholars have suggested are key components of reconciliatiorr. {Ghegpte
discusses the renaissance of field experimentation, particularly focgadcientists, and
explains the field experimental methodology used in this study. Chapter four ptasents
findings from the study, while chapter five discusses the implications offihdsggs for

scholars and peacebuilding practitioners.

In sum, this applied research argues that while the jury is still out on tba&cgfbf transitional
justice mechanisms for promoting reconciliation, other constructs aralaedihat may prove to
be effective alternatives or complements to transitional justice in taipaf reconciliation in

post-conflict societies. As such, this dissertation seeks to test thivefiess of intergroup



contact to determine whether it might offer a parallel or complemerpargpach to promoting

reconciliation in post-conflict societies.

The Case of Aceh, Indonesia

On August 15, 2005, the Government of Indonesia (GOI) and the Free Aceh Movement (GAM)
signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) ending more than 30 years of violent conflic
that claimed over 15,000 lives in Indonesia’s northernmost province of Aceh. While by most
accounts, the implementation of the MoU is considered a success, many chadergrso
ensuring Aceh continues down the road to sustainable p&ao®ong them, lingering and

growing tensions between groups within the province pose a significant challeeferfisr

aimed at improving intergroup relations and promoting reconciliation.

These tensions will be discussed at length below following a brief introductionbadkground
of the Aceh conflict that will first explain the origins and causes of tharaést movement, and
will then lay out the structural and political changes that have taken placergrsigrting of the
peace agreement, which have served to significantly improve relationshdtwenational and
provincial governments. | will then turn to what is perhaps the most challengibigipr facing
the peace process today—the deterioration of relations of groups within the provinéeywilthic

highlight the need for initiatives designed to promote reconciliation.

While divisions between groups within Aceh can be seen across political, economikgamaisre
dimensions at both the provincial and district levels, | will focus on divisions at thiegdgvel

reflected in the ongoing gubernatorial elections and relations between toitiheeparatist

13 Edward Aspinall)slam and Nation: Separatist rebellion in Aceh,dnésia (Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press, 2009).



forces (PETAPembela Tanah Air or Defenders of the HomeJaardl former GAM combatants
in the Central Highlands region of Aceh as important examples of the myriad tethsibesist

between groups in post-conflict Aceh.

Background to the Aceh conflict: In 1945, after more than 350 years of colonization by the
Dutch, Indonesia, with the help of the Acehnese, declared independence. At the saredHa

Tiro and his colleagues who would later found the Free Aceh Movement (GAM), wiarg cal

for a federated Indonesia with Islam as its B4$&/hen Aceh agreed to join the newly

independent Indonesian state in 1945, it was based on the twin assumptions that Aceh’s
important contribution to the nationalist struggle against the Dutch would entdlan equal

stake in the Republic’s future, and that Indonesia would be founded on, and strive to uphold, the

principles of Islam.*®

In 1949, Indonesia honored this demand for federation and established a separate “Province of
Aceh.” However, in August 1950, shortly after the Dutch formally transferred sgngréo the
“Republic of the United States of Indonesia,” the government revoked Acetis ataa

province and incorporated it into the province of North Sumatra as part of a national plan tha
reorganized Indonesia into only 10 proviné®&8ver the next decade, Indonesia would continue

to centralize authority with the Javanese government in Jakarta, creatroggsense of

betrayal and resentment on the part of those in Aceh who had fought for indepefidence.

%1sa M. Sulaiman, "From Autonomy to Periphery: Atical Evaluation of the Acehnese Nationalist Mowath"
in Verandah of Violence: The Background to the Acaiblém ed. Anthony Reid (Singapore: Singapore University
Press, 2006), 131.
15 Michelle Ann Miller, "What's Special About Specialitonomy in Aceh?," itVerandah of Violence: The
%ackground to the Aceh Problesd. Anthony Reid (Singapore: Singapore UniverBitgss, 2006), 293.

Ibid.
7“The strong sense of betrayal in Aceh that reduitem this decision was exacerbated by the suleseqgoflux of
non-Muslim, non-Acehnese workers and military tr@ato the region, as well as declining local semionomic

8



Subsequently, by the early 1960s, di Tiro had given up calling for a federated staghof A

within Indonesia and began calling for independence.

The global movement for self-determination and decolonization strongly indd€BaM’s

discourse during this period and helped shape the formulation of the conflict as a comiofati
Aceh’s historical struggle to repel attempts first by the Dutch and then lhydibeesians to

colonize an independent Ac&hAs such, GAM claimed that the Dutch annexation of Aceh and
the subsequent transfer of power to Indonesia in 1949 was illegal and demanded independence
based on the restoration of sovereignty to the independent nation of Aceh, as it wathbefore

Dutch invasion of March 26, 1873.

Economic grievances also served as a root cause of the conflict. Aceh isna@r@mh in

natural resources, including agriculture, fishing, rubber, coffee, palm oil and cecanutell as
manufacturing resources such as cement and fertilizer plants. But perhapspoosntly,

Aceh is rich in liquefied natural gas (LNG), which was discovered bithtal Corporation in

1971 in North Aceh. Mobil subsequently contracted with the Indonesian government for the sole
rights to produce the natural gas as well as with the PT Arun company, a joint vieatuse t

majority owned by Indonesia’s state oil and gas company (Pertaminajvtdepnatural ga&’

conditions after Aceh’s special foreign exchangeeament with the national government was terminatetia
greater portion of the national budget began talloeated to Java than to the outer islands.” Ibid.

18 Hasan di Tiro’s writing and speeches frequentfgmred to General Assembly Resolution 1514 (XV14f
December 1960 on the Granting of Independence lon@b Countries and Peoples, as well as Geners¢mbly
Resolution 2621 (XXV): Programme of Action for thell Implementation of the Declaration on the Giagof
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples ‘Adehnese felt they were legally entitled to bénglependent
state as they had never been legally colonizedriBa Kingsbury and Lesley McCulloch, "Military Bugss in
Aceh," inVerandah of Violence: The Background to the Acaiblem ed. Anthony Reid (Singapore: Singapore
University Press, 2006), 21.

19 Sulaiman, "From Autonomy to Periphery: A Criti€faluation of the Acehnese Nationalist Movemeng5.1

2 PT Arun is a joint venture owned by three partmnpanies: 55% by Indonesia’s state owned oil asd g
company, Pertamina; 35% by Exxon-Mobil; and 10%ldapanese company, Japan Indonesia LNG Compahy, Lt

9



The extraction and liquefaction processes combined are known as the “Arun Prdjeatt,isv

one of the largest and most profitable natural gas projects in the world and securesidrglone
position as the global leader in natural gas exgortrior to the 2005 peace agreement,
approximately 30% of Indonesia’s GDP was derived from the sale of liquetieihgas

extracted from the PT Arun plant in Aceh, however it is estimated that les$%af the

revenues remained in the provirféeMoreover, despite these resources, in 2003, approximately

40% of the population of Aceh lived below the poverty line, fueling economic griesahc

As the conflict gained momentum throughout the 1980’s and 1990’s, human rights abuses and a
culture of impunity also became key sources of grievance. From 1989-199&)| thiacad

Aceh under DOM Daerah Operasi Milite), a period of intensified military operations during

which “widespread and systematic abuses including humiliation, torture, kidnapapeg
disappearances, extra-judicial killings, and collective punishment” took PiEbese abuses

were compounded by road-side extortion, theft and the destruction of property byitdrg mi

and police forces, which served to alienate the population.

In addition to these historical, political, economic and human rights grievancegsao$e
dramatic events served as catalysts for the increasing momentum pedti@esd the Aceh
conflict from 1998-2005. In 1998, President Soeharto, Indonesia’s military dictatoryef§)

was deposed, paving the way for eformasior period of democratic reform throughout

2 District of Columbia Circuit United States CoufftAppeals, "DOE v. EXXON MOBIL CORP. 654 F.3d 11
(2011)," in Nos. 09-7125, 09-7127, 09-7134, 09-7E8b United States Court of Appeals
(http://lwww.leagle.com/xmIResult.aspx?xmldoc=In%20QF62020110708139.xmIDecided July 8, 20111999,
Exxon-Mobil was created by the merger of Exxon @oation and Mobil Corporation, and the Arun Projsatow
owned by Exxon-Mobil.

% Rizal Sukma, "Resolving the Aceh Conflict: the $ieki Peace Agreement," Background Paper 4&Jakarta,
Indonesia: CSIS Jakarta, 2005), 7.

% Kingsbury and McCulloch, "Military Business in Atg 212.

2 Kirsten E. Schulze, "Insurgency and Counter-Inenoy: Strategy and the Aceh Conflict, October 188¢
2004," inVerandah of Violence: The Background to the Acatblegm ed. Anthony Reid (Singapore: Singapore
University Press, 2006), 261.
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Indonesia. Soeharto’s successor, B.J. Habibie, declared an end to DOM ang militar
Commander-in-Chief General Wiranto issued a public apology for the traypadaesced at the

hands of the security forcés.

Nearly simultaneously, East Timor’s successful bid for independence in 1999 “pr@GAdd

with a “blueprint” for its struggle” and led GAM to demand an East Timor-sgfigendum in
which the people of Aceh would vote either for independence or to remain part of Inddnesia.
This momentum was paralleled by the formation of SIRA, the Center for eeRefen on Aceh,
an umbrella organization for 104 civil society organizations, including studegtouslj social
and human rights groups that provided a non-violent counterpart to GAM'’s call for a

referendunt.

Both GAM and SIRA were at the height of their popularity and power when, in November 1999,
Habibie’s successor, President Abdurrahman Wahid announced that Aceh would be allowed to
hold a referendum, leading to an increase of demonstrations and strikes organiZze4 bpdbl

GAM. Ultimately, Wahid was forced to renege on this offer under pressure frorentral
government and the military, both of whom were unsettled by GAM’s growing pdywdad
increasing control of the province and responded by increasing militargtioms: As the

violence between GAM and the military intensified amidst a crack-down drsouiety

activists, the conflict became more entrenched.

*®|pid., 259.

*®|pid., 237.

2" In June 1999, a national newspaper reported thaes cent of Acehnese wanted a referendum on emdiEmce,
while 25.3 per cent preferred broad autonomy withanIndonesian Republic. Miller, "What's Speciloiit

Special Autonomy in Aceh?," 299. "Hasil LengkapaldPendapat Waspada: 56% Referendum Dan 25.3% @tono
Luas,"Waspadal999.
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In 2000, negotiations under the auspices of the Henri Dunant Centre (HDC) began between
GAM and the GOI. The process produced a Humanitarian Pause in 2000, followed by a
Cessation of Hostilities Agreement (CoHA) in December 2002. However,¢hetgesituation
continued to worsen throughout the first half of 2003 until the government unilaterally pulled out
of negotiations at a meeting in Tokyo in May 2003 and declared matrtial law in the prahece
period of martial law, which was officially downgraded in September 2005 with ectigt#

change in the security situation, accompanied an unprecedented rise in violenaeguhispt

and human rights abuses, furthering Acehnese grievances against the state.

Following the collapse of the CoHA, in the midst of escalating violence,essHrpre-

negotiations took place between GAM and the central government. However, litewas t
December 26, 2005 Indian Ocean tsunami, which claimed the lives of approximately 200,000
people in Aceh and displaced nearly half a million, that finally brought the ptottee

negotiating tablé® On January 27, 2006, formal talks were opened in Helsinki, Finland mediated
by former Finnish President Maarti Ahtisaari under the auspices of his nemgwental
organization, the Crisis Management Initiative (CMI). The talks werdlysigpported by the

European Union and over the next eight months, five rounds of talks produced the August 15,

% The Gol had previously agreed to attend negotiatin Helsinki, but it was not until after the tsumi that GAM
agreed to attend the negotiations. In interviewt wie author in 2006, GAM representatives citedftilowing
reasons the tsunami led them to the negotiatirig:tdbthe extent of suffering in Aceh was so gthat GAM
found it morally unconscionable to impose furthgifexring through violence; 2. GAM lost its logisti@se due to
the economic losses imposed on the civilian pofmraB. the physical presence of the internati@eahmunity on
the ground in Aceh and their stated commitmenetoain in Aceh to support the long-term reconstoucéffort
gave GAM confidence that the international commumias serious about peace in Aceh and could apply
significant pressure to Indonesia to uphold thepead 4. the international community was presgusoth GAM
and the Gol to reach a peaceful settlement by tdanézg to withhold reconstruction funds if the @nte continued
and GAM recognized the importance of securing aids Rachel Schiller, "The factors that lead ® th
signing of peace agreements: The case of Acehnbsia," inUnpublished Master's ThegiShe Fletcher School of
Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, 2007).
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2005 Memorandum of Understanding between GAM and the Gol that has to date formed the

backbone of the Aceh peace procgss.

The MoU provides a framework for self-government in Aceh within the unitamy st
constitution of the Republic of Indonesia. It gives Aceh the right to goveseectirs of public
affairs with the exception of foreign affairs, external defense, natiooalise monetary and
fiscal matters, and justice and freedom of religion. It calls for the witredraf ‘non-organic’
Indonesian military and police forces from Aceh and for the demobilization sadrdiment of
GAM.*° It also grants Aceh the right to establish local political partiectiratontest elections
in the province, calls for gubernatorial and parliamentary elections in 2006 and 2009
respectively, grants Aceh 70 percent of oil and gas revenues, grants ammmdgbersons who
have participated in GAM activities, provides for reparations to be paid by thalcentr
government, calls for the establishment of a Truth and Reconciliation Comm{$&tC) and a
Human Rights Court, as well as an Aceh Monitoring Mission (AMM), which ultiypatas led
by the European Union with participation from Norway, Switzerland and @m&ibuting
ASEAN countries (Thailand, Malaysia, Brunei, Philippines and Singapore) andesenpin

Aceh until its withdrawal on December 15, 2006.

Intergroup relations in Aceh: Six years into the implementation of the MoU, the peace
process has brought about significant political and economic change in Aceéveétpmuch
remains to be done to achieve sustainable peace. As in many post-conflictsaitietpost-

conflict peacebuilding agenda has consisted mainly of trying to rectifycabbind economic

grievances by focusing on implementation of the political and economic provisitres of

29 "Memorandum of Understanding Between the Goverrokthe Republic of Indonesia and the Free Aceh
Movement," inhttp://www.aceh-mm.org/download/english/Helsinki%®W.pdf (August 15, 2005).
30 Non-organic refers to all troops that are not tedy based in Aceh.
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MoU.*! However, initiatives focusing on intergroup reconciliation have been few and far
between, and while relations between central and provincial actors have impetatahs

between groups within the province remain tense.

To be sure, many structural changes have been made, which have served to instease tr
between Jakarta and Aceh. National legislation on Aceh'’s self-governmentawien the
Governing of Aceh (LoGA)—was passed and elections for the Governor’s sedt as we
parliamentary seats were held, bringing to power an ex-combatant Goverropawhcial
parliament in which representatives of GAM'’s political party, Part@hA&A), hold 33 of the

69 seatd? The Aceh Reintegration Board (BRA) was established to administer iepaaat
compensation payments to former combatants, amnestied political prisoners lgantscivi
affected by conflict, the central government transferred funds to the Acehistdation for oil

and gas profits, and humerous economic development programs have been launched in the

province.

However, tensions between various growghin the province remain high. For example,
political splits have occurred within GAM itself, as various factions havegedemnd expressed
dissatisfaction with the leadership for issues such as the distribution df Weslstems largely
from provision of government contracts and is seen as predominantly benefiting the top
commanders and elite politicians, as well as a sense of political diséméement as former
GAM leaders have consolidated power in political roles. Nowhere are thesalmi®rsions

better evidenced than in the ongoing round of gubernatorial elections in which dreayov

31 Huyse notes that reconciliation is often postpangabst-conflict societies as it is only one of tmany
challenges countries face. As post-conflict soegetire forced to direct their efforts in severa¢ctions at once,
insufficient attention is often allocated to thelthmg of coexistence, trust and empathy. Past eepee shows that
this has often led to politics and economics bgintfirst, at the expense of reconciliation progsafuyse, "The
Process of Reconciliation," 27.

32 While SIRA’s candidate became the Vice GoverntRASdid not win any seats in the provincial parliemt
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Irwandi Yusuf, himself an ex-combatant who was backed by GAM to run for office in 2006, now
finds himself running in opposition to PA’s candidates of choice--GAM'’s fornreign

minister who served from exile in Sweden, Zaini Abdullah, and GAM’s formeramyilit

commander, Muzakkir Manaf. Far from being an indication that Aceh is denzawgathe split

has been plagued by violence and intimidation and threatens to jeopardize the pease proce

The election was originally scheduled to take place in October 2011, but was delayeddsur t
amidst controversy raised by PA over whether it was illegal for Irwandi tosran andependent
candidate for the second time after the peace agreémafith PA boycotting the election,
Indonesia’s Constitutional Court found it legal for the governor to run as an independent
candidate. Following diplomatic intervention from Indonesia’s Home Ministy¢lwnegotiated
an extension of the registration period with Aceh’s Independent Election Csimm{KIP) to
prevent a breakdown of the peace process, PA agreed to participate in tba,eMdth is now
scheduled to take place on April 9, 260t 2Mioreover, this election cycle has not been without
serious violence. Since December 2011, acts of pre-election terror have left ¥deaaphnd

13 injured®

While intergroup tensions at the political level often overshadow tensionsdistihet level,
several districts also remain hotbeds of intergroup tension. Chief among themo af the

districts that make up the Central Highlands region of Aceh, Aceh Tengah aedN8eriah,

% The election was first delayed to 14 Novembem tlee24 December, then to 16 February and finall§ April,
2012.

3 Kartika Candra and Adi Warsidi, "A heated grapiolepower,"TempoJanuary 18, 2012.

% "Pre-election Terror,TempoJanuary 18, 2012.
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where relations between former anti-separatist forces (PETA) améf@@AM combatants

remain strained, and have led to infrequent, yet serious outbursts of violenceyseelow)*®

3% Map from ICG, "Indonesia: Averting Election Violemin Aceh," inAsia Program BriefindJakarta/Brussels:
International Crisis Group, February 29, 2012), 10.
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PETA, believed by many to be militia groups organized by Indonesia’s mildargpose GAM
forces during the conflict, are headquartered in this regitia.membership is largely drawn
from migrants of Javanese ethnicity who moved to the province in the fateatury or were
transmigrated by the government of Indonesia in the 1960’s and 1970’s to relieve population
pressures in Java. Membership in GAM and PETA does not entirely break down aloag ethni
lines due to the swing votes of the native Gayo population, some of whom are pro-PETA
nationalists, some who are pro-GAM and others who remain neutral. However thigynoéjor
GAM members are ethnically Acehnese and hail from the coastal regidresbt/ince, while
members of PETA are largely of Javanese decent and migrated to the Bigihiiends from the

island of Java.

The politics of this region are extremely contentious, as the Indonesiamig@re denies the
existence of militias that were trained and armed by the IndonesigaryniHowever, they do
acknowledge the existence of self-defense forces that were formeddggesslto protect
themselves against attacks by GAM. As such, both sides are willingriovaledge the presence
of these forces when they are referred to as PETA, or self-defense fdoveever, they are not
mentioned in the MoU, nor were they ever demobilized or disarmed. Despite this, thé centr

government has provided funds for reparations to the group.

One of the key issues between the respective supporters of GAM and PETA is a nidkame
began during the conflict, but gained steam following the signing of the peacmeagté¢e

separate Aceh into three provinces: the current capital and northern coastalher€entral

37 Kirsten E. SchulzeThe Free Aceh Movement (GAM): Anatomy of a sepsmatganizationPolicy Studies 2
(Washington, D.C.: East-West Center, 2004), 43.
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Highlands region, which would be known as ALA (Aceh Leuser Antara); and the soutihnveste
region of Aceh, which would be called ABAS (Aceh Barat Selatafhose who advocate the
formation of these new provinces largely align with PETA and cite underdevehb@md
marginalization of the Central Highlands and Southwest regions by thmése-dominated
provincial government, which they believe would be alleviated by controllingdhei

resources and funds. Opponents of the movement, who largely identify with GAM tluisim
pemekaranor splitting, of Aceh is a ploy by Jakarta to dilute the significance of Acelf's s
government that will not in fact address the development challenges of thasesdBSince the
President of Indonesia declared a national moratorium on fyréimeekarann 2010, tension

over the issue has somewhat receded, but the issue remains a source of ctateverm

supporters of GAM and PETA.

This tension in intergroup relations throughout Aceh can be seen in data on social dbla¢sion
emerged following the signing of the MoU. For example, a joint assessment sahdydhe
International Organization for Migration (IOM) and the United Nations DevelopRm@gram
(UNDP) in 2006 showed that levels of inter-ethnic trust in Aceh were loWw,48it5% of
respondents indicating they did not trust people from other ethnic gifowle the data was
not broken down by district, the level of trust held toward other ethnic groups was Ioweng
the majority ethnic Acehnese population (25.8%) and highest among the minoritgskava

population (53.7%).

3 Stefan Ehrentraut, "Dividing Aceh? Minorities, fiémn movements and state-reform in Aceh provihaeAsia
Research Institute Working Paper No. XBi#tp://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstidel 7116587: Asia
Research Institute, May 1, 2010); Stephan KitzleichHiPemekaran in Aceh: A way to development, araoflict?,"
in Aceh Development International Conference 201KM-Bangi-Malaysia:
http://www.acehpublication.com/adic2011/ADIC201121&1f, March 26-28, 2011).

3910M, "Meta analysis vulnerability, stability, diggement and reintegration: Issues facing the ppemeess in
Aceh, Indonesia," (http://reliefweb.int/node/3134#ernational Organization for Migration, Augu108), Annex
C, 174.
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Data from the Psychosocial Needs Assessments (PNA) conducted in 2006 and 2007 by the
Harvard Medical School in partnership with the University of Syiah Kuala wipat from

IOM and the World Bank also show that just under 15% of the population in Aceh felt a need for
revenge’ The districts of Aceh Utara (44.7%), Bireuen (20.8%), Aceh Selatan (18.8%) and
Bener Meriah (18.4%) had above average percentages of the population who reportt they f
this way. 14.6% of the population also reported they felt others were hostile towarditte

Aceh Utara (40.6%), Bireuen (24.2%) and Benar Meriah (19.3%) again ranking abogeavera

The data also highlight tensions in the Central Highlands. For example, data froNAtisbdv
that 19.9 percent of respondents in Bener Meriah and 8.9 percent in Aceh Tengah reported that
they always feel a lack of trust in others, a response rate higher than andisttictrand much

higher than the provincial average of 5.3 peréént.

Tension in the Central Highlands can also be seen in the Aceh Reintegratlonedihdods
Surveys (ARLS) conducted by the World Bank between July and September 2008, which
indicate that social cohesion in the Central Highlands may be weaker than in othef gae
province?? For example, a higher percentage of people in the Central Highlands, regafdles
ethnic or identity group, reported differences between their village and neighbdlages as
well as relations between different ethnic groups to be a source of division. 25% efipebpl
Central Highlands report relations between their village and neighboriagesl| and relations

between different ethnic groups as a major or minor source of division. This isrednpd 1%

“Ipid., Annex C, 175.

*'bid., Annex C, 174.

*2The ARLS collected livelihood and reintegratioriadan a representative sample of ex-combatantsa @oetrol
group of civilian males in 754 villages throughduteh. MSR, "The multistakeholder review of post-tioh
programming in Aceh: Identifying the foundations fuistainable peace and development in Aceh,"
(https://www.conflictanddevelopment.org/index.phpfan=com_content&view=article&id=282&Itemid=4&larg
en2009), 106.
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for all of Aceh, including 9% of the North Coast districts and 7% of the South-westeictslis
and suggests that intergroup divisions in the Central Highlands may be greatardtiean |

regions of the province.

Table 7.3: Sources of Division by Region

Central South-Westermn
Highlands Districts

n=319 n=318
Received government assistance 44 55 57
Rich and poor 22 30 40
Village and neighbouring villages 7 18

MNorth Coast
n=1,157

Difference between [...] is a ‘'minor’ or All of Aceh
‘major’ source of division (%) n=1,794

oL
=]

(SR TR O N S T

Men and women

Younger and older
Ex-combatants and villagers
Different ethnic groups

Mew migrants and villagers
Returnees/IDPs and villagers

[ ST WU T = A ]
L= T = LR I I |
L= - B TR =]

Source: ARLS. TMale civilian respondents only for geographic representativeness.

As such, it is evident from both events on the ground as well agtdgdthave emerged since the
signing of the MoU that reconciliation has not yet been achieveticeh. In the early days
following the MoU, indicators such as lack of trust and feeliaQsevenge in the northern
coastal districts of Bireuen, Aceh Utara and Aceh Timur likeflected tensions over whether
the central government would indeed follow through on commitments make MaU. Today,
tensions largely reflect political splits that have emergeithiviGAM itself. In the Central
Highlands, such indicators likely reflect tension between ex-ctamtsafrom both GAM and
PETA, as the groups continue to vie for political and economic pomelstathe reality that
PETA was not formally part of the peace process. Absent a ¢tedasffort to put a process in

place to encourage reconciliation, intergroup tensions in the province are likelgigt. per

Reconciliation in Aceh: Despite a clear need, reconciliation has been a contentguss iis

Aceh and little progress has been made toward improving intergetafpons. This is largely
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because the discourse in Aceh on reconciliation has been shapedl&ygiiege of the MoU,
which refers solely to reconciliation in Provision 2 on human rights talls for the
establishment of a Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) ahahaan Rights Court for
Aceh. Subsequently, reconciliation has to date been viewed as a afeaaidressing human
rights violations committed during the conflict via establishn@nthe traditional transitional

justice mechanisms of the TRC and Human Rights Cdurt.

However, neither of these instruments has yet come to fruitionsrtbeie any indication that
this will change in the near future. Progress on establishing tl@ gieund to a halt on
December 7, 2006 when Indonesia’s Constitutional C@degihkamah Konstitusigtruck down
law No. 27/2004, which established the National Truth and Reconcili@mmmissiorf
Because Article 229(2) of law No. 11/2006, the Law on the Governing eh AtoGA),
specifies that Aceh’s TRC will be established as an “inseparable paht dfational TRC, there
is currently no legal foundation at the national level for the faonaf Aceh’s TRC. While a
new law has been drafted and is scheduled for discussion innk&rtian 2011-2014, it was not

prioritized for inclusion in the 2012 legislative agenda.

Subsequently, discussion about the TRC in Aceh has gravitated to@dsaon whether the
government of Aceh should establislganun a provincial law that would create a TRC for

Aceh absent a national law. However, as many of the perpsti@teorolence reside outside of

3 |skandar Zulkarnaen et al., "Rekonsiliasi dan Rejrasi Aceh: Studi kasus Aceh TimuBgumiké: Journal of
Aceh Studied, no. 1 (2009); Ross Clarke, Galuh Wandita, @adhsidarConsidering victims: The Aceh peace
process from a transitional justice perspecti@ecassional Paper Series (Indonesia: Interndt@eater for
Transitional Justice, 2008); Amirrudin al Rahal &aimondus Arwalembun, "Menormalkan Aceh: Mungkimk
Tanpa Pengungkapan Kebenaran (Normalizing Acehpisssible without truth-telling?)."; BRA, "Followp on
the Helsinki peace framework: A comprehensive acpilan,” (Banda Aceh, Indonesia: Badan Reintegkash,
20009).

*4 The court claimed that an article which providegaration for victims only after they agreed tcaamesty for
the perpetrator was unconstitutional. Amnesty haéonal, "Indonesia: Victims still waiting for ttuand justice
for past human rights violations " (http://www.arstyeorg/en/library/info/ASA21/012/2012/en: Amnesty
International, March 24, 2012).
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Aceh, many within the provincial government are hesitant to estia@lirRC without a national
umbrella, as it may not have the legal gravitas to requirecymation from actors in Jakarta.
While human rights activists continue to advocate for the establthohéhe TRC, it may be
years before any significant forward movement is made towardestablishment. In the
meantime, discourse on reconciliation remains consumed by hovahdigsthe TRC and there

remains a vacuum of meaningful progress toward reconciliation in Aceh.

However, reconciliation need not be stalled by a lack of progressdatve TRC and Human
Rights Court as a deeper understanding of the meaning of recimcitan lead to other options
for its advancement. While an agreed upon definition of reconciliatioains elusive, | argue
that at its core, reconciliation is about improving intergroup icelatto the extent that
differences are resolved through dialogue and negotiation, rathevitiamce. If we adopt this

notion of reconciliation, then the essence of reconciliation becomes ialqmotving intergroup

relations, which, from a social psychological lens, can be chametes reducing prejudice and

increasing attitudes such as empathy, trust and tolerance between individiugrisugps.

As it will likely be years before the Truth and Reconciliation Commissionfen#itiman Rights
Court for Aceh become politically viable, it is important that reconmlmais not delayed
indefinitely. With baseline data already available and a relativeiyn@tate to work with given
the absence of large-scale reconciliation initiatives to date, Aceh isamsii@tion in which to
test alternative methods designed to promote reconciliation. As such, teisadisa will adopt
the case of the Central Highlands region in Aceh to test the effects of intergatagudion
reconciliation, as measured by a decrease in prejudice and an increasgbies/auch as

empathy, trust, tolerance, forgiveness and healing.
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This chapter has demonstrated the need for reconciliation initiatives to imprenggoup
relations in Aceh. The next chapter will explore the literature on recatmil, transitional
justice and intergroup relations theory in order to demonstrate the growing@bedgdence
indicating that intergroup contact initiatives should become an important staotimtgor
promoting reconciliation in Aceh. Chapter three will then explain the methods usepléoniemt
this study. Chapter four will present the empirical results, and Chaptevifhvanclude with a

discussion of the implications of these results for scholars and practitiakers al
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Archbishop Desmond Tutu: “You don't get reconciled with someone [with whom] you agree.
You get reconciled with someone with whom you disagree; otherwise there would be no point in

having reconciliation.*®

Over the past few decades, reconciliation has become an integral part of-tbenflos
peacebuilding agenda. However, while there’s agreement that reconcikaitiopartant for the
prevention of future conflict, there is no consensus or conceptual clarity on wdratilietion
means. Both the conceptualization of reconciliation as well as the operaatinalinr
measurement, of the construct remain vague. As Meierhenrich notes, “nd geneegptual

map has ever been drawn—Ilet alone accepfed.”

Disciplines ranging from anthropology to law and from literature to sogidiage incorporated
the term, in widely divergent ways, into their professional discdlii@eer the past decade the
study of reconciliation has emerged as a defined area of interest in pstitezece and political

psychology*® as well as in the field of intergroup relatidfiaret the problem of

** Truth and Reconciliation Commission of South Adti€ruth and Reconciliation Commission of South Africa
Report vol. 5 (London: Macmillan, 1999), 412.
;‘j Meierhenrich, "Varieties of Reconciliation," 217.

Ibid.
“8M. Krepon and A. Sevakrisis prevention, confidence building and recoiagion in south asia(New York: St.
Martin's, 1995); K. Asmal, L. Asmal, and R.S. RdbdReconciliation through truth: reckoning of aparttisi
criminal governance(Capetown: David Phillips, 1997); LederaBuilding peace: Sustainable reconciliation in
divided societiesC.J. ArnsonComparative Peace Processes in Latin Ameri8aanford, CA: Stanford University
Press, 1999); R.L. Rothstein, "After the peacetiGgpast maybe," iAfter the peace: Resistance and
reconciliation ed. R.L. Rothstein (Boulder, Colo: Lynne Rienri99); Bar-Tal and Bennink, "The Nature of
Reconciliation as an Outcome and as a Process."
“9 Arie Nadler, Thomas E. Malloy, and Jeffrey D. EigH'Intergroup reconciliation: Dimensions and tlesit in
Social psychology of intergroup reconciliaticed. Arie Nadler, Thomas E. Malloy, and JeffreyHsher (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2008).
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conceptualization has been neglected in the study of reconciliation—to theet¢tintheory

and practice®

Rouhana echoes this sentiment, stating “The widespread use of the term iegdmomats

novelty in academic and political discourse, and its link to other concepts such ay apolog
forgiveness overload the term with multiple meanings and at the same titneute to

ambiguity about its precise meanimj.Sarkin and Daly concur, “If reconciliation is going to
make a meaningful contribution to societies in transition, it is going to have to be understood i

much better terms than is currently the caée.”

While several scholars have attempted to provide a definition or descriptiomotitetion,

some of the most basic questions remain unanswaFret.example, what is reconciliation and
how do we know when we’ve achieved it? Does it occur between individuals, groupsalpolitic
elites, or nations? And how can it be measured? Indeed, when it comes to recondiigtion, t
lack of empirical evidence about post-conflict peacebuilding leaves scholars atittbpeas

with more questions than answers.

0 Meierhenrich, "Varieties of Reconciliation," 224.

*1 Nadim Rouhana, N., "Identity and Power in the Rei@mtion of National Conflict," ifThe social psychology of
group identity and social conflict: Theory, applita and practiceed. A.H. Eagly, V.L. Hamilton, and R.M. Baron
(Washington, D.C.: American Psychological Associati2004), 173.

2 Jeremy Sarkin and Erin Daly, "Too many quesitons few answers: Reconciliation in transitionalisties,"
Columbia Human Rights Law Revi@®(2004): 725.

L. Kriesberg, "Comparing reconciliation actionghin and between countries," From conflict resolution to
reconciliation ed. Y. Bar-Siman-Tov (Oxford: Oxford Universiyess, 2004); Huyse, "The Process of
Reconciliation."; Kelman, "Reconciliation as ideptthange: A social-psychological perspective.'démach,
Building peace: Sustainable reconciliation in dietlsocietiesRouhana, "ldentity and Power in the Reconciliatio
of National Conflict."; Arie Nadler and Nurit Shnalb"Instrumental and socioemotional paths to greup
reconciliation and the needs-based model of soaitienal reconciliation," inThe social psychology of intergroup
reconciliation ed. Arie Nadler, Thomas E. Malloy, and JeffreyHsher (New York: Oxford University Press,
2008); Nadim Rouhana, N., "Key issues in reconidlia Challenging traditional assumptions on canfiesolution
and power dynamics," imtergroup conflicts and their resolution: Sociayzhological perspectiyed. D. Bar-Tal
(New York: Psychology Press, 2011).
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As will be shown in the section on reconciliation below, there is generaragnt among
scholars that psychological changes are the essence of recamcifidtowever, there is no
consensus on which psychological changes are indicative of reconciliatiortflarepirical
evidence demonstrating which interventions lead to these psychological chiamgash, this
chapter will review the literature surrounding reconciliation to identiéyinterventions that
scholars and practitioners have proposed may lead to reconciliation, as well ashiodogscal

changes that these interventions have been credited with producing.

It will then compile all of these variables into a theoretical frameworkeiwonciliation such that
the effects of each intervention can be tested on the proposed psychological,cibovgeg a
comprehensive theory of reconciliation to be developed over time. To that endurnvfitst to
the scholarly debate over the meaning of reconciliation, which while frautihlaek of
conceptual clarity, proposes various structural and political components ofiliationcsuch as
truth, justice, and restructuring of the social and political relationship betthe parties, as well
as psychological components such as forgiveness. | will then explore tatitieon transitional
justice, which focuses largely on mechanisms for truth-telling that propdmargsclaimed seek

to promote justice, psychological healing and reconciliation.

After challenging the efficacy of transitional justice mechanismgifomoting healing and
reconciliation, this review will turn to the literature on intergroup relatiomschwexplicitly
focuses on promoting the psychological components of reconciliation such astereaiuc

prejudice, and an increase in trust and forgiveness. It will conclude thatanthiige body of

54

, "Key issues in reconciliation: Challenging tréatital assumptions on conflict resolution and power
dynamics."; Bar-Tal and Bennink, "The Nature of &adiliation as an Outcome and as a Process."; Staub
Pearlman, and Bilali, "Psychological recovery, reglation and the prevention of new violence: apm@ach and
its uses in Rwanda."
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research indicates that intergroup contact may be effective at pronmextorgciliation, research

in highly-charged, non-Western, post-conflict contexts is still lacking.

The final section concludes with the theoretical framework for recotailithat incorporates
the range of proposed structural and political interventions, as well as the pgycdlathanges
they are claimed to promote. As such, the dependent variables for this studyrephesent the
range of proposed psychological changes necessary for reconciliatidoe wlentified, along

with the psychometric scales that will be used to measure change in thabkesa

Reconciliation

The debate in the literature about the concept of reconciliation largely rexastwend how to
catalyze the psychological changes necessary for reconciliatioh sbtadars agree that
psychological change is an important element of reconciliation, though it is apiutiat type
of psychological change or how much psychological change is sufficient tondetehat
reconciliation has occurred. Despite this lack of clarity, scholars dédisatkfterent factors that
may be necessary to achieve this psychological change. Some argue thatkandtpolitical

changes are necessary, others call for truth, and yet others claim ghatrfess is necessary.

For example, Rouhana argues that psychological change will be a product of $tamctura
political changes that address power asymmettieie writes that reconciliation is essentially a
politically driven process that entails a transformation of the poweraesaietween the parties
complete with constitutional and institutional changes. He claims thatrdairgereconciliation

to take root, four key issues must be addressed: justice, truth, historical resipofailiuman

> Rouhana, "Key issues in reconciliation: Challegdiraditional assumptions on conflict resolutionl aower
dynamics."
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rights abuses, and restructuring of the social and political relationship betveegarties to
reflect the universal standards of equality, human rights and human dfgriynotes that
intergroup reconciliation is characterized by widespread cognitive andiafeansformations
that parallel the political transformation of all parties involved. Howevere thegchological
changes are nogequiredfor the process to launch, but rathiee outcomef a political

transformation.

Bar-Tal and Bennink take a similar view, claiming thaE“essence of reconciliation is a
psychological process, which consists of changes of the motivations, goals, beliefs, attitudes, and
emotions of the majority of society membeferhphasis in originaf)’ However, they note that
structural measures such as political integration, the establishmeéntobdisal equality and

justice, and the observance of human and civil rights as well as democratic noétazi

governance both contribute to its evolvement and are among its conseqfiences.

Similar to those who believe that structural changes are necessary teaebanciliation,
proponents of transitional justice argue that truth is a necessary component cifisgicon’
and that “justice and reconciliation are inherently intertwirt@dtlvocating truth-telling and
truth-seeking mechanisms, supporters of transitional justice argumntiadty establishing a
historical record can the healing take place that will ultimately alholividuals to engage in

reconciliation. The validity of these claims will be evaluated at lengtheiméxt section, but

% ______ "Identity and Power in the Reconciliation of Natal Conflict."

>’ Bar-Tal and Bennink, "The Nature of Reconciliataman Outcome and as a Process," 17.

*®|pid., 15-16; 37.

*9 Desmond TutulNo future without forgivenes@New York: Doubleday, 1999); Martha MinoBetween
vengeance and forgiveness: Facing history aftelogefe and mass violenc@Boston: Beacon Press, 1998); Susan
Dwyer, "Reconciliation for RealistsEthics and International Affair3(1999); D. Little, "A different kind of
justice: Dealing with human rights violations iansitional societiesEthics and International Affair$3(1999);
Prescilla B. Haynetnspeakable Truths: Confronting state terror ancbaity (New York: Routledge, 2001).

® intertwined Charles Villa-Vicencio, "The Politic§ Reconciliation," inTelling the Truths: Truth Telling and
Peace Building in Post-Conflict Societiesl. Tristan Anne Borer (Notre Dame, Indiana: @mity of Notre Dame
Press, 2006).
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healing has been included as a dependent variable in this study in order to detérwtinee w

intergroup contact can affect individual healing.

Forgiveness is the final, and perhaps most controversial component that has beeunl popose
condition of reconciliation. While the precise meaning of the term forgivenass adten
specified, there is a significant debate about whether it is necessargdiociliation. On the one
hand, Staub and Pearlman argue that forgiveness is a necessary condition fdratemonci
writing “Reconciliation means coming to accept one another and developing mustial tvis

requires forgiving.®*

However, others such as Dwyer strongly disagree that forgivenessaessawy condition for
reconciliation. She argues that any conception of reconciliation that mesdaesciliation

dependent on forgiveness, or that emphasizes interpersonal harmony and positwkeéiihg,

will fail to be a realistic model of reconciliation because arrivingrehccommodation need not

and perhaps should not involve the excusing of a wrong, and may or may not involve an apology
or the offer of forgivenes¥.This is because reconciliation might be psychologically possible

where forgiveness is nét.

Yet, Meierhenrich posits exactly the opposite—"forgiveness might be psyctallggossible
where reconciliation is not. This is so because forgiveness is episteratiolgiss demanding
than reconciliation, which, in addition to forgiveness, requires the accommodatmmef f

adversaries, thus demanding action (and credible commitments) from perpesat@itas

®L Ervin Staub and Laurie Anne Pearlman, "Healing;dReiliation, and Forgiving after Genocide and ®the
Collective Violence," irForgiveness and reconciliation: religion, publicljy and conflict transformatiored.
R.G. Helmick and R.L. Peterson (Philadelphia: Textgsi Foundation Press, 2001).

%2 Dwyer, "Reconciliation for Realists," 97-98.

®1pid., 96.
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victims.”* In the case of forgiveness...the action resides solely with those who have been
wronged. Whereas forgiveness involugslateral action reconciliation necessitatbdateral
action® As such, he concludes that forgiveness is a necessary but not sufficient condition for

reconciliation®®

Beyond the debate over whether forgiveness is more or less psycholodgrainding than
reconciliation, scholars such as Rouhana criticize definitions of recoiocilfat focusing too
much on forgiveness and personal healing because they neglect the poweetaggtinat
caused the confliX. In his analysis, forgiveness and healing are not essential to regtoili
because forgiveness is a personal component of the post-conflict pratesditiiduals are
entitled to deal with in a manner of their own choosing without the imposition of religious
imperatives or cultural paradigm$He sees healing as both a social and personal process that is
the outcome of structural and political change, not a substitute for it. He notes stitthe
context of healing is achieved by having the collective truth validated and res|iyrasssigned
to perpetrators, while the individual part of healing—work with victims who underwent
traumatic experiences—is facilitated by trained professionals wowkihgn that social

context®®

While scholars have different reasons for suggesting that forgiveness may oot be an
integral component of reconciliation, little empirical evidence exists tdatalany of these
claims. This dissertation will therefore adopt forgiveness as a key depeadable to measure

whether intergroup contact can catalyze changes in forgiveness toward tloeutgr

4 Meierhenrich, "Varieties of Reconciliation," 206.
% |bid., 207.
8 |bid.
" Rouhana, "Identity and Power in the ReconciliatbiNational Conflict."
68 H
Ibid.
% Ibid., 180.
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Finally, as scholars and practitioners continue to debate the necessanyffecient conditions

for reconciliation, it is important to consider whether reconciliation is ingaealistic

possibility to expect of those who have suffered gross inequalities and humaligbes. In
some cases, the answer may be no. Hayner reports the response of Horas&yy ari
Argentinean journalist, when asked about reconciliation: “Reconciliation by #fer?

someone takes away your daughter, tortures her, disappears her, and then demesever
done it—would you want to “reconcile” with those responsible? That word makes no sense her
The political discourse of reconciliation is profoundly immoral because it dér@esality of

what people have experienced. It isn’t reasonable to expect someone to retencitba
happened heré’® With such a wide range of perspectives about the nature of reconciliation, it
essential that scholars begin to establish empirical data that providecevateyut what
psychological changes take place in post-conflict societies, the intengettiat precipitate

these changes, and whether these changes in fact amount to reconciliation.

Transitional Justice

Since the Nuremberg Trials following World War 1, transitional justiceldeen the dominant
paradigm for seeking reconciliation in post-conflict societies. At leasst fruth commissions

and hundreds of prosecutions have taken place in countries including South Africa, Rwanda,
Sierra Leone, Ghana, Timor Leste and Liberia, and as was shown in Chaptes frati@tonal
justice mechanisms have been the main tool of efforts to encourage reconcilidtidadnno

peace agreements for over two decddes.

© Hayner,Unspeakable Truths: Confronting state terror ancbaity: 188.
"L See the Peace Accords Matrix (PAM) compiled bylhéversity of Notre Dame's Kroc Institute for Imational
Peace Studies available at http://kroc.nd.edu/rebfmeace-processes.
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Throughout, proponents of transitional justice have made sweeping claims aboytdbeaf
truth-telling and truth-seeking, including that they lead to psychologicahigeaiid
reconciliation. Yet, recent literature has begun to refute claimsrémaitional justice
contributes to reconciliation and psychological healing, calling into questionréotiain the
international community has taken by allowing transitional justice mesiarto dominate the

agenda for promoting reconciliation in conflict-affected sociéfies.

This section will therefore examine the empirical evidence surroundingatistional justice
mechanisms of tribunals and truth commissions in light of the claims made by @ntgoh
transitional justice and will conclude that insufficient evidence exists tdaslage claims that
truth-telling and truth-seeking lead to reconciliation. While truthrtglinay be effective at
establishing a historical record for a country, providing a basis for acknowledgefpast
wrongs, administering reparations to victims and their families, and pezkiapdor providing a
sense of justice and democracy to victims, research is showing that gesmmms may

actually hinder psychological recovery and reconciliaffon.

As such, this section will not argue that truth-telling and truth-seekengarimportant

components of the post-conflict peacebuilding agenda, but rather that they should not be seen as

2 Brounéus, "The trauma of truth telling: Effectsndfnessing in the Rwandan gacaca courts on psggrual
health."; Oskar Thoms, N.T., James Ron, and RdRards, "The effects of transitional justice medbars: A
summary of empirical research findings and impiaa for analysts and practitioners," (Ottawa: @efr
International Policy Studies, 2008).,

3 Brounéus, "The trauma of truth telling: Effectsnfnessing in the Rwandan gacaca courts on psggrual
health.”; Phuong N. Pham, Harvey M. Weinsteim &mmothy Longman, "Trauma and PTSD: Their Impiica
for Attitudes towards Justice and Reconciliatiafglirnal of the American Medical Associati2®2, no. 5 (2004);
Basoglu et al., "Psychiatric and Cognitive Effects of MWa Former Yugoslavia: Association of Lack of Ress for
Trauma and Posttraumatic Stress Reactions."; Teer'Truth and Consequences.”; Alfred Allan andibtge
M. Allan, "The South African Truth and Reconcil@mti Commission as a Therapeutic To@¢havioral Sciences
and the Lawl8(2000); Debra Kaminer et al., "The Truth andd@&®diation Commission in South Africa: Relation
to psychiatric status and forgiveness among sursiebhuman rights abuse®titish Journal of Psychiatry
178(2001).
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tools for promoting psychological healing or reconciliation. Instead, thimsegtll conclude
that in light of growing research supporting the efficacy of intergroup comtacsitional justice
mechanisms should be seen only as one piece of a larger and more comprehendave ag
toward promoting post-conflict reconciliation that may also include intergroupaont

initiatives.

The Logic of truth-telling and truth-seekingThe post-conflict justice literature is dominated by
a debate over alternative truth-telling mechanisms—namely, thveataérits of retributive
versus restorative justice approacteadvocates of both sides share the same core belief that
public accounting for wartime misconduct is necessary for peace and xtdliéy differ only

over the mechanisms by which the truth is uncovered and how that information is ubed—eit
to punish those found guilty of abuses or merely to expose such actions in the court of public

opinion”®

Truth commissions, it is said, work toward these ends through the process otrestor

justice,” which is defined as societal healing of damages resulting frdrarpass. Restorative
justice focuses on victims and perpetrators and tries to restore their digniyouggt

recrimination but by “mediation and dialogue” so as “to generate the spacgifessons of
approbation, remorse, and pardon, as well as the resolution of corffli€perating without

judges, courtrooms, and the cumbersome trappings (and safeguards) of legal procediwme, they

not seek punishment or retribution. While the strongest commissions have been endowed with

" David Mendeloff, "Trauma and vengeance: Assessiagpsychological and emotional effects of postfiocin
justice,"Human Rights Quarterlg1, no. 3 (2009).

S , "Truth-Telling, and Postconflict Peacebuildingir@ the Enthusiasm?lfiternational Studies Reviesy
no. 3 (2004).

’® Eric Stover and Harvey M. Weinstein, eddy, Neighbor, My Enemy: Justice and Community inAfiermath of
Mass Atrocity(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2004).
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search-and-seizure powers, the right to issue court-backed subpoenas, and noest siaiiir,

the power to grant individual amnesties, their task is to uncover just what happened toawhom i
the past, and why. Who did it is rarely stressed. Few truth commissions name narokdarbyi
and when they do it is for purposes of moral and perhaps social censure—but never legal

retribution’’

The retributive approach views justice largely as a means of tamingareggby transferring
the responsibility for apportioning blame and punishment from victims to a court that ac
according to the rule of law. Retributive justice, it is said, promotes reairariliby holding
individuals accountable for past crimes, not entire groups or communities, and thusg ¢aeici
desire to exact revenge against entire groups. By establishing individuah gloe immediate
aftermath of war and ethnic cleansing, it is theorized that retributitiegueelps dispel the

notion of collective blame for war crimes and acts of gendéide.

Proponents of transitional justice offer myriad claims about the peace-prorafiéots of truth-
telling. They claim that truth-telling 1) encourages social healing andcgation, 2) promotes
justice, 3) allows for the establishment of an official historical recorcerdes a public
education function, 5) aids institutional reform, 6) helps promote democracy, and 7pisrasm
well as 8) deters future atrociti€sWhile transitional justice scholars increasingly view both

truth-telling approaches as complementary, rather than comf&timere remains a tendency to

" Tepperman, "Truth and Consequences."

'8 Stover and Weinsteilly Neighbor, My Enemy: Justice and Community inAfiermath of Mass Atrocity

" Mendeloff, "Truth-Telling, and Postconflict Peaaéting: Curb the Enthusiasm?."

8 Naomi Roht-Arriaza, "The New Landscape of Transil Justice," ifransitional Justice in the Twenty-First
Century: Beyond Truth Versus Justieel. Naomi Roht-Arriaza and Javier Mariezcurre2@06); Bronwyn Anne
Leebaw, "The Irreconcilable Goals of Transitionatice,"Human Rights Quarterl30(2008).
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see “victim-centered” truth commissions as more “therapeutic” and beéd victims than an

adversarial criminal tribun&t

In the next section, | will examine only the claim that transitional jegsgiicourages social
healing and reconciliation. | will ask whether the literature substaat@aims that “After an
international conflict or civil war in which grave human rights abuses have beenittedithe
truth must be told before there can be a successful reconcili&tiBoés it hold that “by
exposing the truth of past crimes, victims and survivors can begin to heal from tha tfawar
and receive closure?” And that “Once they have begun to heal, they can then work toward
reconciling with their former adversarie¥."Are “remembering and telling the truth about
terrible events prerequisites both for the restoration of the social order dahd Faaling of
individual victims®* Is truth-telling in fact therapeutic? And as the South African TRC

proclaimed, is truth the road to reconciliation?

The Evidence on truth-telling and truth-seekingNeither the evidence from truth commissions
nor tribunals substantiates claims that post-conflict justice leads to haatifmy reconciliation.
While there is some evidence that truth-telling and truth-seeking aiedf at producing a

historical record? at creating awareness of past atrocftfest, promoting the rule of law and

8 Mendeloff, "Trauma and vengeance: Assessing thiehaogical and emotional effects of post-conflictice."
8 |DEA, "Reconciliation After Violent Conflict: A Hadbook," ed. David Bloomfield, Teresa Barnes, and L
Huyse (Stockholm: International Institute for Demaary and Electoral Assistance (IDEA), 2003); MidHae
Scharf, "The Case for a Permanent InternationahT@ommission,'Duke Journal of Comparative and
International Law7(1997).

8 Minow, Between vengeance and forgiveness: Facing hisftey genocide and mass violenéd-87; Hayner,
Unspeakable Truths: Confronting state terror antbaity: 133-53.

8 Judith Lewis HermariTrauma and RecoveryNew York: Basic Books, 1994).

8 Tepperman, "Truth and Consequences."

8 Gibson,0Overcoming apartheid: Can truth reconcile a divideatiory Villa-Vicencio, "Inclusive Justice: The
Limitations of Trial Justice and Truth Commissidns.
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even at instilling a sense of justice, there is little evidence that trexdeamsms lead to

psychological healing or reconciliatiGh.

Looking first at the literature on truth commissions, a growing body of researdnsiaties
that the evidence is insufficient to conclude that truth-telling is benefari@ither healing or
reconciliation. While Gibson found greater tolerance and a larger propensaydt
reconciliation among South Africans, particularly white South Africankviahg the South
African TRC, Tepperman reports that a poll of South Africans following thdwsion of the
TRC found that two-thirds of South Africans felt the commission’s revelations hadnailg
them angrier and contributed to a worsening of race reldtiohsnere 17 percent of those
polled predicted that people would become more forgiving as a result of th&’ TRiS.
contradictory evidence indicates that more empirical work is necessagwdidn conclusions
about whether the South African TRC was indeed beneficial for reconciliatsosudh,
Gibson’s definition of tolerance as the commitment of people to put up with each otimer, eve
those whose political ideas they thoroughly detest is included as a dependéie viatias

study.

The evidence from South Africa also calls into question claims that trlitigtidads to healing.
Allan and Allan find no empirical or other data suggesting that any longheating followed
for witnesses who experienced catharsis while giving testimony tatté 8frican TRC? In

fact, they cite anecdotal evidence that the experience sometimes cansgtiate and perhaps

87 Basoglu et al., "Psychiatric and Cognitive Effects of Wita Former Yugoslavia: Association of Lack of Ress
for Trauma and Posttraumatic Stress ReactionsdmRlVeinstein, and Longman, "Trauma and PTSD: Their
Implication for Attitudes towards Justice and Regibation."

8 Gibson,0Overcoming apartheid: Can truth reconcile a divideations Tepperman, "Truth and Consequences."
8 , "Truth and Consequences."

% Allan and Allan, "The South African Truth and Recdiation Commission as a Therapeutic Tool."
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enduring trauma for those who testified. Kaminer et al. report a sirmtiing from a
nonrandomized epidemiological study assessing psychological health in 134 sunxhednad
or had not given testimony in the South African TRChey report that testifying had no effect

on mental health, either positive or negative.

The evidence from Rwanda does not seem to differ from that of South Africa. In an imhporta
effort to contribute empirical evidence to the debate surrounding transitiones jigtounéus
examined the psychological effects of the gacaca process in Rwandagdst officially driven
truth and reconciliation process in the world todaghe conducted a multistage, stratified

cluster random survey of 1,200 Rwandans in four provinces that operationalized healing as
“psychological health” measuring clinically significant symptoms ofreéegion and PTSD.
Brounéus’s work demonstrates that gacaca witnesses suffer from higisroiegdepression and
PTSD than do non-witnesses. She also found that longer exposure to truth telling did not lowe
the levels of psychological ill health, nor reduce the prevalence of depression dn@WwFS

time. That witnesses suffer from higher levels of depression and PTSD thannesses

suggests that truth-telling may be more distressing than hé&aling.

Additionally, survivors who had witnessed in the gacaca had a 20 percent higines redlatof

having depression and a 40 percent higher relative risk of having PTSD compared/aysur

L Kaminer et al., "The Truth and Reconciliation Coission in South Africa: Relation to psychiatrictstaand
forgiveness among survivors of human rights ablses.
2 Gacaca were initiated by the Government of Rwan@902 as a pilot in certain communities, themkthed
nationwide three years later in 2005. More thaedifi thousand gacaca courts are presently undecaagucted
by locally elected lay judges amttyangamugayand involving the entire population by mandatoaytigipation.
The gacaca takes place once a week in every villaBevanda. The proceedings are held in a schowirmomost
often outdoors with a panel of nine judges, thaiaed perpetrator, the witness, and the assembladers as
audience. At least one hundred people must havegat before the proceedings begin. Brounéus, tfHuena of
gguth telling: Effects of witnessing in the Rwandgacaca courts on psychological health."

Ibid.
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who had not witnesse€fl.The situation was even worse foyangamugaygjudges in the

gacaca) and neighbors who witnessed with the relative risk of having depressioce®d per

higher and PTSD 75 percent higher than those who did not witness in the gacaca. Brounéus
suggests this may be because witnessing involved even greater distrieissgiarup as they

may be seen and felt as if they were betraying their own group. A sitoithr ®onducted in

2002 in Rwanda demonstrated that respondents who had experienced high levels of trauma or

met the criteria for PTSD were less likely to support the gacaca amaplesso reconciliatior

The literature on clinical psychology partially explains these firglighile there is no
consensus among psychologists on how best to treat victims of emotional tfauma,
psychological research has shown that exposure to the traumatic event, thiwergmeigery
(thinking of the event) or in vivo exposure (going to places or situations that strenghdrof
the trauma), is an essential component in psychological treatment of PVgille treatment of
PTSD is highly individualized and there is debate over whether cognitive behaviesgdosure
therapies work best, most psychologists agree that gradual exposure to tla¢icrauemt over

time leads to decreased levels of anxiety and fear.

% Survivors are in a small minority at the gacacarainded by a majority Hutu (85 percent). Tutsistiiute 14
percent of the total population. Ibid.

% Pham, Weinstein, and Longman, "Trauma and PTSDpSyms in Rwanda: Implications for attitudes toward
justice and reconciliation.”

% E.B. Foa and E.A. Meadows, "Psychosocial TreatsnamtPosttraumatic Stress Disorder: A Critical Rex"
Annual Review of Psycholog$(1997); Neil W. Boris, Alan C. Ou, and Rohinn§h, "Preventing Post-Traumatic
Stress Disorder After Mass Exposure to Violen&gsecurity & Bioterrorism: Biodefense Strategyaftice and
Science3, no. 2 (2005); Jonathan I. Bisson and M. Andr#®gychological Treatment of Post-Traumatic Stress
Disorder (PTSD),'Cochrane Database of Systematic Revig(@2007); Jonathan |. Bisson et al., "Psychological
Treatments for Chronic Post-Traumatic Stress DeQt@ritish Journal of Psychiatr90(2007).

" Chris R. Brewin, "A cognitive neuroscience acconiiposttraumatic stress disorder and its treatth&ethavior
Research and Thera@3@, no. 4 (2001); Nenad Paunovic and Ost Lars-Gd@ognitive-behavior therapy vs
exposure therapy in the treatment of PTSD in refag@ehaviour Research and Therap§(2001); Suzanna Rose,
Jonathan Bisson, and Simon Wessely, "Psycholodmaliefing for preventing posttraumatic stress idiso
(PTSD)," (Cochrane Library 1 2003); Arnold A.P. viammerik et al., "Single session debriefing after
psychological trauma: A meta-analysi$lie Lance860(2002).
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However, the research emphasizes that the exposure should be gradual rather taad short
intense. A 2002 Cochrane Review of a one-session debriefing, a type of early pgigaholo
intervention after a traumatic experience with the aim of preventingqudasiepsychological ill
health, found no evidence that one-session debriefing is useful in preventing or réaecing
severity of depression, PTSD, anxiety, or general psychological moraidityas

recommended to cea¥Brounéus notes that both one-session debriefing and witnessing in a
TRC involve short and intensive trauma exposure, which research shows has riskesasfngcr

trauma reactions because there is no time for desensitization or rel€arning.

While research shows that exposure to the traumatic event graduallyoléedistuation or
desensitization such that the traumatic stressor will no longer evoke highdéagixiety and

fear, it also shows that if the exposure is too short, this learning process camaateband the
trauma is maintained or intensifiéf.Brounéus suggests that the protraction of the truth-telling
process may involve an ineffective, repetitive exposure to suffering similamination, the
incessant, repetitive thinking about past trauma, which is frequently reportetividuals with
PTSD and which has been found to be not only a strategy to cope with intrusive memories of
trauma but also a trigger of such memoires, resulting in a cyclical protasishael et al.

suggest that instead of leading to successful emotional processing of traumatiomm

becomes a type of avoidance strategy, prolonging PTSD and depréésisrsuch,

psychologists generally concur that cathartic experiences should be agwodgd under highly

% Rose, Bisson, and Wessely, "Psychological debgefr preventing posttraumatic stress disordeiSE)r™
% Brewin, "A cognitive neuroscience account of p@stimatic stress disorder and its treatment."; RB&son, and
Wessely, "Psychological debriefing for preventirgiraumatic stress disorder (PTSD)."; Paunoviclzard-
Goran, "Cognitive-behavior therapy vs exposuredpeiin the treatment of PTSD in refugees.”; van Emkret al.,
"Single session debriefing after psychological tnau A meta-analysis."
190 Brounéus, "The trauma of truth telling: Effectswfnessing in the Rwandan gacaca courts on psggkul
health."
ig; Tanja Michael et al., "Rumination in posttraumatiess disorderDepression and AnxieB4(2007).

Ibid.
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controlled conditions because the dangers of retraumatization could be much basetiee t
potential benefits?® Given the short, intense, public exposure of witnesses to a truth-telling
process, there is reason for concern that the process may be detrimentdiatopssal healing

and potentially to reconciliation.

Accordingly, interviews by Hamber et al. with twenty survivors who were wegbWith the

South African TRC found that while 60 percent of the respondents reported optimism about the
benefits of truth-telling before they gave or submitted testimony, onledd@pt had a positive

view after the fact® Thirty-five percent actually had a negative view of the experience and 55
percent were “ambivalent” about it. Seventy percent reported feelindd\en” and

disappointed with the outcome. Of those who testified (eight out of twenty), halfgedt fer

doing so or felt cheated by the process, while the other half felt relief axfdrtoA similar

study by Byrne interviewed thirty survivors who participated in the TRC foun@#atpercent

of those who participated in the study “felt they benefited from and shared posétotens
regarding the experience of testifyitfg.However, eighty percent felt “the process involved
considerable emotional pain.” The variance in reactions to truth-tellingtseftee highly

individualized nature of trauma recovery and suggests that while truth-tellyhbawaa positive

effects for some, in many cases it has no effect or even negative effactifosv

The evidence on the psychological outcomes of truth-seeking tribunals is sitlidesdk.

Herman writes “if one set out intentionally to design a system for provoking syrauif

193 Allan and Allan, "The South African Truth and Recdiation Commission as a Therapeutic Tool.":4734
Minow, Between vengeance and forgiveness: Facing hisfitey genocide and mass violenttayner,
Unspeakable Truths: Confronting state terror ancbaity.

1%4 Brandon Hamber, Dineo Negeng, and Gabriel O'Malf@glling It Like It Is: Understanding the Trutima
Reconciliation Commission from the Perspective afvi&ors," Psychology in Socie36(2000).

195 catherine C. Byrne, "Benefit or Burden: Victim&fRctions on TRC ParticipationPeace and Conflict:
Journal of Peace Psycholody, no. 3 (2004).
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posttraumatic stress disorder, it might look very much like a court offRwé&cordingly,
Stover’s study of eighty-seven witnesses who appeared at the Interh@tiomaal Tribunal for
the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) concluded that most victims derived some beoefitéstifying,
but none reported psychological reftéf“The few participants who experienced cathartic
feelings immediately or soon after testifying before the ICTY foundthtgaglow quickly faded

once they returned home to their shattered villages and towns.”

Based on interviews with therapists who have counseled survivors of human rightsnsolat
O’Connell found that for some there may be therapeutic benefit from participatimgs, such

as a sense of acknowledgment and empowerment, but for many it is a negatienespefror
victims who do not participate directly in litigation, “there is some eviddmaettials may be
psychologically counterproductive if they result in judgments for the allbgenan rights
violators or in penalities that a victim considers incommensurate with thetias5tiFor those
who are directly involved as litigants, the evidence indicates that thereoegaisks than

benefits. For many victims, the criminal justice system is profoundly disapypand can be
potentially damaging to victims. High expectations are frequently dashedeaerate feelings

of resentment, anger and betray/dlln some cases, testifying may retraumatize victims, though

some studies have disputed that finditg.

198 Judith Herman, "The Mental Health of Crime Victirmpact of Legal Intervention,Journal of Traumatic
Stressl6, no. 2 (2003).

197 stover and Weinsteimdy Neighbor, My Enemy: Justice and Community inAfiermath of Mass Atrocity
198 3amie O'Connell, "Gambling with the psyche: Doesspcuting human rights violators console theitinis?,"
Harvard International Law Journad6, no. 2 (2005).

199 pjg.

10 pig.

M1 Ulrich Orth and Andreas Maercher, "Do Trials of frators Retraumatize Crime Victims2gurnal of
Interpersonal Violenc&9(2004).
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Similar to questionable effects of truth commissions on reconciliation, cheesiare also

guestioning claims that tribunals are beneficial for reconciliation. Mike&rund that arrests or
judgments against war criminals in the ICTY were correlated with isecehostility between

ethnic groups in Bosnia and Herzegovina and concluded that the ICTY has not had a meaningful
effect on societal peace in Bosnia and HerzegaoViniakewise, Corkalo et al. describe how all
national groups in Bosnia and Herzegovina—Bosniak, Croat, and Serb—felt that their own
national group was the greatest victim in the war and that the ICTY wasligeg] against their

own group**®

As such, it seems that in reality, judicial mechanisms contribute far ldss sodial
reconstruction of post-conflict societies than was previously asstihas .Stover points out,
“Many of the assumptions about the effects that justice has on individuals antesdaee
gone unexamined and unchallenged far too long. Seldom are the assertions grounded in
empirical data. The pursuit of criminal justice, as important as it is, shouleeriald up as
some kind of panacea for righting past wrongs or as a “magic bullet” foirfpeaictims and

war-torn societies*®

Scholars such as O’Connell have therefore concluded “policymakers, actwvistyraivors
themselves should hesitate to pursue judicial action against human rights violatongass for
helping victims psychologically, until and unless further research shows thaajaditons

have a net therapeutic effect on most survivors...Generally, however, those sedighm

112 James Meernik, "Justice and Peace? How the intena&criminal tribunal affects societal peaceBimsnia,"
Journal of Peace Researdl2, no. 3 (2005).

113 pinka Corkalo et al., "Neighbors Again? Interconmity relations after ethnic cleansing, "Ny Neighbor, My
Enemy ed. Eric Stover and Harvey M. Weinstein (Cambgid@ambridge University Press, 2004); Brounéusg"Th
trauma of truth telling: Effects of witnessing metRwandan gacaca courts on psychological health.”

14 Mendeloff, "Trauma and vengeance: Assessing thehadogical and emotional effects of post-conflicstice."

15 stover and Weinsteifvly Neighbor, My Enemy: Justice and Community inAfiermath of Mass Atrocity
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traumatized survivors heal should put less faith in trials. Instead, they should deabés gr
attention to non-judicial initiatives that may address psychological #iétet®of human rights

violations more reliably**°

However, it is worth noting that despite evidence that truth-telling and teetirgy can be
harmful to witnesses’ psychological health and may not be beneficial for e, research
finds strong demands among survivors for post-conflict justice and accountabiliyidam

work in Bosnia and Croatia! and Argentina, Chile, El Salvador, Guatemala, South Africa and
Uganda have documented these demands in the aftermath of violent ¢5hffieteover,

Backer found that the majority of witnesses in the South African TRC woulty tagéin even if
they had known the anguish it entailed beforehahByven though 56 percent reported that
giving a statement was “very upsetting,” an even higher number (64 petoeleyed they
gained something positive” from the experience. As such, there is reasorete liedit the
process of truth-telling and truth-seeking may have benefits other than psychldiegling and

reconciliation for victims.

Given the above discussion, it is likely that truth commissions and prosecutions raaphee/
benefits for conflict-affected societies, but there remains ingffiempirical evidence to

demonstrate that psychological healing and reconciliation are among teesucl it is

18 o'Connell, "Gambling with the psyche: Does prosieguihuman rights violators console their victinis®40.
7 Metin et al. Bgoglu, "Psychiatric and Cognitive Effects of War inrfr@r Yugoslavia: Association of Lack of
Redress for Trauma and Posttraumatic Stress Raag¢tiAMA 294(2005).

M8 victor Espinoza Cuevas, Maria Luisa Ortiz Rojas] Raz Rojas Baeza, "Truth Commissions: An Unaertai
Path? Comparative Study of Truth Commissions ineitipa, Chile, El Salvador, Guatemala and Soutfcafr
From the Perspectives of Victims, Their Relativésman Rights Organizations and Experts," (2002§nh
Phuong et al., "Forgotten Voices: A population-lobbservey of attitudes about peace and justice iriHéon
Uganda,"” (International Center on Transitional idestHuman Rights Center, University of Califoriarkeley,
2005).

19 David Backer, "Victims' responses to truth comimiss: Evidence from South Africa," Becurity,
reconstruction, and reconciliation: When the wangleed. Muna Ndulo (London: University College London
2007).
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important that peacebuilding practitioners consider other approaches that otaggementary
to transitional justice mechanisms to ensure that reconciliation takesrpfaast-conflict
contexts. To that end, the next section provides a review of the social psychaditegatare on
intergroup relations theory, the foundation for intergroup contact programs, wisch thi

dissertation will test as a potential complementary approach to transjtishieg.

Moreover, this dissertation includes healing as a dependent variable in arpafieddure the
effects of alternative interventions on healing and reconciliation. 3itoithe work of
Brounéus, psychological healing will be operationalized by changes inyardeeression and
PTSD. The psychometric scales used to measure these constructs asedibelow. As will be
explained in the theoretical framework proposed in the final section of this chhster, t
methodology can also be used to measure the effects of other interventions proposed to
contribute to reconciliation, including transitional justice mechanisms, in draleat

comprehensive theory of reconciliation can ultimately be established.

Intergroup Relations Theory

Steeped in the contact hypothesis originally posited by Gordan Allport in 1954, detadesl
psychological research have now developed into a robust theory of intergroup relatichs
demonstrates that intergroup contact can promote reductions in intergroup prejacveiel €
range of situation¥’° As scholars and practitioners continue to experiment with intergroup

contact, they are finding that contact not only reduces prejudice, but has alsimkest ol

120 pettigrew and Tropp, "A Meta-Analytic Test of Irgeoup Contact Theory."
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increases in intergroup trust, empathy and forgivetfésshis section will briefly review these

findings, explaining why these variables have been adopted as dependent varihidestudy.

The idea behind the contact hypothesis is that hostility between groups is fecitmylianty

and separation and that under the right conditions, contact among members of diftenest g
will reduce hostility and promote more positive intergroup attitdéfesllport originally noted
four optimal conditions that were necessary for contact to lead to a reductiejuidige: 1) the
contact should take place between equal status members of groups; 2) it should hagygothe s
of the relevant authorities; 3) it should produce opportunities for intimate contact,)dhd;
conditions of contact should facilitate intergroup cooperation. He hypothesizedabat
conditions may provide positive experiences with outgroup members that disconfirm or
undermine previous negative attitudes and ultimately change attitudes towardieischbeut

the group as a whofé?

Today, groundbreaking research is confirming that contact can indeed redugelgterg
prejudice. In an important meta-analytic study, Pettigrew and Tropmugly reviewed 515
studies of intergroup contatt: The results clearly indicate that intergroup contact typically
reduces intergroup prejudice. In fact, 94% of the samples in the analysis showedsn inve

relationship between intergroup contact and prejutftte.

The study has also shown that intergroup contact effects typically genéejaad participants

2L M. Hewstone et al., “Intergroup forgiveness anilt gn Northern Ireland: Social psychological dinsons of

‘The Troubles'," irCollective guilt: International perspectivesd. N.R. Branscombe and B. Doosje (Cambridge:

University Press, 2004); Hewstone et al., "Inteagr&ontact, Forgiveness, and Experience of "Theflss" in

Northern Ireland."

iz Brewer and Gaertner, "Toward Reduction of Prejediotergroup Contact and Social Categorizatio83-29.
Ibid., 302.

124 pettigrew and Tropp, "A Meta-Analytic Test of Irgeoup Contact Theory."

2% |bid., 766.
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in the immediate contact situatiéff.Not only do attitudes toward immediate participants
usually become more favorable, but so do attitudes toward the entire outgroup, outgroup

members in other situations, and even outgroups not involved in the contact.

Additionally, the study finds that Allport’s conditions are not essential forgraap contact to
achieve positive outcomes, showing that samples with no claim to these condillighssti
significant relationships between contact and prejudice. The authors concluaibpibts
conditions should not be regarded as necessary for producing positive contact outcomes,
however they act as facilitating conditions that enhance the tendency foreposiitact

outcomes to emerge.

A third finding of this important work is that intergroup contact may be useful inetyaf
situations beyond racial and ethnic conflicts. The study showed that the relatidretiipen
contact and prejudice remained significant across samples involving diffegaitgeoups, age
groups, geographical areas, and contact settings. This provides substantiaketwaenc
intergroup contact can contribute meaningfully to reductions in prejudice acrassdarénge of

groups and contexts.

However, while Pettigrew & Tropp’s meta-analytic study shows that cocdaceduce
intergroup prejudice in a variety of contexts, little work has been done to demonsteftedtse
of contact in a highly charged conflict or post-conflict settffgVhile 51% of the samples in

Pettigrew & Tropp’s meta-analytic study represent cases of ¢dreteeen racial and ethnic

126 |hid.
127

, "How does intergroup contact reduce prejudicefaMdmalytic tests of three mediatorELiropean
Journal of Social Psycholod38(2008).
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groups, only 7.6% of the samples are cases of intergroup contact expeheantaiset place in

Africa, Asia or Latin-America between adults.

While Pettigrew & Tropp show that no significant differences in effagound in different
geographical locations, it is important that researchers increase the bade dnowledge in
non-Western and post-conflict contexts so that we are better able to understand whethe
intergroup contact can reduce prejudice between social groups with “a history oft @lic
hostility, inequalities of status and power, and political struggfe&s such, this dissertation
will contribute to the literature by adding a rigorous analysis of thetsftd intergroup contact

on prejudice in an Asian country, as well as a highly charged post-conflicktonte

In addition to studies demonstrating that intergroup contact can reduce prejuaisgréeet al.
have shown that contact with outgroup friends between Catholics and ProtestanthénnNort
Ireland corresponds to a greater willingness to forgive and trust the outgtdinis may be

because having a close outgroup friend promotes perspective taking, the cegnipenent of
empathy, which seems to be a mediator in predicting outgroup attitudes incluglirticegrust

and forgiveness.

However, these studies are based on observational data in which survey resedrch aske
respondents about their previous contact with members of the outgroup and their grevailin
attitudes toward that group. They are not based on experimental researchhia whatment
such as facilitated intergroup contact was applied to subjects and the outcasuestheds

such, it is uncertain whether the conclusion that intergroup contact enhances outgraigsatti

128» Brewer and Gaertner, "Toward Reduction of Prajadintergroup Contact and Social CategorizatiGo..
129 Hewstone et al., "Stepping stones to reconciliitioNorthern Ireland: Intergroup contact, forgieea and
trust."; Hewstone et al., "Intergroup forgivenerd guilt in Northern Ireland: Social psychologidamnensions of
"The Troubles"."; Hewstone et al., "Intergroup Gutf Forgiveness, and Experience of "The Troubleslorthern
Ireland.”
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such as trust and forgiveness applies to situations of facilitated intergroupt cortaly to
existing contact with members of the outgroup. This study therefore incluggdargiveness
and empathy as dependent variables in order to test whether the observatiargd bihdi

previous studies apply to facilitated intergroup contact.

A Theoretical Framework for Reconciliation

It is clear from the literature that there is not yet an agreed upon concepboé€iliation, nor a
definitive understanding of the conditions that are necessary and sufficiehtdeeac
reconciliation. As such, this dissertation seeks to contribute to theory-buildoheykloping a
theoretical framework that allows these conditions to be tested. To thdtgopose that
reconciliationis the psychological change that takes place at the individual level (indigated b
variables such as prejudice, empathy, trust, tolerance, forgiveness andfm)hea post-
conflict context, which igausedby some combination of interventions that may include
structural and political change, truth, justice, historical responsibility foahurghts abuses,

intergroup contact, etc?

130 A post-conflict context, environment or societfers to situations in which the population has exeed
violent inter-group conflict and has already achkiga political settlement via a peace agreemem.sthpe of this
dissertation is limited to post-conflict societa®d will not make claims about conflicts in whicpdalitical
settlement has not yet been reached.
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK FOR
RECONCILIATION

Interventions Psychological

Changes
Political/Structural
Changes
Prejudice Empathy
Truth-
Prosecutions/TRC

_  »  Trust Tolerance

Historical Responsibility-

Apology/Reparations Forgiveness Healing

Intergroup Contact

Because this conceptualization of reconciliation allows various interventions&tidgorized as
independent variables and psychological changes to be categorized as degmratdaes and
measured at the individual level using psychometric scales, it enableg thifiesd
experimental methodologies to measure the impact of each of the proposed intervéfiitens
this does not answer the question ‘How do we know when we’ve achieved reconciliaton,’ i
theoretically possible that ‘reconciliation scores’ established overitirpost conflict societies
could ultimately be used to determine the threshold at which post-conflict socesttdve
conflict through dialogue rather than violence, which | propose is the thresholccht whi

reconciliation has been sufficiently achieved.

For example, by comparing scores across conflicts over time on the vaatessthat measure
the psychological changes that serve as proxies for reconciliation, it wopdg&ible to

determine the level or scores at which violence does not recur. Practitbondd therefore
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continue reconciliation initiatives until that threshold was reached. As this research would
ultimately indicate which combination of variables lead to reconciliation andhinasi

reconciliation is minimally sufficient to prevent a return to violence.

While it is not within the scope of this dissertation to test the full theoryjl tentribute to
theory-building by positing a clear concept of reconciliation and testing one pplaet thieory:
the effect of intergroup contact on reconciliation, which will be measuredangek in the
dependent variables prejudice, empathy, trust, tolerance, forgiveness and fbalingxt
section provides a detailed account of the psychometric scales that wene tisedtudy to
measure each of the variables, while the complete surveys administezsgdodents are
included in Appendices A and B. If similar techniques are used by other scholaadorenthe
effects of interventions aimed at reconciliation such as truth commission;yiross,
structural and political change, etc., we will begin to gather enough empwidaihce to build a

comprehensive theory of reconciliation.

Operationalizing the Dependent Variables

Prejudice: Prejudice is defined in this study as a negative attitude toward membessaidla
outgroup 3! Social psychologists have distinguished between three components of prejudice:
affective components (negative feelings); cognitive components (negtdre®types); and
behavioral componentg® This dissertation will therefore examine how contact affects all three

components of prejudice.

131 Allport, The Nature of Prejudicel. Harding et al., "On the fading of social stéypes: Studies in three
generations of college studentddurnal of Personality and Social Psychold$3(1969); R.D. Ashmore, "The
problem of intergroup prejudice," Bocial psychologyed. B. Collins (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 19MY.G.
Stephan and C.W. Stephan, "Intergroup Anxielgirnal of Social Issue$l(1985).

132 John Duckitt, "Prejudice and intergroup hostilityy Oxford Handbook of Political Psycholaggd. David O.
Sears, Leonie Huddy, and Robert Jervis (Oxford.o@kfJniversity Press, 2003).
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Affective prejudiceThe affective component of prejudice was measured by combining the items
developed by Stephan and StepHahalso used by Tropp and Pettigr&tand the items
developed by Stangor, Sullivan & Fofd®.Respondents were asked to report the extent to which
they would expect to feel ten different emotional states (five positive and fiagive when
interacting with the outgroup. Item responses included 1 (not at all), 2 (a 8t{eyerage), 4 (a
lot).
When | think about the outgroup, | feel...
= Positive emotions:
0 Respect
o Comfortable
0 Relaxed
o0 Accepted
0 Sympathetic
= Negative emotions:
o Afraid
o Angry

0 Suspicious

133 Items developed by Stephan and Stephan includgtioemotions (confident, accepted, secure, coatite,
relaxed); Negative emotions (suspicious, awkwdngatened, nervous, apprehensive).

134 | inda R. Tropp and Thomas L. Pettigrew, "DiffeiahRelationships Between Intergroup Contact anigétive
and Cognitive Dimensions of Prejudic®grsonality and Social Psychology Bullegh(2005).

135 C. Stangor, L.A. Sullivan, and T.E. Ford, "Affatiand Cognitive Determinants of Prejudicggdtial Cognition
9, no. 4 (1991): 364. Stangor, Sullivan and Foigdssubjects to check either yes or no to eachiemdthey
instructed subjects to think about the outgroupntthink about their feelings about the outgroupeyrasked “has
the outgroup ever, because of something they hame dr something you know about them, ever madeealu
Positive emotions (hopeful, inspired, proud, reipbcsympathetic); Negative emotions (afraid, anglisgusted,
frustrated, uneasy).”
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0 Vengeance/the need for revenge
0 Hatred

Cognitive prejudiceThe cognitive component of prejudice was measured by adapting the
warmth and competence scales developed by Fiské®8tRarticipants were asked to rate the
following questions on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 4 (@ske’s
warmth scale initially included two additional questions that asked about perceytgsl-
naturedness and sincerity, but we ultimately deleted these questions afterstiag the
guestionnaire because translations of these terms into Indonesian was reduhdathiewi
terms.
Competence:

= Asviewed by members of society, hocampetenare members of outgroup?

= As viewed by members of society, heanfidentare members of outgroup?

= Asviewed by members of society, hoapableare members of outgroup?

= As viewed by members of society, hetficient/usefubre members of outgroup?

= Asviewed by members of society, havelligentare members of outgroup?

= As viewed by members of society, hswillful are members of outgroup?
Warmth:

= Asviewed by members of society, héwendly are members of outgroup?

= As viewed by members of society, howell-intentionedare members of outgroup?

= Asviewed by members of society, htmustworthyare members of outgroup?

= As viewed by members of society, heyarmare members of outgroup?

Status:

138 gysan T. Fiske et al., "A model of (often mixstdreotype content: Competence and warmth respécfillow
from perceived status and competitiodournal of Personality and Social Psychol@g; no. 6 (2002).
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= How prestigious are jobs typically achieved by members of the outgroup?
= How economically successful have members of the outgroup been?
Competition:
= |f members of the outgroup get special breaks (such as priority in hiringaegjghis is
likely to make things more difficult for people like me.
= Resources that go to members of this group are likely to take away from theesswurc
people like me. (We ultimately translated this as Do you feel disappoinesgbiirces go

to members of their group and you don’t get any?)

Behavioral prejudiceThe behavioral component of prejudice was measured by adapting
Bogardus’ social distance scale, which was designed to measure the exteichtpeople wish
to maintain social distance and avoid increasing levels of intimate contaeebethemselves
and members of different social, racial, ethnic, or national grotiespondents are asked
whether they would be willing to admit members of the outgroup to their country as visitors
(farthest social distance), as citizens, into employment in their occupatimmnesidence in their
neighborhood, as friends, and into close kinship by marriage (closest social gidtadepted
this scale as follows:
If given the opportunity, | would...

Yes No
7. Exclude members of the outgroup from my country

6. Admit members of the outgroup only as visitors to my country

137E . S. Bogardus, "The measurement of social distaimc&eadings in social psycholaggd. T.M. Newcomb and
E.L. Hartley (New York: Holt, 1928); Monica Biernanhd Christian S. Crandall, "Racial Attitudes,'Measures of
Political Attitudes ed. John P. Robinson, Phillip R. Shaver, and eaae Wrightsman, SMeasures of Social
Psychological AttitudeéSan Diego: Academic Press, 1999).
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5. Admit members of the outgroup as citizens to my country

4. Allow members of the outgroup to be employed in my occupation
3. Allow members of the outgroup to live in my village

2. Allow members of the outgroup to join my group/club as friends

1. Allow an outgroup member to marry into my family

Empathy: Unlike the well-developed and highly validated scales used to measure prejatlice th
have been developed over fifty plus years of research, the notions of empathy, trust and
forgiveness are relatively new and the psychometric scales used to meassuaedlstill under
construction. Hewstone et al. have been extremely influential in adapting and deysices

to measure empathy, trust and forgiveness. As such, this study adaptecetileseiaped for

use in Northern Ireland by Hewstone et al., which was adapted from DavisIrit88zersonal

Reactivity Index:*® It measures both the affective and cognitive components of empathy.

For translation reasons, we used only three of the original four questions to mieasdfective
component of empathy. Participants were asked to rate the answers to thedadjoastions on
a four-point Likert scale (1-never; 2-rarely; 3-sometimes; 4-often).

1. If you hear about their misfortunes, do you often feel upset?

2. When you see them being treated unfairly, do you often feel pity for them?

138 Hewstone et al., "Intergroup Contact, Forgivenass, Experience of "The Troubles" in Northern Inel&; M.H.
Davis,Empathy: A social psychological approa¢Madison, WI: Brown & Benchmark, 1994); Hewstaiel.,
"Intergroup forgiveness and guilt in Northern lreda Social psychological dimensions of 'The TroableMiles
Hewstone et al., "Intergroup Contact in a Dividexti8ty: Challenging Segregation in Northern Ireldrid The
Social Psychology of Inclusion and Exclusied. D. Abrams, J.M. Marques, and M.A. Hogg (Rielahia:
Psychology Press, 2005); C.D. Batson et al., "Ipaghy-induced helping due to self-other merging®yirnal of
Personality and Social Psycholo@®(1997).
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3. How often do you feel concerned about people from their group who are less fortunate
than you?
The scale also measured the cognitive component of empathy or perstaatigewhich can
be understood as the ability to see the point of view of the other. Participantdsoerskad to
rate the answers to the following questions on a four-point Likert scalevét:-2erarely; 3-
sometimes; 4-often).
1. Do you often find it difficult to see things from their point of view?
2. Do you often try to think about the conflict from their perspective as well as?%ours
3. If there’s a problem or misunderstanding, do you often try to see things from their

perspective?

Trust: This study measured trust by adopting the scale used by Hewstone bichl ywas
developed based on the work of Brehm and Rahn and worded to assess outgrotijit mssd
three items on a 4-point Likert scale (1-disagree strongly; 2-disé8yeegee; 4-agree strongly):
1. Do you think most members of the other community would try to take advantage of you
if they got a chance instead of being fair?
2. Do you agree that most of the time members of the other community try to be helpful,
and are not just looking out for themselves?

3. Do you agree that most members of the other community can be trusted?

Tolerance:This studyused James Gibson’s definition of tolerance developed for his work

studying reconciliation in South Afric4° Gibson defined tolerance as the commitment of

139 Hewstone et al., "Intergroup forgiveness and guillorthern Ireland: Social psychological dimemsi@f ‘The
Troubles'."; John Brehm and Wendy Rahn, "Individleakl evidence for the causes and consequenccia
capital,"American Jounral of Political Sciened.,, no. 3 (1997).
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people to put up with each other, even those whose political ideas they thoroughly detest and
asked participants to respond to the three questions below. Similarly, this stedy a
participants to rate the answers to the following questions used by Gibsahpmrd Likert
scale (1-disagree strongly; 2-disagree; 3-agree; 4-agree strongly)
¢ Do you agree that members of the outgroup should be prohibited from standing as a
candidate for an elected position in Aceh?
e Do you agree that members of the outgroup should be allowed to hold street
demonstrations in your community?

e Do you agree that they should be officially banned from your community?

ForgivenessThis study adapted the Intergroup Forgiveness Scale developed by Hegistbne
to assess forgiveness in Northern Irel&Hd heir scale was based on a short form of the Enright
Forgiveness Inventory (EFI), a widely used measure of interpersonaiioegs, adapted to
measure intergroup forgivene$é For translation reasons, we adapted their eight question scale
to become a seven question scale. On a 4-point Likert scale (1-disagrekys®-aligpgree; 3-
agree; 4-agree strongly), participants were asked to answer theitiglleewen questions
designed to tap the affective, cognitive and behavioral components of forgiveness:

1. Do you agree that the two communities must learn not to retaliate whensthere i

problem?
2. Do you agree that it is important that your community never forgets the wrongbylone

the other community?

140 Gibson,0Overcoming apartheid: Can truth reconcile a divideation?

1“1 Hewstone et al., "Intergroup forgiveness and guillorthern Ireland: Social psychological dimemsi@f ‘The
Troubles'."

142R.D. Enright, S. Freedman, and J. Rique, "The lpsipgy of interpersonal forgiveness,"Hxploring
forgivenessed. R.D. Enright and J. Noah (Wisconsin: The @rsity of Wisconsin Press, 1998).
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3. Do you agree that both parties should forgive each other to maintain the peace?

4. Do you agree that it is important that your community never forgives the svommg to
you by their group?

5. Do you agree that if you forgive them, your group will appear weak?

6. Do you agree that your group should apologize to them?

7. Do you agree that Aceh will never move from the past to the future until the two

communities learn to forget about the past?

Healing: The healing portion of this study was designed to complement research done in 2006-
2007 by the International Organization on Migration (IOM) and the World Bank in pdmmers

with researchers from the Harvard Medical School and Syiah Kuala Univasseggsing mental
health and psychosocial needs throughout A&&hhis dissertation used these same measures to
assess symptoms of posttraumatic stress disorder, depression and amxgsy io produce

results that could be meaningfully compared.

As such, | used a 25 question version of the Harvard Trauma Questionnaire to measure
symptoms of posttraumatic stress disorder and a 25 question version of the Hopkira®ympt
Checklist for Depression and Anxiet}.Both scales are used widely in disaster and trauma

community assessments of emotional distress. The questions | used at thagegisarvey 1

14310M, "Psychosocial needs assessment of commuiaitiested by conflict in the districts of Pidie,rBiien and

Aceh Utara," (http://ghsm.hms.harvard.edu/uploatfggood_M_PNAL.pdf: International Organization for

Migration, 2006); -"A psychosocial needs assessment of communiti@g iconflict affects districts in
Aceh," (http://ghsm.hms.harvard.edu/uploads/pdftgdd PNAL.pdf: International Organization for Migiat,
2007).

144 R.F. Mollica, Caspi-Yavin Y., Bollini P., Truong.TTor S., Lavelle J, "The Harvard Trauma Questiorm
Validating a cross-cultural instrument for measgrorture, trauma, and posttraumatic stress disande
Indochinese refugeesJournal of Nervous and Mental Disordet80, no. 2 (1992); M.B.; Kelman Parloff, H.C.;
Frank, J.D., "Comfort, effectiveness, and self-amass as criteria for improvement in psychothetapgmerican
Journal of Psychiatrnd(1954).
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to measure exposure to wartime and traumatic events as well as curssorstveere also

drawn from the scales used by the IOM team and were based on the previbdiastgda

Harvard Trauma Events Scaf@ These scales included a yes/no checklist of traumatic events
experienced during the conflict and a yes/no checklist of current strassbimumatic events in
the post-conflict period. See questionairre 1 and 2 in Appendixes A and B for a full list of

guestions.

Additional measuresThe questionnaire also measured several additional variables including
preexisting contact with outgroup members and perceptions of current paisigasi The
guestions for measuring contact were drawn from Tropp and Pettigrew’'sirmeéstergroup
closeness in which the answers to the following questions were averageatecacreverall
measure of intergroup closenéss:
=  Quantity
o How many people of the other group do you know at least as acquaintances?
o How many people of the other group do you consider to be friends?
= Quality
o0 How close do you feel to the members of the other group that you know?
0o How close do you feel to the one person of the other group with whom you have
the closest relationship?
Participants were also asked to respond on a 4-point Likert scale to the follongougstions
regarding perceptions of societal and political issues. These questiordesigreed to reflect

contentious topics of political debate within the target communities in orddrciald

14510M, "A psychosocial needs assessment of comnasniti 14 conflict affects districts in Aceh," 11.
148 Tropp and Pettigrew, "Differential Relationshipst®een Intergroup Contact and Affective and Cougeiti
Dimensions of Prejudice.”
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determine whether the workshops had any effect on participants’ political aethsaiews. |
was also curious whether the workshops would give participants a greater sengealf pol
efficacy so | included the last question on whether participants feel theioomsrieard by
political leaders.
¢ Do you agree that refugees/IDPs from their group who fled the region duringrttiet
should return?
e Do you agree that the return of refugees/IDPs to the region will cause e®lenc
e Do you agree that people should keep weapons in their homes in case they need them?
e Do you agree that violence/intimidation is a way to get what you want?
e Do you believe reconciliation between groups is important?

e Do you feel your opinion is heard and respected by political leaders?

Conclusion

As research continues to weaken the link between reconciliation and the trathiéinsiéional
justice mechanisms of prosecutions and truth-tefithgpcial psychological work on intergroup
contact may offer a promising alternative with far reaching imptinatfor peacebuilding

practitioners:*®

However limitations in existing social psychological research require additiogainy in order

to provide answers to many of the most pressing questions regarding the resolutbenof vi

147 Mendeloff, "Trauma and vengeance: Assessing thehmogical and emotional effects of post-confjicttice.";
O'Connell, "Gambling with the psyche: Does prosegubhuman rights violators console their victimsTHoms,
Ron, and Paris, "The effects of transitional justicechanisms: A summary of empirical research rigsliand
implications for analysts and practitioners."; Bnéus, "The trauma of truth telling: Effects of vasing in the
Rwandan gacaca courts on psychological health.”

148 Hewstone et al., "Intergroup forgiveness and guillorthern Ireland: Social psychological dimemsi@f ‘The
Troubles'."; Hewstone et al., "Intergroup Cont&etrgiveness, and Experience of "The Troubles" intiNon
Ireland."; Pettigrew and Tropp, "A Meta-Analytic Sief Intergroup Contact Theory."
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conflict including, How can we create the conditions for reconciliation in posticiosiicieties?
How can reconciliation be conceptualized and measured? What role can intergroopptanta

in promoting reconciliation and supporting sustainable peace?

This dissertation therefore contributes to building a theory of reconciliagicorsolidating
scholarship from a range of disciplines including political science, lavtigabland social
psychology, into a theoretical framework in which the effect of various propotsdantions
can be operationalized and tested. It then uses a field experimental methaddésgypne part
of the theory--the effects of intergroup contact on reconciliation, as measuttesl dgpendent
variables prejudice, empathy, trust, tolerance, forgiveness and healipgeChavill discuss the

study methodology in detail.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

This chapter will discuss the methodology used to test the hypothesis thatielibbxed
intergroup contact can promote reconciliation in post-conflict societied! Hisguss the field
experimental methodology used to identify the causal impact of fadlliiatiergroup contact on
theoretically meaningful proxies for reconciliation. These include pregudimpathy, trust,
tolerance, forgiveness and healing, which have been drawn from literattaeaus disciplines
including political science, law, political and social psychology. Befoptaging the methods
used in this study, section one will first provide a brief overview of the conceptaf f
experimentation, highlighting the potential of this methodology to answer some of the mos
challenging causal questions faced by social scientists and peacebpiiftiitijoners. Section
two will explain the study design, section three will explain the various compasfents
implementing the study including selection of facilitators, partners andipartts, and section

four will conclude with an in depth look at the content of the workshops.

Field Experimentation

Field experimentation is a rapidly growing form of social science resélaat encompasses
hundreds of studies on topics like education, crime, employment, savings, discominati
charitable giving, conservation and political participafitht has long been employed as a
methodology to answer key questions regarding health, education, agriculture amdaaotly

development economicsd’ However, field experimentation remains relatively uncharted

149 Alan S. Gerber and Donald Greéield Experiments: Design, Analysis and Interprietat (New York: W.W.
Norton, 2012), 15.

1%0 Macartan Humphreys and Jeremy M. Weinstein, "Fiedderiments and the Political Economy of
Development,’Annual Review of Political Sciend2(2009).
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territory for social scientists and practitioners seeking to implemgventions that change

political processe¥&!

As deRooij, Green and Gerber note, one of the key challenges in social scienteastre
causal effects accurately Field experiments, randomized trials conducted in a naturalistic
setting, attempt to approximate as closely as possible the conditions under wduehla c
process occurs. The interventions are similar or identical to the interventlgasts would
experience in everyday life, and the outcome measures are the behavioratiubiomesti
consequences of real-world significarfcéln the contentious world of causal claims,

randomized experimentation represents an evenhanded method for assessirgyketiat w

The key to field experimentation is the random allocation of subjects to treatraadbrR
allocation, a process by which units of analysis are assigned to experigreats with equal
probability, is the dividing line that separates experimental from non-exgmetahresearctr’

The goal of field experimentation is to control assignment to treatment, ri@sop@ssible, such
that treated and untreated units are identical except that one group receivesthentrwhile

the other does ndt° The procedure of assigning treatments at random ensures that there is no
systematic tendency for either the treatment or control group to haveamtagk. This implies

that the observed anohobservedactors that affect outcomes are equally likely to be present in

the treatment and control grouss.

! |bid.
132 Eline A. deRooij, Donald Green, and Alan S. Gerbieield Experiments on Political Behavior and @otive
,lﬁggtion," Annual Review of Political Scien&@(2009): 390.
Ibid.
134 Gerber and Greefjeld Experiments: Design, Analysis and Interprietat 7-8.
155 |bid; deRooij, Green, and Gerber, "Field Experitsean Political Behavior and Collective Action."
1% Humphreys and Weinstein, "Field Experiments ardrtblitical Economy of Development.”
157 Gerber and GreefRjeld Experiments: Design, Analysis and Interprietat 7-8.

63



Today, practitioners face increasing demands from donors to strengtherddmecevbase on

which policy prescriptions re$t® As such, there is increasing pressure on practitioners to adopt
evidence-based approaches that identify the most effective stratediagerventions for
promoting developmerit® As the interests of donors, implementing agencies and social
scientists converge to demand research that can figure out what works, when afelavhy

experiments are well placed to generate evidence-based policy recortioresida

While there is cause for optimism about the potential of field experimemtatished light on
some of the most challenging questions in social science, the myriachgkallEssociated with
navigating and manipulating the realities of conflict-affected sosiesiguired for successful
field experimentation cannot be underestimated. Contrary to the relativélycrezece of
laboratory experiments, field experiments confront practitioners with theatfishallenges of
operating in foreign cultures and languages, and highly charged politicedraneints often fret
with bureaucratic obstacles and corruption that comingle with intimidation andsgol€hese
realities make implementing tightly designed randomized field expetmaesignificant

challenge.

As such, this chapter will describe the methodology used in conducting this study and will
acknowledge where political realities faced during implementation requdegdadions to the
original experimental design. | will discuss how these challenges weresadd and where
appropriate, | will suggest ways of overcoming these obstacles in futureregptsi This

chapter concludes that while field experimentation in post-conflict socvelieontinue to pose

138 savedoff et al., "When will we ever learn? lmping lives through impact evaluation," Report of the
Evaluation Gap Working GroufWashington, D.C.: Center for Global Developm&a06).
159 Humphreys and Weinstein, "Field Experiments ardrtblitical Economy of Development.”
160 i
Ibid.
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significant challenges for researchers and practitioners, it holdsricemas promise to advance
knowledge of how to resolve violent conflict and support sustainable peace in confitdcffe

societies.

Study Design

This study used a randomized field experimental design to test the rgipdhtia dialogue-
based contact could reduce prejudice and increase empathy, trust, tolerancedssgvel
healing in a post-conflict context. 108 participants who identified as eithabers of or
sympathizers with one of the two major combatant groups in the Central Highlaimsakeg
Aceh, GAM and PETA, were randomly assigned to one of nine treatment groupshincé:d
three training-based workshop groups, three dialogue-based workshop groupseaoaritiod

groups in which respondents did not participate in any workshops.

The three control groups were designed to shadow the three rounds of workshop grouypa such t
one control group would be tested during the week that the first dialogue and tveankstnops

were ongoing; the second control group would be tested during the week that the second
dialogue and training workshops were ongoing; and the third control group would be tested
during the week that the third dialogue and training groups were ongoing. Howesdesceabed
below, the enumerators encountered problems finding all of the control groupppatsdn

their villages during the specified weeks so ultimately we lumped all cartoop respondents

into a single control group that was tested during the three week workshop perioddaad use
single control group (labeled group 9) to control for all workshop groups. As no major
exogenous events occurred during the three week workshop period, we consider thiatdofficie

control for the workshop groups.
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Participant selectionThere were two stages of participant identification in this study. First,
through lengthy discussions with the local NGO partner that began in December REEY, a
villages was identified that would at once be home to significant numbers of Gélgr #ETA
members/sympathizers while being geographically accessible to NB@Qigen budget

limitations. Ultimately, we selected the 13 villages shown below based onltheifgj criteria:

e The head of the village was willing to participate in the program;

e We were able to identify participants who met the study criteria in thdagest

o Staff of the local NGO had previous experience working in these villages or specifi
knowledge of the political make-up of the village;

e The village was located in a sub-district that received arkmking on the Conflict
Intensity Index developed by the Aceh Reintegration Agency (BRA)e selected this
criteria not because we thought the workshops wouldn’t work in othee righ
intensity villages, but rather to keep the selection criterisotmif In addition, staff felt
that the commanders or higher-ups in the respective chains of conoh&®aM and
PETA were located in sub-districts with low intensity rankiagsthese villages often
served as bases for planning attacks on higher intensity villaggerftaway from
command centers, but did not often come under attack. As such, wedlexigrioritize

lower intensity villages in order to target a larger pool otembatants within the chain

181 The conflict intensity index was developed in 20@8 technical assistance from the World Bank atiger
partners as part of the design and developmeifieco€bmmunity-Based Assistance for Conflict Victipregram. It
categorizes 227 rural sub-districts in Aceh int@¢hcategories of conflict intensity (high, mediand low) based
on nine indicators drawn from various governmenadaurces including: the Social Welfare Departrsemimber
of conflict victims for 2002, 2003 and 2004 respeal; the Indonesian military’s information on dbet intensity;
estimates of GAM returnees from the Aceh Monitoriigsion (AMM and the World Bank); data on politica
prisoner returnees from the International Orgamnator Migration (IOM); 2005 GAM-Gol conflict incients from
the World Bank’s newspaper dataset; and World Bamkeys on perceptions of conflict that pre-dageeNtoU.
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of command rather than villages with higher intensity conthett are home to more

conflict-affected civilians than ex-combatants.

We recognized that many villages in the Central Highlands would meet titesa,chowever
due to budget limitations we could only select 108 participants. In addition, we wédagvor
with a limited transportation budget that restricted the distance stadfakés to travel to
conduct fieldwork. As a result, we selected villages that were located withioxapptely one
hour of the provincial capital of Takengon. The benefit of this was that the refatiosé
proximity of the villages selected increased the chances that partgipauld interact with
each other following the workshops. Moreover, we had no reason to believe that tlseoéffect
the workshops would be any different for participants in these villages versusoethetensity

conflict villages given similar socio-economic and demographic factors.
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Table 1: Village and Participant Selection
Identifies w Identifies w Identifies w
No. Village Sub-District District Total PETA GAM Other
1 Arul Kumer Induk  Silinara Aceh Tengah 17 10 7
2 Arul Kumer Timur  Silinara Aceh Tengah 25 7 17 1
3 Arul Latong Bies Aceh Tengah 8 1 7
4 Bies Mulye Bies Aceh Tengah 2 1 1
5 Getting Bulen Ketol Aceh Tengah 6 4 2
6 Kalanareh Pegasing Aceh Tengah 8 6 2
7 Karang Bayur Bies Aceh Tengah 2 1 1
8 Pucuk Deku Bies Aceh Tengah 1 1 0
9 Tebes Lues Bies Aceh Tengah 5 5 0
10 Uning Niken Bies Aceh Tengah 1 1 0
11 Wihnidurin Silinara Aceh Tengah 6 6 0
12 Suka Ramai Atas Wih Pesam Bener Meriah 11 0 11
13 Syura Jadi Wih Pesam Bener Meriah 15 0 15

As both GAM and PETA members are hidden populations with no available sampling frame,
participants were identified in each village through snowball sampling. St ddcal NGO

first visited the head of the village, explained that they were trying to idgratificipants for a
peacebuilding program through which participants would come to Banda Aceh foe-aldlyre
training on conflict resolution, and asked for assistance identifying memwbersympathizers
with either PETA or GAM to participate in the program. In the district of Bbfetah, several
village heads declined to participate in the program as we were not able toaéatter of
support from the head of the distriBupat) due to demands for an exorbitant bribe. Because
the head of the district in Bener Meriah is a known PETA leader who has maintained a

atmosphere of fear and intimidation throughout his political tenure, many withinsthetdire
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afraid to act without his explicit support. As such, several village heads detdiparticipate so
the NGO staff concluded the process and went on to the next village. We feltltigssvihat
declined to participate did not reflect those with greater intergroup tensionstheutredlected a
fear on the part of the head of village to act without the official sanction of the htwed of
district. Ultimately, the majority of villages selected were indistrict of Central Aceh, where
the various layers of government bureaucracy provided the necessasydesiepport through

regular administrative procedures.

In the event that the village head was willing to be of assistance, the bedtiged a time to

come back to pick up the list of names of people who they would then interview usingtthe firs
guestionnaire (see Appendix B). Respondents received 25,000 Rupiah (approximately $3 US,
slightly less than a daily wage for unskilled labor) for participation irstimeey, which took an
average of 25 minutes. Informed consent to participate in the study was obtainedhdsiring

initial survey.

On several occasions, the staff returned to find that the head of the village hdg ghathered
the people he had identified in his home or in a public meeting place in the villagesén th
cases, it was difficult for interviewers to get accurate infolwnadis people often gave politically
correct responses rather than giving information about sensitive topics in pulelistaff also
found that many times the village head had identified his friends and family (tikeduse of

the monetary compensation), rather than members of or sympathizers with GANVArIR

the case that the respondent appeared to be a potential study participarantiesviers
attempted to conduct a follow-up interview at a later time at the person’s hooases where
the respondent was clearly not a target for the study, the interviewerypotitepleted the

interview, but the respondent was not selected for participation in the progranal 171
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interviews were conducted before we were able to identify 108 participhoteet the study

criteria.

The 108 participants were selected based on the criteria of membership irpattsyimg with

GAM or PETA. We initially intended to include an additional criteria of a sobfé or higher

on the prejudice scale, but realized early on that some people were not entirstygharethat

they were being interviewed by someone they didn’'t know and had no reason to trust. As such,
we were suspicious that people were underreporting the extent of their prejudickimately
decided to accept responders with membership in one of the target identity groups and a

minimum score of 11 on the prejudice scale.

Randomization:The randomization procedure was originally designed to assign participants to
treatment groups after all 108 participants were identified. Howeven the¢ the unanticipated
difficulties explained below with identifying study participants from alkm population

threatened to prolong the project timeline such that significant additionalwostd have been

incurred, we decided to execute the randomization procedure in three phases.

When the first 36 participants were identified, they were randomly assignleel first three

groups (dialogue, training and control) and the workshops B&gethile this first phase was
being implemented, staff from the local NGO partner continued to identifyipartts. When

the next 36 participants were identified, they were randomly assigned to the aexdrbuips

and the second round of workshops took place. Phase three was completed when the final 36

participants were identified and randomly assigned to the final three groulpss. Wal/, we

12| randomly assigned participants by going downliteand allocating every third person to onehaf groups. As
| was not familiar with any of the participantgdnsidered this random allocation.
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were able to compensate for unexpected challenges in identifyinggeantssi and implement

the program on time and budget.

In hindsight, | would have allocated more time and money for participant seld€tioe
experiment were repeated, | would allow approximately three months to idestifgipants,
instead of the one month allocated in this experiment, in order that all 108 participaldibe
identified before they were assigned to treatment or control groups. Additidrizdlye since
learned that a better way to implement my randomization procedure such treatduognization
procedure would be easily replicable by other researchers would be to ussiesspackage to
to generate a random number for each subject. | would then sort all subjectsndiag order

and finally assign them randomly to treatment and control gritips.

Challenges with participant selectiorfwo significant problems occurred during the process of
participant selection. The first was that we initially tried to identify &digipants who

identified with GAM and the same number who identified with PETA. When we randomly
assigned people to groups, we thought we had achieved this. However, it turned out that
approximately 10 of the people selected for participation in the study said émeijied with
PETA in the initial interview, but when they arrived at the workshop, it turned out thatvérey
members of or sympathizers with GAM. In at least three of these cases, @quplaed that
they had once identified with PETA, but had become angry at the group for varicussreas
following the peace agreement and were now GAM sympathizers. The otheseaset® be
people who were afraid during the initial interview that the interviewerastagmlly a member of
the intelligence community and was trying to trick him into divulging that heawasfiliate of

GAM. When these people arrived at the workshops and realized they were in a caf¢hgya

183 This process is suggested by Green and Gerb@¥, p.
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reported their identity as GAM members. Because of these unanticipatedsobie wound

up with unequal numbers of participants from GAM and PETA, with 63 people who identified

with GAM and 43 who identified with PETA. To compensate for this, we included the identity

group of the participant in our statistical analysis in order to determind ivaan the identity

group of the participant influenced the outcome. This is further explained in ChaptewhRimir

covers data analysis. The number of participants in each workshop group is shown th Table

below:

Table 1: Workshop Groups
PETA GAM Other Total
Group 1 Training 4 8 12
Group 2 Dialogue 5 6 1 12
Group 4 Training 5 7 12
Group 5 Dialogue 5 7 12
Group 7 Mixed Methods 2 8 10
Group 8 Mixed Methods 4 11 15
Group 9 Control 18 16 34
TOTAL 43 63 1 107

The second problem was that one of the senior staff at the local NGO turned out to be corrupt

and was caught conducting the first interview with GAM or PETA members, isplilte fee

with them and making a deal that a third person, who may or may not have had a group

affiliation, would attend the workshop instead of the group member himself. The scamtwas tha

the third person would report to the workshop using the member’s name and then all three would

split the workshop per diem. Unfortunately, we did not find out about this problem until the

second workshop when we realized that the responses of two participants on the sgegnd sur

did not match the responses they gave on the first survey.
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Ultimately, a member of the local NGO staff uncovered the problem, the cetafiiptnember

was fired and any surveys he had done were rejected. We determined that this had aot be
problem in the first workshop and corrected the problem with the two participants ectmals
workshop by having the enumerators conduct the first demographic survey witlopte wko
were actually participating in the workshop so we had accurate demograplties actual
workshop participants. Ultimately, one of the two did not have a group affiliation. Haweaht

to participate actively in the workshop, but we threw out his data when conducting dasssanaly
While these challenges do not negate the results of the study, they introduceianadaditirce

of bias that may affect the precision of the results. | acknowledgedbeses of bias here in
order that future research can anticipate the myriad challenges inimecentucting field

experiments in conflict-affected settings and adjust for these problenesdesign phase.

Finally, it is important to note that given the sensitive nature of the prograny, layers of
management and bureaucracy had to be navigated before the team could erlagéise vi
Letters of support were received from the district police, military angbrisaoffices and verbal
clearance was given by the commanders of the respective combatant grogpsiédatiations
were an extremely challenging part of the program that required ongegogations at different
phases of the project and repeatedly threatened the success of the pragvauerHskillful
negotiation on the part of the local NGO ensured the program was able to prog#echdnting
contact programs on a provincial or national scale with authorization and directiothéfom
Governor or President’s office would help avoid this problem in the future. Howevegras s
through the experience described above, working with a government agency ¢asthtbe

BRA) posed its own political and public relations challenges. Ultimately, rawigthe political
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and security environment will be an unavoidable challenge for all intergroup cpragcams

and time should be built into program timelines and budgets to manage unanticipatedsobstacle

Measurement:Each subject participated in a total of three interviews throughout the study. An
initial interview was conducted in the subject’s village in the Central Hingid, which collected
basic demographic information about the subjects’ experience during the ¢onflient
experiences, identity group and an initial measure of prejudice. As explaimedsecdtion above
on participant selection, the measure of prejudice was used to select padifopshe study.

None of the other dependent variables were measured in the first survey. Tk faglhon of

survey 1 is included in Appendix A.

For those assigned to the dialogue or training treatment groups, the seconevinieasi

conducted when the participants arrived at the workshop site the day before the workshops
began. The third interview was also conducted at the workshop site immediatelyngitbes
conclusion of the workshops. Surveys two and three included measures of all of themepende
variables—prejudice, empathy, trust, tolerance, forgiveness and healingngleh version of

surveys two and three is provided in Appendix B.

For those assigned to the control group, the second and third surveys were conducted in their
respective villages. Enumerators tried to interview the first twelve paophe control group
during the week of the first training and dialogue workshops; the second groupvef dweng
the week of the second training and dialogue workshops; and the third group of twelverauring t
week that the third training and dialogue were conducted. However, in some ceHgagapts

were not available during that week and the interviews were conducted shogjftérer
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Ultimately, all control group interviews were conducted within the month thatahestops

were being implemented.

The study enumerators consisted of twelve staff members from the IG&apErtner (four full

time and seven recruited as enumerators) who were responsible for conductirgf ithiefview

and the interviews for the control group in the Central Highlands, as well aslspendently

recruited enumerators based in Banda Aceh who conducted interviews two and tinree wit
participants at the workshop sifé.As explained below in the section on selecting and training
partners, | worked with enumerators from the local NGO to field test and theiserveys for

several weeks, and to ensure a common understanding of the consent form and survey. questions
| then conducted a one-day training with the Banda Aceh enumerators torfamtli@m with

the project, the consent form and the questionnaires, which proved sufficient as the survey
language had already been finalized and literacy and education levels watr@igher than

with the staff in Central Aceh.

In a future experiment, | would attempt to reduce sources of bias by @lépoadre time and
money to data collection for the third interview. This would allow enumerators to cohduct t
third interview with participants from both the treatment and control groups invith@gres after
the workshops, meaning the same procedure would be used to collect data from both the
treatment and control groups. As it is, my study is exposed to the fact thatnyainé effects
may be overestimated as subjects may have experienced a sense of auptexgtiately

following the trainings that may or may not last when they return to theiresllagnother way

184 The Banda Aceh-based enumerators included seRbEaktudents at the local university and severapfgewho
had previously worked as enumerators for the Reg<While the trainings were conducted comfortély
Indonesian, some participants were more comfortabieg interviewed in Acehnese or Gayonese so \wsared
that two of the enumerators spoke Gayonese andsfmke Acehnese. Generally, participants who preder
Acehnese identified with GAM, while those who sp@kayonese identified with both GAM and PETA.
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of accounting for this would be to conduct follow up interviews with all subjects tadateif
there is a difference in participant responses immediately followingaimeng versus several

months later.

Partnership: The workshops were originally designed to be implemented in partnership with the
Aceh Reintegration Agency (BRA), the agency established by the goverAoelotto

implement the peace agreement. | worked with the Chairman of the ageweef a year to

design the program and secure funding in BRA’s 2010 bdtjéhe program was originally
designed to begin with a training of facilitators and include 90 participatitsde groups of 30
people each. Each group was scheduled to meet three times for three daysesimcbrter to

test the effects of repeated contact. The first group would participate irtrdireeg sessions,

the second group in three dialogue sessions, and the third group would not participate in any
workshops and would serve as the control group. The program was designed such that the BR
office in the Central Highlands would assist with the logistics of particig@ttson and data
collection. In December 2009, the Governor and parliament approved BRA’s 2010 budget with

approximately US $90,000 allocated to BRA'’s conflict resolution program.

However, in April 2010, the newly elected parliament comprised for the first fimenajority
from the ex-combatant political party, Partai Aceh, pressured the Goverepidoa the
Chairman of the BRA with their own representative, who was not favorable to a pribgtam
brought together ex-combatants from both sides of the conflict. As will be explaet@v, the
facilitators training was implemented in August 2010, but the new Chairman telyrshut

down the program a month later and allocated the funds elsewhere.

185 The BRA is jointly funded by the central and prwial governments, and has served as the mainleghbic
transferring over 200 million USD in reparationglaimmpensation payments to former combatants, diedes
political prisoners and civilians affected by cactfl

76



After a significant restructuring, the project was reincarnated imgahip with a local NGO
based in the Central Highlands, two independent facilitators and six independentatortsmkr
was finally implemented in early 2012 with a budget of $20,000 and the revamped design
described above. The next section will describe how these partners wetedsatel trained,

and how subjects were identified for participation in the study.

Implementing the study

This section will dissect the numerous components of the study that were netessave at
the final workshops. It will cover training and selecting the facilitatorsintipéementing partner

and selecting study participants. Section four will describe the workshop<stitesis detail.

Training and selecting facilitatorsin August 2010, | co-facilitated a six-day workshop
sponsored by the BRA on methods for facilitating intergroup cotfté€he training was
attended by thirty participants who were members of Aceh'’s professioi@éhfacs network,
IMPACT. As members of IMACT, participants had previously been trainectilitddgion
techniques, and most had also been trained in techniques for facilitating community

development. Nearly all had previous facilitation experience.

My co-facilitator, Fajran Zain, is an intellectual leader in the a¢toosnmunity in Aceh, and
helped found the Aceh Institute, a prominent Aceh-based think-tank publishing opinion pieces
and research on the Aceh peace process. He holds a master’s degree inyshaialgysfrom

Ball State University and was teaching conflict resolution at a uniyénsBanda Aceh. As

such, he was familiar with material on prejudice reduction and comfortalditafang

discussion about the Aceh peace process.

1% The first three days took place from August 18a2@ the second three days from August 24-26.
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Figure 1: Cover of "Conflict The training material was based on a
Resolution Training Manual"

Panduan Pelatihan developed for BRA's 6-day conflict resolution manual | developed

Resolusi Konflik facilitator's training
while working at the World Bank in

G2
ol - ; . . ..
G ; ‘.;“2:1, Aceh in early 2011. The goal of the training was for the participants

to understand the concept of reconciliation and develop a toolbox of

techniques with which to facilitate reconciliation. The training

focused on the techniques of storytelling and interactive problem-solving, both of wihisa w

discussed in detail in section four on the implementation of the workshops.

The facilitator’s training had the following agenda:

Day 1

Opening

9:00-10:30 Introductions

Goal of the workshop

Workshop schedule

BRA'’s 2010 Conflict Resolution Program

10:30-11:00 Break

11:00-12:30 What is reconciliation?

12:30-1:30 Lunch/prayer

1:30-3:00 Understanding reconciliation
3:00-3:30 Break
3:30-4:00 Reflections on Day 1

Day 2

9:00-10:00 Recap of Day 1

10:00-10:30 Break

10:30-12:00 How can we overcome prejudice?
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12:00-1:00 Lunch/prayer
1:00-3:00 Intergroup Contact Methodologies
3:00-3:30 Break
3:30-4:00 Reflection on Day 2
Day 3
9:00-10:00 Recap of Day 2
10:00-10:30 Break
10:30-12:00 The Storytelling Methodology
12:00-1:00 Lunch/prayer
1:00-3:00 Simulation: Storytelling Methodology
3:00-3:30 Break
3:30-4:00 Reflection on Day 3
Day 4

Opening
9:00-10:30 Goal of the workshop

Workshop schedule

Recap of Day 1-3
10:30-11:00 Break
11:00-12:30 The Interactive problem-solving Methodology
12:30-1:30 Lunch/prayer
1:30-3:00 The Interactive problem-solving Methodology
3:00-3:30 Break
3:30-4:00 Reflection on Day 4

Day 5

8:30-10:00 | Recap of Day 4
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Discussion: Can these methods be adapted for use in Aceh? How? What other

methods are you using for facilitation in Aceh? Can these methods be
combined/integrated into other facilitation methods you're using?

10:00-10:30 Break
10:30-12:00 Discussion cont'd
12:00-1:00 Lunch/prayer
1:00-3:00 Discussion: Evaluating reconciliation and peacebuilding in Aceh
3:00-3:30 Break

Discussion: Evaluating reconciliation and peacebuilding in Aceh
3:30-4:00 Reflection on Day 5

Day 6

Recap Day 5
8:30-10:00 Discussion of BRA/NGO relationship
10:00-10:30 Break
10:30-12:00 Closing by BRA
12:00-1:00 Lunch/prayer
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As shown in the slides in Figure 2, we initially framed reconciliation from ialgegychological

perspective, explaining reconciliation as an improvement in relations begyagrs to the

extent that conflicts would be resolved through dialogue rather than violence. Weas#ine t
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Figure 2: Original slides (translated into English) explaining reconciliation

essence of reconciliation was about fostering psychological changenatiphgjudice is

reduced, while trust, tolerance and empathy are increased.

However, through discussion with participants on

the first day, we quickly came to realize that while

participants understood this explanation, they had

Truth Telling/Truth and

Reconciliation

Commission

Institutional Reform S B
Justice/Prosecutions/ |
Human Rights Court _______.-—-""

previously addressed the concept of reconciliation

through the frame of transitional justice for two

RECONCILIATION

main reasons. First, the Aceh peace agreement
frames reconciliation as a human rights provision

that would be addressed through the transitional

Figure 3: Slide developed with participants to illustrate
their understanding of reconciliation.

justice mechanisms of a Truth and Reconciliation
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Commission and a Human Rights Court. Subsequently, bringing these bodies to fruitioerhas be
the focus of NGO efforts to encourage reconciliation in Aceh. Second, as partieipglaised,

they had been taught by organizations such as the International Center onohadnkRistice

(ICTJ), which has been actively engaged in bringing about these bodiebgtieadrte four
components to transitional justice: truth-telling, justice, institutionalrnefand reparations. As

such, they understood reconciliation through the lens of transitional justice. To oeflec
understanding of participants’ notion of reconciliation, we developed the visual shownie Fig

3.

Wethen developed a second sid tht
I Truth Telling I

Institutional Reform

integrated this concept of reconciliation with

the concept we were explaining. Figure 4

lustice

RECONCILIATION

shows the resulting visual, which illustrates
how intergroup contact can complement truth-

telling, institutional reform, justice and

%
BT
g &
or =
£5
=

reparations to produce the desired

psychological changes that result in
Figure 4: Model of Reconciliation developed with participants in

facilitator's workshop reconciliation. We found this more holistic

concept resonated well with participants and agreed that we would teach the corgsptary t

in future trainings.

Additionally, the process of adapting the concept of reconciliation with jpentits served the
important function of trust-building between the facilitators and the participatitsn we

arrived at the training, we were met with a barrage of hostility from paatits that was directed
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at the BRA and strongly affected the initial dynamics of the workshop. Two dioye bee
workshop was scheduled to begin, IMPACT had come into confrontation with the BRA when
IMPACT’s Chairman requested a formal invitation to attend the trainingsigynéhe Chairman
of the BRA. When the Chairman of the BRA refused this request, IMPACT took thepositi
that it would not send its members to the training. Through much backdoor diplom&&CIMV
ultimately agreed to attend the training, but there was bad blood on both sides whenitige tra

began.

The tension between the two organizations was rooted in the perception on the part ddthe NG
community that the BRA had not done a satisfactory job of including NGO'’s and thstactivi
community in Aceh in planning and implementing reintegration programs, and that thesproce
had been unsatisfactory at best. This situation was aggravated by the fdt treat BRA
Chairman was appointed by Partai Aceh (PA), the political party esqtrieg the ex-combatant
military structure, which had won a majority in parliament the previous year as\geavceived

to be governing Aceh in an undemocratic manner that excluded participation frortivisé ac
community. As such, participants had developed a long list of grievances towardAhari#8R
Partai Aceh more generally, and were seeking recognition from the BRAn@ans of

addressing the disenfranchisement they felt from the political process.

As the training opened, these issues quickly came to the floor and dominated theeissiiahs
of the training. It took us several sessions to begin to diffuse this hostilitp aedssure the
participants that as facilitators we were not representing BRA or PA,that mere there to
address the larger issue of building sustainable peace in Aceh. We did our besiricatm as
participants coldly received our initial material, and found our opening when weablers

bring some of the key leaders to the front of the room to share their concept oflisgcmmcAs
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we acknowledged their concept of reconciliation and worked through building a joinptonce
the tension diffused and we were able to proceed in a constructive manner watt thfehie
workshop. We returned to these issues at the end of the workshop with a sessionddwylitate

senior official from the BRA that allowed participants to voice their concands

recommendations directly to the BRA.

At the end of the workshop, we
passed around a sign-up sheet that
gave participants the opportunity

to express whether they were
interested in facilitating the BRA
workshops, and to note which

method (storytelling, interactive

problem-solving, or both) they
felt comfortable facilitating. They were told that the BRA would then holdviges to select
those who would become the facilitators for the dialogues and trainings. Apptebymalf of
all participants expressed an interest in facilitating these sessionsajdrety of those who did
not express interest said they were reluctant to work on behalf of the BR# tlby felt could
not guarantee their security during highly sensitive meetings betweend@ANMETA
representatives that had the potential to result in violence. Moreover, thegoneegned that

negative perceptions of the BRA in the field might jeopardize the success afrkshaps.

Selecting and training partnerskollowing the facilitators training, there were several months of
negotiations before the BRA officially terminated its conflict resolupprogram. The Chairman

of the BRA was ultimately fired by the Governor in December 2010, but the Deputyn@hai
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who took over as Chairman was under strong pressure from parliament to continue the policie
of the previous Chairman. As such, BRA became mired in political controversy, antucunti

to work with the agency was no longer a constructive option.

Instead, | decided to partner directly with two of the facilitators from thairngaand a local

NGO based in the Central Highlands to implement the workshops. In November 2010, |
approached one of the facilitators who had shown the most interest in and potentibdate fac

the techniques taught during the facilitators training to see if he would legvid| partner with

me to implement the workshops. He agreed, and brought on board the second facilitdsar. He a
accompanied me on a week-long assessment to Central Aceh in December 201@&te eval
potential partners and project sites. On this trip, he introduced me to a closafiiecalleague

who headed a local NGO with a respected reputation and significant experiekirewor

conflict-affected communities in the highlands.

After exploring several partnership options, including working directly with GANMRETA
commanders to implement the program, | ultimately decided to partner with thl@&ca

because 1. The NGO was viewed as neutral by both sides; 2. The NGO had previous experienc
implementing peacebuilding programs in highly conflict-affected comnegitiat were home to

both identity groups, which made it easier for them to approach community leaddrsy 3al

strong political connections that would make it easier to garner the neces#argl solpport for

the project; and 4. | felt that the close relationship between the facditatdrthe head of the

NGO would help the facilitators understand the context the participants wensgcioom and
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stay motivated despite concerns about security as they would be collaborttiagaviearning

from a respected senior colleaddé.

Between December 2010 and March 2011, | worked closely with the facilitators toplévwel
training manuals and slides that would guide the training-based and dialogdevbasshops.
Based on the training manual from the six-day facilitator’s training, thigd#ors produced an
initial draft of the workshop material that integrated the concepts of storgtehd interactive
problem-solving with appropriate religious and spiritual concepts they felt wdtudaliension
between the participants as well as games and icebreakers to ke@pgstirelaxed and
energetic. We worked through several iterations of this material untillixafdident with the
final product. The results are presented in section four of this chapter, which ekpgatositent

of the workshops in detalil.

In March 2011, | returned to the Central Highlands for several weeks of trainmtheitocal

NGO. By that time, they had selected four full-time staff to work on thegirare seven others

to serve as enumerators. We spent several days going over the designuofythensiuring
everyone understood the objectives of the study and preparing a project tivditteen spent
several more days going over the informed consent form and the questionnaiadly, reatding
through them together and correcting language that was unclear or cohateptguired
explanation. Once we agreed on the translations, staff then practiced integvadiaer staff
members, which was followed by another group session in which we revised the langlage a
format of the questionnaires to ensure a common understanding and approach. We tdey did a
run of the survey forms by having staff and enumerators interview 12 ex-@ntshaho agreed

to come into the office for the interviews. Following these interviews, medized the consent

%7 To help ensure the security of the facilitatord &re local NGO staff, | have opted not to discltesr names.
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form and questionnaires and determined that they were ready to beginnmggaiticipants in

the field.

The Workshops

Figure 5: Banner welcoming participants, "Welcome Participants of the Workshop for Peace. Together we can build, maintain
and safeguard peace."

This section will discuss the workshops themselves, and will detail the methodolsgies the
dialogue-based, training-based and mixed methods workshops. It will begin with amaégpla
of the elements common to all workshops, then will describe the segments thahigaesto
each of the workshop techniques. Ultimately, the content of the workshops was hashdbgrafte
the facilitators by combining conflict resolution methodologies that weghtan the BRA-
sponsored facilitator’s training with locally appropriate notions of spirtiuahd religion. The
workshops were therefore informed but not constrained by the methodologies ofiwgeract
problem-solving (IPSJ® historical narrative/storytellin® and general conflict resolution

techniques such as negotiation and mediation.

In general, the dialogue-based workshops were designed to create an iatmratement
between the participants in which they had the opportunity to share their egpsraand learn
from the perspectives of others. The storytelling component of the workshop wa®bdke

To Reflect and Trust (TRT) model developed by psychologist Dan Bar-On disaised in

188 H.C. Kelman, "Interactive Problem-Solving: A sdgisychological approach to conflict resolutiom'Gonflict:
Reading in Management and Resolutied. John; Duke Burton, Frank (New York: St. MagiPress, 1990).

189 Albeck, Adwan, and Bar-On, "Dialogue groups: TRgtsdelines for working through intractable congitty
personal storytelling."”
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workshops between Jewish descendants of Holocaust survivors and German descendaints of Na
perpetrators. However, the workshops diverged from a traditional storyteltigpdology

following the storytelling sessions to combine elements of IPS in which partisiidentified

the needs and fears of the other based on the stories they heard and tried to deveétop ways
which they could address these needs and f€Hirs contrast, the training workshops were

designed to teach participants skills that would be useful for resolving conthat their own
communities and test the effects of a less intimate environment in whichgaentscare exposed

to the other simply by learning together in the same classroom. The mixed metkskdogser
combined both the storytelling and training models to test whether training iatelgdi

following storytelling might help participants resolve some of the emotionseatdysthe

storytelling. Details of the workshops are explained below.

Common elements of all workshops

Transportation and arrival on Day 1All participants travelled to Banda Aceh via a night bus
from the Central Highlands. We used the night bus due to road construction that closed the
from the district capital, Takengon, to the provincial capital, Banda Aceh, spdisadioang the

day. Travelling at night also allowed participants to complete a full work dayebgeparting.

The bus left the highlands at approximately 10pm for the 7-10 hour journey down the mountain
to Banda Aceh. A staff member of the local NGO accompanied participants on thdlmins

made several bathroom, smoking and food stops along the way. Participants were provided

25,000 rupiah (US $3) each for meals on the one-way trip.

70 pid.
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They arrived at the hotel in Banda Aceh around 6am and were assigned a rovastblaared

with two other participants. Rooms were mixed with participants from diffedentity groups
wherever possible. Participants rested until the opening ceremony and lunchnoethraie

12:30. One of the facilitators was responsible for each opening ceremony in whicipaoats

were welcomed and given the schedule and a brief overview of the next threehgays. T
interview process was also explained and the enumerators were introducedingdlioah,
participants were interviewed one-on-one and dinner was provided that evening. Theakotel w
several kilometers outside of town, so few participants left the workshop veneadinsiany

spent the afternoon chatting in the hotel or in the open air coffee shop next to the hotel.

The facilitators: The workshops benefited tremendously from the skill and experience of two of
Aceh’s best facilitators, both of whom demonstrated an enormous amount of courage and
dedication in accepting the risks inherently involved in this project. As these workshepheave
first of their kind in Aceh, there was much uncertainty about what would happen when ex-
combatants from different parties came together. There was a risk thateialeuld occur or

that the facilitators and organizers would come under scrutiny from the aethgnten the

political sensitivity of facilitating interaction between the parties.

To manage some of these risks, the facilitators incorporated religious,

spiritual and historical elements into the




workshops intended to diffuse tension between participants and foster a sense of common
ground. As is common practice in Aceh, all workshops were opened and closed withlprayer
addition, the facilitators also added religious teachings that invoked a common Sems@nity
and duty. For example, they discussed their interpretation of the QuranicepalsBaghaas
meaning to kasih sayangor give love and care to those around you. Similarly, they invoked
passages from the religious teachings of the Hadith to discuss the role goddifiterdemanity

and to foster good will among participants.

The facilitators also used the notion afikun Islam” the community of
Islam, to invoke a sense of solidarity among participants. The flipchart
picture to the left shows a drawing done by the facilitators in the shape of a

' mosque to represent their interpretation of the pillars or foundational

concepts of Islam. The four large vertical pillars read “justice, fergss,
love and unity.” The seven horizontal pillars read economy, education, health, patiostys
etc.” Finally on top are just and prosperous people who are created by gathtBexcileminded
participants that they were all part of the community of Islam, which demweonly to evoke a

sense of common ground but also to establish a sense of proper decorum for the workshops.

The history of Aceh was also used as a way to connect participants to a
broader sense of a shared past rather than focusing only on the recent

history of several decades of conflict. The facilitators discussed the

:i;,\ &0\
g6 e

E" | history of Aceh, reminding participants of Aceh’s historic role as a
9 S AM /B

crossroads for people of all nations. The attached flipchart shows a
“History Tree,” reminding participants that the Free Aceh Movement (GBédpan in 1976, but

that the various ethnicities and regions of Aceh (Gayo, Perlak, Pase, etc.) weatdhundreds
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of years earlier under Aceh’s great sultan Iskandar Muda. They usediarfaomonym in Aceh
using the old spelling of “Atjeh” with the A for Arab, T for Turkey, J for GermafgrEEurope,
and H for India to remind participants that Aceh has a long tradition of multigligiur

acceptance and inclusion of others.

In addition, the facilitators drew on lessons they had learned from motivationkingpea
incorporating inspirational vignettes designed to help participantstrefietheir attitudes and

state of mind. For example, one slide read “If we are able to erase thoughtessiloiity, our
potential will flow like water.” Another read “If we think we can’t, then welailtomatically

look for the truth in this way of thinking that we have planted. The actions we take welidiee

be the result of the impossibility we created ourselves.” The facilitabonbioed these phrases
with energizers and games designed to inspire and motivate participarésafgle, they

would ask for a volunteer, have him sit in a chair and hold his arm out straight. They would then
ask him to think of a bad experience and push his arm down, which proved easy when he was
thinking negative thoughts. They would then ask the participant to think of a positiveeagper
and show that his arm was much stronger and resistant to their force when he wag thinki

positive thoughts. Facilitators also frequently had participants on thefofestercises or games

that kept people motivated and energized.

These religious, spiritual, historic and motivational approaches set a tone afatoopand

solidarity between participants from the beginning of the workshops that helped ditfasem
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the initial tension and provided a strong platform from which to discuss reconailidtie
commitment and skill of the facilitators was surely a key factor toubeess of the workshops.

Their creativity, enthusiasm, knowledge and courage made this study possible.

Informal Time: Throughout the four days that
participants attended the workshop, informal
time was very important. Participants shared
meals and rooms together, and many cups of

coffee in the open air coffee shop next door to

the hotel. Hotel rooms frequently became

P i AR |

gathering places for late night discussions, as men in Aceh have a tratigtaging up until the
wee hours of the morning drinking coffee, smoking cigarettes, and often talkingsp&ldr
many participants, this was a rare opportunity to get to know members of the outgroup in a

informal setting, and seemed to have a significant impact on participant perceptiotis the

workshop and the outgroup.

Introductions: A similar technique was used in all workshops to
facilitate participant introductions. Each person was asked to write
his name, assigning one word that describes a characteristic of the
participant to each letter of his name. Participants were also asked
to write or draw something that represents their strengths, fears

and the expectations they feel others have of them. The picture

below shows a participant who identified his strength as peace, his fear as toretar and the

expectation others have of him as providing comfort such as a home.
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Ground Rules:Following introductions, all workshops asked participants to identify ground
rules for the sessions. Groups frequently identified drinking, asking questions, digcussi
speaking and praying as allowable, and smoking, fighting, making fun of peopldragiddr

weapons, sharp objects or bombs as prohibited.

Reconciliation: At the beginning of all workshops, the facilitators explained that the workshops
would emphasize the importance of reconciliation. They acknowledged thatythars of

conflict had left a legacy of anger, hate and violence between groups that woskdvweof\ceh

well in building a better future. Facilitators explained their view of reidiation as repairing
relations between groups such that people no longer view members of the other group as the
enemy, or harbor suspicion toward their intentions and actions. They explained that
reconciliation is about reestablishing trust in order that conflicts could be résbioeigh

dialogue rather than violence when they occur.

They acknowledged the different identity groups in the room and clarifiethiéhatorkshop

intended to give people an opportunity to interact with and get to know members of the other
group with whom they might not otherwise have the opportunity to interact. They discussed how
years of conflict had often led to negative perceptions about the other and segregatibatsuch t
people from different groups rarely had meaningful personal interactionseXpkyned how

when conflicts occurred, this lack of interaction often led people to assume theamgtatn to
violence, rather than communicating with members of the other group to clariffionseand

actions and resolve disputes through negotiation. As such, they stressed the impdrtanc
intergroup contact and getting to know members of the other group for improvingnelati

between groups in Aceh and ultimately ensuring sustainable peace.
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Visioning: All workshops ended with a session on visioning. Participants worked in groups of 4-
6 to develop answers to the following questions: 1) What do you hope life will be like ten yea
from now? 2) What needs to happen to achieve that vision? 3) What needs to happen to
strengthen intergroup relations in your community? 4) Identify who in your cotyr(person,

group or organization) is supporting peace and how.

After the first few workshops, we observed that many of the groups werendrailage maps
like the two shown below that showed visions of better roads, an airport, coffeeefaatel

towers, etc.

In the debriefing sessions that were held between me and the facilifedoesagh workshop, we
discussed ways of moving the visioning sessions away from a focus on visions of community
development toward a deeper conversation about what needs to happen to improve intergroup

relations in the communities of the Central Highlands.

As such, in later workshops, facilitators asked participants to give recommoasdat concrete
actions that could be taken by participants, the government or other actors to imgayeup
relations. However, while it seemed that participants understood the importange@fing
intergroup relations, they found it difficult to translate this understanding into atheass what

they could do to improve intergroup relations. For example, many participants saidDat
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should continue to hold these intergroup workshops so that a majority of the population had a
chance to participate. Others placed responsibility on BRA for implementingtiepa in a

more transparent and fair manner. Still others felt it was the responsbilitg government to
eradicate “money politics” and corruption in order that the highlands could become more

democratic.

Few patrticipants put forward ideas about how, as individuals, they could build on what they
learned in the workshops to improve relations between groups within their own comsaunitie
We agreed that it was important that participants see themselves as ajpanigeor actors in
reconciliation. We therefore decided that in future workshops, we would alter timeitetion
material slightly to give examples of individual efficacy in repaiiimgrgroup relations and

suggest ways participants might share their workshop experience witbdhmeunities.

The Training-based Workshops

In addition to the elements common to all workshops described above, the trainithig-base
workshops included material on perceptions and prejudice, understanding conflict,
communication skills, negotiation and mediation, all of which will be described irh lolelaw.

The training workshops had the following agenda.

Day 1

06:00-07:00| Arrive at hotel; rest

12:30-14:00| Opening, Lunch

14:00-17:00| Interviews

19:00 Dinner
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Day 2

08.30-010:15

Opening, Introductions and Ground Rules

10.15-10-30

Break

10.30-12.30

What is Reconciliation?

12.30-14.00

Lunch/prayer

14.00-15.50

Perceptions and Prejudice

15.50-16.20

Break

16.20-17.00

Review and Reflection

Day 3

08.30-09.00

Review of Day 1

09.00-10.15

Understanding Conflict

10.15-10-30

Break

10.30-12.30

Communication skills and Introduction to Negotiation

12.30-14.00

Lunch/Break

14.00-15:50

Negotiation cont'd

15.50-16.20

Break

16.20-17.00

Negotiation cont'd
Introduction to Mediation
Reflection

Day 4

08.45-09:00

Review Day 2

09.00-10.15

Mediation

10.15-10-30

Break

10.30-12.30

Mediation Simulation

12.30-14.00

Lunch/prayer
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14.00-15.00| Visioning/Recommendatio

15.00-17.00| Final interviews

17.00 Closing

Perceptions and prejudicdzollowing the session on reconciliation, the traghworkshop:

continued with a session on perceptions and preguThe facilitators explained to participat

that prejudice is a negative attitude toward ages group that manifests as negativeefs,

feelings or actions toward an individual or grc:”* They explained that prejudice often le:
people to assume the worst of others, thinkingy'tlave bad intentions and are not actin

good faith, and therefore reject their perspecisevroncor irrational.

As such, the goal of the session was to help paaiits understand that people often inter

the same situation differently and that these thffiees in perception often frustr:

communication and cause conflict to escalate. lumeerstand that people come from differ

backgrounds and experiences that inform their piaes and prejudices, and that percept

that differ from our own are not necessarily wrowg,can avoid miscommunication a
peacefully resolve conflicts as y occur. To illustrate the point, the facilitat@isowed the
following picture and asked participants to idgntifhat they thought was happening in

scene, how many objects or people they see, anthwihjects are the tallest and shor

As expected, participants described the scenerelifty,
with explanations ranging from a girl sitting atadle

looking at a painting of a scene of women to a groi

"pyckitt, "Prejdice and intergroup hostility
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sculptors putting the finishing touches on a large bust. Facilitators then askeigarag how
they felt when they first saw the picture, how they figured out what the picagewhat
influenced their perceptions, if they could see the picture from the perspafobitheers and what
lessons they learned from this experience. They drove home the point that peopl&érane di
perceptions of the same thing given their different backgrounds and experieeceshen they
are all working toward the same goal, which in this case was to identifywalsegoing on in the
picture. As such, they stressed that it is important to consider the differgreqismss of others

when resolving conflict.

Understanding conflict:This session sought to contextualize participants as agents of peace in
their villages who could help resolve conflicts as they arise. As such cihiatfars explained

that it is important for participants to have a strong understanding of the faatemsgthe

conflict before deciding on a course of action, and focused on basic conflict ar@isi® thelp
participants analyze confli¢f? They asked participants for an example of a conflict that took
place in their village and used this to illustrate a stakeholder analysisdh participants

identified the various primary (the parties in conflict) and secondary (pebplenay have

become involved in the conflict or are necessary to resolve it such as village hesdiggoois
leaders) actors to the story, and their role in the conflict. They then wibnicedyh an example

of a problem tree to help participants identify the root and proximate causes of tiat. conf

Communication skills:This session focused on nonverbal communication and active listening

skills.}”® The facilitators showed a short video of two men arguing with the sound off and asked

172 \Wahjudin Sumpendylembangun Perdamaian: Modul Pelatihan Mediasi dasdtusi Konflik untuk Fasilitator
(Banda Aceh, Indonesia: Kementerian Negara PeraacaRembangunan Nasional, Badan Perencanaan
Pembangunan Nasional (Bappenas) bekerjasama défaydch Bank, 2008).

13 UNDESA, UNDP, and The Centre for Conflict ResautiSkills development for conflict transformation: A
training manual on understanding conflict, negatatand mediationed. Conflict Management Capacity Building
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participants to comment on what was going on in the video based on the body langpage the
observed. They later asked participants to break into groups of two and have one person tell a
story about something that was very important to them. The listener wagdiracted to do a

poor job of active listening, which was followed by a group discussion of what actiocateutli

the person was not listening actively. The listener was then instructed to decehentxab of

active listening, which was also followed by a group discussion of what actionstendeod
listening skills. Participants were reminded to bring these skills to the foljcsessions on

negotiation and mediation.

Negotiation: In this session, facilitators emphasized that negotiation is a normal patyof dai
interactions such as meeting with family members and neighbors, marketitendiray village
meetings. They stressed that negotiation is a skill that can be learnedtahd thast successful
negotiations result in win-win solutions. They explained the difference betwediomp®sind
interests and used the story of the father splitting the orange betweeaugiuats from Roger
Fisher's Getting to Yes to illustrate how participants can ask “Why isrtipertant to you” in
order to better understand the underlying interests of the person with whom they are

negotiating:*

Participants then participated in a two-person role play that | developadh&gotiation training
that had been conducted by BRA the previous year as part of its peace education progra
which Zul was a young man who had purchased a piece of land from Meli, who had sold it under

duress after her husband died to support her four children. Zul was now planning to gt marri

Project of the United Nations Department of Ecormarnid Social Affairs and Division for Public Admstiation
and Development Management (Available at
http://unpanl.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/docutegm/unpan001363.pdf), 23-31.

17 Roger; Ury Fisher, WilliamGetting to yes: Negotiating agreement without gjvim ed. Bruce Patton (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1991).
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and needed money to support his sick mother in law so he was selling the house. Meli, anxious t
get her family land back and have an extra room for her now 13 year old daughtea, lmade

offer on the house. Zul became angry because he felt that he told Meli hdlwgghsz=house

to get married and instead of saying congratulations, she made an offelwsiveffer. Zul felt

that he had paid more than what the land was worth when he purchased it to help Meli due to her
difficult circumstances. Subsequently, he thought it only right that she now tryptbiheivhen

he was in need. Zul also knows that it will be difficult to find another buyer for the house

because the only access to the house is via Meli’'s land. She has been kind enough to llet him par
there all these years, but he is worried that he will not find another buyer willinig to put up

with this arrangement. The two have had excellent relations until this point,dnatngged some
unfortunate words as both were stressed and frustrated. They are now meetingsotesc

situation.

After participants negotiated, the facilitators asked the group to exp&asotutions they
negotiated. They then worked with the group to identify the positions and interests Atiboth
and Meli. The take home point was that if you can understand the underlying intehest of t
person or group you are negotiating with, you can devise win-win solutions tebthaeeeds

of both parties.

Mediation: This session explained that mediation is negotiation with the assistancerdf a thi
party!” Facilitators discussed the role of a mediator as a person who remaink deagaot

take sides with either party, and helps the parties identify their options and choosst thiee.

75 Saadia Touval and I. William Zartman, "MediationTiheory," ininternational Mediation in Theory and
Practice ed. Saadia Touval and I. William Zartman (Bou)d@olorado: Westview, 1985); Dean G. Pruitt,
"Mediator Behavior and Success in Mediation,Stadies in International Mediatioed. Jacob Bercovitch (New
York, NY: Palgrave MacMillan, 2002); Christopher Woore, The Mediation Process: Practical Strategies for
Resolving Confligtvol. Third Edition (San Fransisco: Jossey-Ba6§32.
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They conducted a simulation in which participants were split into groups of thi@er tevith
each group representing one village council. Two mediators were alsoigtentifo represented
sub-district level officials. The scenario was one that participantsqueiesfamiliar with in
which the government had identified several villages located far from the neworoatbtation
closer to the road. In theory, people from these villages supported this relocatiangasdser
to the road would make selling products like coffee and rubber much easier. Howewréneafte
government identified the new locations, conflict broke out between villages over wikagle vi
would get the best spot along the road, which was not only the most strategazibylJdut

also the closest to a water source. The dispute had become quite intense, witlothrekence
occurring regularly between villages and youth who had begun to set up road blocks to
neighboring villages that were causing the situation to escalatas lthe job of the mediators to
help the three village councils work through this problem and reach an acceptatie ol
possible. If a solution could not be reached, the decision would be brought before the head of t

sub-district for final arbitration.

While the village councils prepared their positions and interests, the facditatefed the
mediators, instructing them in the following procedure: 1) give an opening staterlcoming
the participants, explaining the procedure that would be followed, and that as theomtds
would help the participants to reach an acceptable agreement, but would not makasienisi
their behalf; 2) ask the parties for their consent to participate in the mediati@yeee on a
time frame; 3) Ask each party for their opening statement and try sonefiback to them the
issues and interests they have identified; 4) Clarify the issues thaevdiscussed by producing

an agenda; 5) Facilitate a discussion on each agenda item and try to help paricgueify
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options for solutions; 6) If they reach agreement on an issue, help them write up teetletai

that agreement.

Following the simulation, the facilitators debriefed the session with thieiparits, asking about

the solutions they had reached and what they had learned about the role of the mediator.

The Dialogue-based Workshops

In addition to the common elements described above, the dialogue-based workshops ineluded t

following:

Day 1
06:00-07:00| Arrive at hotel; rest
12:30-14:00| Opening, Lunch
14:00-17:00| Interviews
19:00 Dinner
Day 2

Opening, Introductions and Ground Rules
08.30-010:30 what is Reconciliation?
History of Aceh

10.30-11-00| Break

11.00-12.00| Understanding storytelling

12.00-14.00| Lunch/prayer

14.00-16.00| Storytelling: 4 people

16.00-16.30| Break

16.30-17.30| Storytelling: 2 people

17.30-18.00| Reflection
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Day 3

08.30-09.00

Review of Day 2

09.00-10.30

Storytelling: 3 people

10.30-11-00

Break

11.30-12.30

Storytelling: 3 people

12.30-14.00

Lunch/prayer

14.00-16:00

Challenges for Intergroup Relations
What are the needs of each group?

16.00-16.30

Break

16.30-17.30

Reflection on Day 3

Day 4

08.30-09:00

Review Day 3

09.00-10.30

Visioning

10.30-11.00

Break

11.00-12.30

Recommendations for building peace between groups

12.30-14.00

Lunch/prayer

14.00-14.30

Reflection and ideas for follow-up

14.30-16.30

Final interviews

16.30

Closing

Storytelling: Following the common session on reconciliation, the facilitator®doted the

concept of storytelling by explaining it as an opportunity for pgints to learn about the
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experience of others and share their own perspectives and exesrigitb others’® They
explained that storytelling was an opportunity for learning, rétkeer judging or criticizing and
encouraged participants to keep open minds and hearts when ligteoihgrs. They explained
that storytelling had been used by people experiencing conilichany areas of the world
including between Palestinians and Israeli’'s, Germans and Jews, ang Armenians, etc. as a
means of increasing understanding between groups. They explainedhéhdormat for
storytelling in which each participant would get 20 minutes to resporahy or all of the

following questions:

Explain your perceptions and feelings about the other group?

e Have you had personal experiences (either good or bad) with memb#rs other
group?

e What did your parents or family members teach you about merabéne other group
when you were little?

e Do you trust the other group? Why or why not?

e What is your perception about relations between groups in Aceh today?

We chose these questions to orient participants toward thinking edatibns between groups
today. As expected, we found that they evoked many difficult stobbiest anegative and often
violent interactions with members of the other group during thelicoobupled with strong

feelings of distrust today. While many participants were quokeal and could have continued

well past their 20 minutes, others were more reserved and méguioge assistance from

176 Albeck, Adwan, and Bar-On, "Dialogue groups: TRgtsdelines for working through intractable congitty
personal storytelling."”
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facilitators, who skillfully asked open-ended questions such as $@©u say more about that?”

or “How did that experience make you feel?” to encourage participants.

This individual storytelling was followed by 10 minutes for the groopask questions that
clarified anything the speaker said or comment on how they feénwhearing the story.
Facilitators were firm that this was not time to dispwetd or advocate partisan perspectives,
but rather time to better understand the perspective of the sp&hkgrconsistently reminded
participants that the point of storytelling was to understand th&epest to engage in a debate

about facts or issues.

For the facilitators, storytelling was the most taxing portiorthef workshop, as they reflected
that they had to be fully engaged with each participant and consteyive in asking

guestions and framing participant experiences in the contertpsbving group understanding
of the experiences of others. In large part due to theiriskititroducing and facilitating these
sessions, storytelling remained free of violence and stagedséd on understanding the

perspective of others.

Facilitators initially expressed anxiety about facilitatthg storytelling workshops, and chose to
begin the workshops with a training-based workshop to give them tismeséss the interaction
and level of tension between participants. However, following the first dialogeelwaorkshop,
facilitators expressed how surprised they were at the powstotelling and how successful it
had been in creating an intimate environment and meaningful interalsgbmeen the
participants. As their confidence grew following the second dialogsedbavorkshop, they
began advocating for integrating storytelling into the last twdkshops, creating mixed-method

workshops that included storytelling sessions. Given their straglonds about the beneficial
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effects of the storytelling workshops, we decided to revise theafofior the last two workshops,
which were intended to be a training-based and a dialogue-basedhomrisstead, we
implemented two mixed methodology workshops that combined storytedlimdy training

techniques. The last section will discuss the agenda for thedmmethod workshops that

resulted.

Needs and fears, visioning and recommendatioBsawing upon the notion from human needs
theory that all human beings have innate, insuppressible, non-negotiablegical needs such
as acknowledgment, recognition, autonomy and dignity that are préoasdior individual
development/” interactive problem-solving posits that conflict is caused not bylgivergent
interests, but is also a process driven by collective needs arsd’faVhen these needs are not
met, conflict takes on an existential dimension, turning the comfliota struggle over group
survival, and often frustrating conflict resolution efforts basedsole models of negotiation

and consensus building.

As originally designed, interactive problem-solving includes sessions in whittigzants

identify their collective needs and fears. However, during the fdoifisavorkshop, we found

that this concept did not resonate with participants in Aceh and that they had much confusion
trying to identify collective needs and fears. Rather than get bogged down intreglibe
interactive problem-solving methodology, we adapted the concept such that it woull fit w
storytelling and resonate with participants. As such, the session followmyte#iing asked
participants to identify the challenges each group faced in improving intergglatipns and

what each group would need to overcome these challenges. We found that even this version of

7 John BurtonConflict: Resolution and ProventiofNew York: St. Martin's Press, 1990).
178 Kelman, "Interactive Problem-Solving: A social-phplogical approach to conflict resolution.”
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“needs and fears” was a bit abstract for participants, and the notion of iohgntifallenges for

improving intergroup relations was easier to grasp.

As such, participants identified challenges such as a lack of oppoftimitgract with members
of the other group, lack of formal communication between the groupspfacknsparency on
the part of the Aceh Reintegration Agency (BRA) in administergigtegration aid, lack of
attention to the Central Highlands region from the provincial goverjreem Identifying these
challenges made it easier for participants to enter intonwigy and make recommendations for
improving intergroup relations, sessions that lasted longer in thegdeadbased workshops than

in the training-based or mixed-methods workshops.

While this session on “needs and fears” helped transition the kapkBom storytelling to
sessions on visioning and recommendations, we were left with the impressionvamdifficult
for participants to conceptualize themselves as having agendyangiag the larger political
system that is sustaining conflict in Aceh, and as such difficudbnceptualize what their group
would need to affect change in relations between groups. In future wpsgshmight be more
constructive to focus this session on obstacles that exist tovmgrintergroup relations in the

Central Highlands, rather than asking specifically about the challengesedsdaieach group.

The Mixed-method Workshops

The content of the mixed-method workshops was similar to that of the dialogue worl@hops f
the first one and a half days. However, following the storytelling sessionscifitattars shifted
back toward the methodology for the training workshop with sessions on understandiiog, confl
negotiation and a short mediation simulation. This differs from the dialogud-vaskshops,
which resolved the storytelling sessions with sessions on challenges for ingprdergroup
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relations and identifying the needs of each group. The agenda for the mixextirsessions

follows:

Day 1

06:00-07:00

Arrive at hotel; rest

12:30-14:00

Opening, Lunch

14:00-17:00

Interviews

19:00

Dinner

Day 2

08.30-10:30

Opening, Introductions and Ground Rules
What is Reconciliation?
History of Aceh

10.30-11-00

Break

11.00-12.30

Understanding storytelling

12.30-14.00

Lunch/prayer

14.00-16.00

Storytelling: 4 people

16.00-16.30

Break

16.30-17.30

Storytelling: 2 people

17.30-18.00

Reflection

Day 3

08.30-09.00

Review of Day 2

09.00-10.30

Storytelling: 3 people

10.30-11-00

Break

11.30-12.30

Storytelling: 3 people

12.30-14.00

Lunch/prayer

14.00-16:00

Reflections on storytelling
Conflict, negotiation and mediation
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16.00-16.30| Break

16.30-17.30] Conflict, negotiation and mediation cont'd
Reflection on Day 3

Day 4

08.30-09:00] Review Day 3

09.00-10.30| Mediation simulation

10.30-11.00| Break

11.00-12.30| Visioning

12.30-14.00| Lunch/prayer

14.00-15.00, Recommendations

15.00-17.00| Final interviews

17.00 Closing

Conclusion

This study demonstrates that it is possible to use field experimentationyt@sind of the most
pressing questions regarding the resolution of violent conflict and the promotionaihaiket
peace and development, despite the myriad challenges of implementing ramidstotizes

amidst the difficult realities of conflict-affected societies. Thiagter has identified the
methodology used to implement this study, and has tried to acknowledge the weakntbgses of
randomization procedure where they exist in order that readers can take into dezpossible
effects on outcomes that will be discussed in chapters four and five, and perhaps most
importantly, correct for these shortcomings in future studies. | have a&dddrdetail the
treatments such that they can be replicated by other researchers #tidneecin the future as

it is only through a sustained research agenda that we will be able toefiefioiiclude whether
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social-psychological techniques can positively contribute to reconmiliattross a broad range

of conflict-affected societies.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

This chapter will discuss the findings of the field experintéhs statistical techniques were
used to evaluate the results, | have attempted to present the results in sy¢ha they can be
understood by both a technical and non-technical audience. | will begin bynexplidie
methods used for data analysis and will give the reader a basic explandomn tof interpret
the statistical results. | will then present the findings for the sociodephic characteristics of
participants followed by the findings for each of the dependent variables (pegjadipathy,

trust, tolerance, forgiveness and healing).

At the beginning of the section for each variable, | present a summary lhsgrwe as a guide
to help the reader understand the important results for each variable. The imfioimétie
summary will be the focus of the discussion for that variable in Chapter 5. For thechaical
reader, you may find it sufficient to read the summary and go on to the next varaalitee F
technical reader, | present the statistical results following the sunwith an explanation of the
steps we followed to produce those results in order that future researcheesafile to
replicate these steps. To that end, both significant and non-significant resuépated. While
following basic convention for reporting statistical results, | have tdesiniplify and explain
the technical language as much as possible to make it accessible to both tbaltandmon-

technical reader. While Chapter 4 will focus on presenting the statistinlikresthe study,

1791 would like to thank the Fletcher School of LamdaDiplomacy for its generous gift of a Summer Resk
Funds Grant that supported the statistical anajygisented here. | would also like to thank Reifti@ja for the
enormous amount of time and energy he spent hetpagnalyze and understand the results of this @étare |
refer to “we” or “us” | am referring to Reid and pres he was an integral part of ensuring the quafithis data
analysis.
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Chapter 5 will conclude with a discussion of how these findings relate to tia¢ureeand what

they mean for both theory and practice.

Understanding the Data Analysis

We analyzed the effects of the dialogue, training and mixed method workshops opetheeté
variables (prejudice, empathy, trust, tolerance, forgiveness and hemling)a statistical
technique known as a mixed model ANOVA, or an analysis of variance. This techhogue al

us to determine which factors best explain the changes in our dependent variables.

The type of ANOVA we used is referred to as a 2x2x2x2 mixed model ANOVA. The ‘2

represent the following:

e The technique used in the workshop (dialogue, training or mixed metAdashirst ‘2’
refers to whether the workshop used the dialogue technique; The second ‘2’ refers to
whether the workshop used the training technique. Building the ANOVA in this way
allowed us to evaluate the effect of both the training and dialogue techniques @&s wel
the effect of the mixed method workshops in which the dialogue and training techniques
were both used. | will explain below how to interpret the results of the ANOVA to
understand which of the three techniques best explain the change in the dependent
variable.

e The change in the dependent variable before and after the worksHusession
variable represents the change between the participant’s survey respéoreethbe

workshops (Q2), and after the workshops (Q3).
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e The participant’s identity groupf he identity group of participants was included in the
ANOVA in order to determine if the workshops had differential effects fanbsgs of

different identity groups.

We therefore evaluated the results of the experiment using what is knowndialaglié
technique: dialogue technique used, no dialogue technique used) x 2(training techaigjog: tr
technique used, no training technique used) x 2(identity group: GAM, PETA) x 2(sesgjon: Q
Q3) mixed model ANOVA in which the session variable was a within-subjectsuneea

evaluating change from before undergoing the workshops (Q2) to after the work3Bops (

Interpreting the Results of the ANOVA:

We ran the ANOVA'’s using SPSS (version PASW Statistics 18). When you run the ANOV

the following outputs are possible:

¢ An interactionbetween either the dialogue or the training technique argetston
variable:When we see this result, we know that it is either the dialogue or training
technique that best explains the change in the dependent variable before ahd after t
workshops. For example, if we are looking at prejudice and we see an interaction
between the dialogue technique and the session variable, we can conclude that the
dialogue technique caused the change in prejudice to occur. When we report this
interaction, we say that we found a significant interaction between the dialogue
technique and session, followed by the F-statistic and p-value, which looks like
F(2,92)=5.42; p=.002. For the non-technical reader, focus on the p-value, which
represents the level of statistical significance of the finding, or thedemde we have in

the result. A p-value of less than .05 is considered significant and robust,wsep-val
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between .05 and 1 is said to be “at trend level” and is a good but not overwhelmingly
strong result, while p-values over 1 are not considered significant. Thadtestata

value that shows the degrees of freedom and is used to calculate the p-valugititcepor
comply with convention, but the p-value is what we’re really interested in.

A three-way interactiofoetween training, dialogue and session: This is also an excellent
result that means that one of our workshop techniques (dialogue, training or mixed
methods) best explains the change in our dependent variable. However, because of the
way we designed our ANOVA, a three-way interaction requires us to do soiscsiat
follow-up tests to determine which of the three methods best explains the change in the
dependent variable. | will not attempt to explain the statistics behind thkse g

tests, but I will note in the text when we are conducting following up tests drdeteiil

the steps we take to do this so that others can replicate these results in ¢h@ hetur
non-technical reader can peruse these explanations of the follow-up tesisusndrf

the results at the end, which will conclude which of the three techniques is responsible
for the change in the dependent variable. You will also see the F-statistievzahokp
reported.

A main effect of sessio& main effect of session means there has been a change in the
dependent variable from before and after the workshops. However, a main effect of
session is only a meaningful result for our purposes if there is alateaactionor a
three-way interactiothat goes with it. When we get a main effect of session absent an
interaction it means that it is not the workshops that are causing the change. This change
is generally explained by what is knownragression toward the meaor a natural

tendency over time for variables that were extreme to start with toawird the
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average. As such, we report main effects of session when we find them, butilise res
do not indicate that our workshops explain the change.

A main effect of workshop techniqué&his means that participants in one of the
workshop groups (either dialogue or training) had higher means on the average of before
and after workshop scores on the variable being measured (for example, prejudice)
Similar to the main effect of session, absent a significé@taction this does not

indicate that the workshops explain the improvement in the dependent variable.

A main effect of identity groug:his is the same concept as the main effect of session
and workshop technique, but means that one of the identity groups, either GAM or
PETA, had higher scores on the dependent variable. Absent a signifteaattion a

main effect of identity group does not indicate that the workshops differentially
improved our dependent variables. However, if we see a main effect of identity group
with a significantinteraction we conclude that the workshop had a different effect on

GAM than PETA participants.

In order to determine that one of our workshops is responsible for the change in the dependent

variable, we are looking for either arteractionor athree-way interactionlf we get amain

effect of session, main effect of workshop technmueain effect of identity groupithout an

interaction we report it, but the results do not indicate that our workshops are responsible for the

change so we do not consider them important findings for the purposes of this study.

Regression Analysis:

The last step in our data analysis was to use a linear regression model tdenyitp the

conditions or variables that predict the changes in our dependent variableslywsed
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regressions for the dependent variables that showed a significant change to exgdore what

was driving this change.

We therefore explored the hypotheses that wartime experiences/exjposatertatic events,

PTSD, depression and anxiety symptoms, contact with members of the outgroegheefor
workshops, number of dependents, income, amount of education and/or improvement in other
dependent variables significantly predict the improvement we saw in eutartlependent

variable.

We chose these variables in an effort to understand what kind of people respond best to which
kind of workshop. For example, you will see below that we were able to determipe dipd

who entered the workshops highly symptomatic of PTSD were less likely to biblegve
reconciliation is important after the workshops or that dialogue workshops work begtiang
prejudice for people who enter the workshops with high initial levels of prejudiceucAsaur
regressions focus on practical predictions to help make recommendations about howniaenax

the effect of future workshops.

When reporting the results of regressions, you will see two possible results:

1. The regression did not predict the variables we were tedtirtis case, we report the
findings like this: “Neither contact, number of dependents, income nor amount of
education significantly predicted behavioral prejudice improvement. When h# of t
variables were included in the regression, the overall model was not signifigaréd)=
0.502, p=0.743.” You can see from the fact that the p-value was over .05 that the model

was not significant. As it is standard practice to report the F-statishicdhe p-value, |
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do so here, but the non-technical reader need only notice that the p-value shows that the
model is not significant.

2. The regression predicts the variables we were teskinthis case, we use standard
convention for reporting significant regression results, which looks like this:fothd
that the number of dependents significantly predicted improvement in affectivdipee
The overall model was significant, F(1, 96)= 5.949, p=0.0%:D,.058, with beta values
(B=0.461), indicating that the number of dependents positively predicted affective
prejudice improvement.” This means that the more dependents a person has, the more he
improved on affective prejudice during the workshops. Again, the p-value tells you that
the model is significant. Thé or r-squared, tells you the percent of the dependent
variable you are explaining with the independent variable. In the example dimre, t
indicates that 5.8% of the change in affective prejudice is explained by the mfmber
dependents a participant has. Finally, the beta value tells you the diddien
relationship. If the beta value is positive like in the example above, you intdrpret
results to mean that people with more dependents will improve more on affective

prejudice.

With that discussion on how to interpret the results of our statistical amdlysiw turn to the

findings below.
Findings
Sociodemographic characteristics of participants

This section explains the background characteristics of the study parscipdmghlights

similarities and differences between participants who identify wkM@nd PETA with respect
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to levels of education, income, access to basic needs and wartime experiponseséeto
trauma. While these variables do not necessarily predict the changes in oet¢pariables,

they are useful for understanding the context in which the two groups enter the workshops.

As seen in Table 2, participants who identified with PETA had a higher level aitemyavith
56% of participants graduating from high school, as compared to only 33% of participants w
identified with GAM. While we did not find that level of education was a sigmfipaedictor of
any of our dependent variables, this finding confirms previous research on Acelytestsu
that GAM members have lower levels of educational attainment than tharcppulation as

they dropped out of school at an early age to join the struggle for indepenence.

As such, it might be expected that current incomes for GAM members would be lowdrasan t
for PETA members’, however, the data suggests that incomes do not differ salhgstaetiveen

the two groups. While 78% of participants who identify with GAM earn below 800,000Rp (USD
95) per month, 72% of participants who identify with PETA are in a similar situddoreover,
while 23% of those who identify with GAM earn over 800,000Rp per month, only a slightly
larger 29% of participants who identify with PETA earn the same. The data stiggesk

years after the signing of the peace agreement, incomes for GAM memgappeoaching

those of PETA members.

Table 2: Sociodemographic Characteristics of
Participants
PETA GAM Total
(n=43) (n=63) (n= 106*)
Participants 41% 59% 100%
Sex
Men 40% 59% 99%

180 yukhi Tajima, "Understanding the Livelihoods ofr@r Insurgents: Aceh, Indonesia,"
(www.conflictanddevelopment.org: The World Bank12J ii.
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Women 1% 0% 1%
Education
None 5% 0% 2%
Elementary School 9% 22% 17%
Middle School 28% 41% 36%
High School 56% 33% 42%
Associates or Professional Degree 0% 3% 2%
Monthly Income
0-250,000Rp ($0-25) 7% 5% 6%
251,000-500,000Rp ($26-50) 28% 40% 35%
501,000-800,000Rp ($51-80) 37% 33% 35%
801,000-1,500,000Rp ($81-150) 19% 10% 13%
1,501,000-2,500,000Rp ($151-250) 5% 10% 8%
2,501,000Rp+ ($251+) 5% 3% 4%
Aid Recipient
Yes 35% 29% 31%

Moreover, while similar percentages of participants who identified wtM@nd PETA

reported difficulty finding work and meeting the needs of their familieggelgercentage of

participants who identified with GAM expressed a lack of shelter, water aitdtgan, and food.

This is due in part to the significantly higher percentages of GAM members whalisplaced

and had their homes damaged or destroyed during the conflict (see Table 4).

Table 3: Current Conditions

PETA GAM Total
Current Condition (n=43) (n=63) (n=106)

Lack of adequate shelter 47% 57% 53%
Lack of water and sanitation 40% 51% 46%
Lack of food 40% 48% 44%
Difficulty meeting the needs
of your family 74% 79% 7%
Difficulty finding work 77% 78% 77%
Feels rejected by family or
community 16% 8% 11%
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Fear of living among family

or community members 33% 29% 30%

Perception of current security

situation
Very dangerous 7% 6% 7%
Not secure 12% 11% 11%
Secure 44% 49% 47%
Very safe and secure 35% 30% 32%

Do you agree with the signing
of the peace agreement?

Strongly Disagree 0% 0% 0%
Disagree 0% 2% 1%
Agree 49% 51% 50%
Strongly Agree 49% 46% 47%
Have previously attended a
peace ceremony 28% 33% 31%

Additionally, while high percentages of participants from both groups reponpede to
traumatic events during the conflict, participants who identified with GAM regateater

exposure to traumatic events than participants who identified with PETA d&bée 4)).

Using a linear regression, we explored the hypothesis that wartimeenqesripredicted pre-
workshop levels of PTSD, depression or anxiety. The overall model was not aignific
indicating that wartime experiences do not predict these symptoms. This ispr@isgmgiven
that PTSD symptoms are predicted not only by a person’s exposure to traumssdoistigy his
or her personal predisposition to developing PT8Similarly, we did not find that wartime

experiences predicted improvement in any of our dependent variables.

181 Victoria M. McKeever and Maureen E. Huff, "A diasis-stress model of post-traumatic stress disorder
Ecological, biological and residual stress pathwaReview of General Psycholo@yno. 3 (2003).
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Table 4: Wartime experiences/Exposure to Traumatic Events

PETA GAM Total

Traumatic Event (n=43) (n=63) (n=106)

Bombing or Shooting in Village 28% 46% 39%
Displaced 21% 46% 36%
House damaged/destroyed 16% 35% 27%
Lost belongings 35% 46% 42%
Experienced physical violence 28% 48% 40%
Experienced sexual assault 7% 13% 10%
Captured or kidnapped 12% 33% 25%
Beating on the head 16% 25% 22%
Choked or suffocated 9% 19% 15%
Nearly drowned 23% 21% 22%
Other kind of head injury (bullet,
burned, electrocution) 7% 13% 10%
Lost consciousness 5% 10% 8%
Spouse killed 0% 3% 2%
Child killed 5% 3% 4%
Family member or friend killed 40% 51% 46%
Spouse kidnapped 2% 6% 5%
Child kidnapped 0% 6% 4%
Family member or friend kidnapped 26% 41% 35%
Witnessed physical punishment 40% 54% 48%
Humiliated or shamed in public 40% 29% 33%
Forced to humiliate another person 12% 10% 10%
Forced to injure family member or
friend 9% 13% 11%
Forced to injure someone who is not a
family member or friend 19% 17% 18%

With this background information in mind, I now turn to the effect of the workshops on each of
the dependent variables: prejudice, empathy, trust, tolerance, forgivaddssating. As
mentioned above, we have included identity group in the mixed model ANOVA to allow us to

determine if the workshops had the same effect on those who identified with GAM Ar PE
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Prejudice

Summary:The initial hypothesis of this dissertation was that dialogue-based comtalck w
reduce prejudice in a post-conflict context. The results of this experimentneahisr hypothesis
by demonstrating that the dialogue workshops were most effective at reduguatigeréor both
GAM and PETA participants. This change applies only to affective prejudiceyboves we
saw no change in cognitive or behavioral prejudice. As will be discussed at lengtipterGha
these results confirm our hypothesis and support findings from other research datithreshep

between contact and prejudité.

Results-Affective prejudiceAs discussed in Chapter\#e used a 10-question scale of 5 positive
and 5negative emotional states to measure affective prejudice. Participakézl each question
on a 4-point Likert scale that ranged from 1 (not at all), 2 (a little), 3 (@@gré (a lot). To
calculate each participant’s score, we reverse scored the positisenragning if the participant
selected 1 indicating | do not hate members of the other group at all, we eal@tatore of 4.

We likewise scored a2 asa3,a3asaZ2andad4asal. The lowest possible scarg thdicat
lowest amount of affective prejudice was 10, while the highest possible scof@ wsfser

reverse scoring the positive traits and adding up the before (Q2) and afterdi®)ap scores

for each individual, we conducted the mixed model ANOVA as described above.

The ANOVA revealed an overall decrease in prejudice scores with a mearok&8c41 before

the workshops and a mean score of 17.78 after the workshops. This change is refeed to as

182 Stephan and Stephan, "Intergroup Anxiety."; A. Marwd M. Hewstone, "Intergroup contact and prejadic
toward immigrants in Italy: The mediational roleasfxiety and the moderational role of group sakghGroup
Processes and Intergroup Relatio®(2003); Pettigrew and Tropp, "How does intergroaptact reduce prejudice?
Meta-analytic tests of three mediators."
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main effect of session, F(1, 96)= 5.280, p=0.024. In addition, there was also a three-way
interaction between the training technique, the dialogue technique and tbe,dedksi
96)=11.185, p=0.001, which means that either the mixed technique, the training technique or the

dialogue technique explains this change.

As explained above, when we find a three-way interaction we have to conduct follow-up
statistical tests to determine which technique is driving the change. T dae¢hvent through

the following steps:

1. Created a new grouping variable with four levels (training only, dialoglye mixed
techniques, and control).

2. Created a new dependent variable called affective prejudice improvemertt,wesic
computed by subtracting the Q3 affective prejudice scores from those in Q2.

3. Ran a univariate ANOVA with the new workshop grouping variable and perceived
enemy group, using affective prejudice improvement as the dependent variahle (DV)
The overall ANOVA was significant F(7, 95)=2.638, p=0.015, as was the main effect of
the new workshop grouping variable, F(3, 95)=3.837, p=0.012.

4. Used Scheffe post-hoc tests on the new workshop grouping variable, which indicated that
the dialogue group (mean change=2.625) improved significantly more than the control
group (mean change=-0.104), p=0.036 and the mixed group (mean change=-0.444),
p=0.010. The dialogue group did improve more than the training group (mean
change=1.578), p=0.828, but the training group did not differ from the control group,
p=0.250 or the mixed group, p=0.085. The mixed group also did not differ from the

control group, p=0.893.
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The follow-up analyses therefore indicate that the workshop groups that usealdeeli
technique were most effective in changing participant’s affectiveiqicg scores, with a 2.63

point change on the prejudice scale from before to after the workshops.

RegressionsiWe ran linear regressions on a variety of variables to determine if we amaild fi
additional variables that predict, or explain the reduction of affective prejudvezall, we did

not find any variables that further explained the above findings with the exceptihe number

of dependents, which significantly predicted improvement in affective prejtiditae overall
model was significant, F(1, 96)= 5.949, p=0.07Z0r058, with beta values (B=0.461)

indicating that the number of dependents positively predicted affective prejoglicevement.

This means that people with more dependents responded more positively to the workshops in
terms of affective prejudice, perhaps because having more children ghms payreater stake

in ensuring reconciliation and sustainable peace.

We also explored the hypothesis that wartime experiences significagdligted improvement
in affective prejudice. The only groups for which this was the case was thadrgroups,
where the regression model was significant, F(1, 21)=7.977, p=0.010 and the Beta values
indicate that wartime experiences positively predicted affectijagpoe improvement within

the training group, B=0.536"

Finally, we decided to add pre-workshop PTSD scores to the model as a seconchstep in t

regression to determine if the combination of wartime experiences and Pi&Dyharedictive

183 Neither contact, income or amount of educationificantly predicted affective prejudice improverheWwhen
all of these variables were included in the regoesshe overall model was not significant, F(3)80178,
p=0.322.

184|n the control group, F(1, 28)=0.051, p=0.823]atiae group, F(1, 17)=0.092, p=0.765, and mixedigso F(1,
19) = 1.314, p=0.266, the regression model wasigoificant, meaning that wartime experiences ditlhave any
predictive power within these groups.
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power. Within the control group, the first step of the regression model was notcaighibut in

the second step, when HTQ scores were added, the model became significant, F(2, 26)=4.206,
p=0.026. This was a significant change from step 1 to step 2, F change = 8.347, p=0.008. Beta
values revealed that Q2 HTQ scores negatively predicted improvement fontha group,
B=-0.082, p=0.008, while wartime experiences were not a significant predictor oivienpent,
B=0.158, p=0.104. This finding is interesting because it suggests that PTSD symptoms

contribute to a natural enhancement of affective prejudice.

Cognitive PrejudiceThe cognitive prejudice scale included 6 measures of competence, 4
measures of warmth, 2 measures of status and 2 measures of competition. Oelgsine of
competition was reverse scored as described in the section on affectivecerapumire. As such,
the minimum score for the scale was 14, indicating the most prejudice, whilexiraum was

56.

We then ran the mixed model ANOVA as described above and found no significantfefiects
this analysis, supporting the idea that none of the workshop techniques signifdimatigd

cognitive prejudice.

Similarly, neither previous contact, number of dependents, income or amount of education
significantly predicted cognitive prejudice improvement. When all of thesables were
included in the regression, the overall model was not significant, F(4, 88)= 0.511, p=0.728.
Likewise, none of the other dependent variables significantly predicted impeavencognitive

prejudice.
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Behavioral Prejudice:The behavioral prejudice scale was scored by reverse coding questions
29-33 (see Appendix B for questionnaire) and throwing out question 28, “If given the
opportunity | would admit members of the outgroup only as visitors to my country” becaase of
translation error that caused participants to understand the question diffekergiich, the least

prejudice score was 1, while the most prejudice score was 5.

We then ran the mixed model ANOVA and found no results to indicate that our workshops had
any effect on behavioral prejudice with the exception of the relatively vesalkt of a significant
main effect of identity group, F(1, 98)= 7.658, p=0.007, combined with a trend toward a
significant interaction between session, identity group and the trainingqaehii(1, 98)=

3.020, p=0.085. This means that the training technique was the only technique that produced a
change in behavioral prejudice, but it was only for either GAM or PETA, and ongndtlevel

(the p value was between 0.05 and 1 so the result is significant, but not terribly robust). To
explore which group was driving the change, we conducted follow up analyses accorideng to t

following steps:

1. We split the file by identity group (GAM or PETA)
2. We ran a 2(training technique) x2(dialogue technique) x2(session) mixed moG& AN

for each identity group.

We found that it was the participants who identify with PETA whose behaviorabtiprejscores
decreased in the training grotis.However, we don’t think these results mean very much given

that they are a) only at trend level and b) the means for behavioral prejudicistbeetraining

185 We found no significant effects for participantsanidentify with GAM. For participants who identifyith
PETA, we found an interaction between the traineahnique and the session variable, or the changehavioral
prejudice before and after the workshop, F(1, 38949, p=0.095.
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groups decreased from 1.061 before the workshops and moved to 0.833 after the workshops,
while the means for behavioral prejudice scores in the other workshop groupseddrean

0.472 to 0.861. Because all of the groups ended up with means of about 0.8, we think these
results may be best explained by regression toward the mean. Therefoamnetconclude that

the workshops significantly decreased behavioral prejudice.

RegressionsAfter conducting the linear regression described above, we did not find that any of
our variables significantly predicted change in behavioral prejudice.eéXgtbvious contact,
number of dependents, income nor amount of education significantly predicted behavioral
prejudice improvement. When all of the variables were included in the regression, #ie over
model was not significant, F(4, 94)= 0.502, p=0.743. Similarly, none of the dependent variables

significantly predicted improvement in behavioral prejudice.

Empathy

Summary:The original hypothesis of this dissertation was that dialogue-basedtowntdd
increase empathy in a post-conflict context. However, the results of thisnegpedisconfirm

this hypothesis, as we saw no significant change in empathy as a result ofkbleops.

However, we did find evidence to support the claims of previous research thatemélalof
empathy are correlated with initial levels of contact, prejudice, trustoagivéness. Based on
these claims, we expected increased contact through the workshops to lead teeae incr
empathy. Yet, we found that these correlations did not translate into acsighifnprovement in
empathy during the workshops. In fact, we found initial levels of empathy to béveggat
correlated with improvement in both affective and cognitive empathy, meantruettisle who

enter the workshops with high levels of empathywdidsein empathy improvement than other
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participants. This suggests that there may be a ceiling effect, wherebjppats who enter the
workshops with high levels of empathy will not be expected to develop more empating for

outgroup. This work implies that participants with lower initials levelsxgb&hy, and therefore
less previous contact with members of the outgroup, may be better suited tatéakilitergroup

contact programs.

Finally, we found that improvement in affective empathy is positively aigelwith
improvement in all forms of prejudice (affective, cognitive and behavioralyeliss in all
forms of healing (PTSD, depression and anxiety). This suggests that thosalwhprdive in
affective empathy during the workshops (participants who entered the workshopsmwiititibl
levels of empathy) also improved in prejudice and healing. These findingstimplither
affective empathy improvement is moderating improvement in prejudice andgdjealthat
affective empathy improvement is secondary to the improvement of theddesmaad can be

expected to follow suit if participants engage in repeated contact.

Results-Affective EmpathyAfter scoring the empathy scale, we repeated the 2x2x2x2 mixed
model ANOVA described above and found that affective empathy scores did not siglyifica
change as a result of the workshops as evidenced by the fact that weistetactionsbetween

any of the variable¥®

186 We did find the followingmain effect$ut, they do not indicate any effects of the whrdgs themselves:

e Atrend toward a significant main effect of workghgroup for the dialogue technique, F(1, 94)= 3,213
p=0.076. The means indicate that regardless ofssgsdfective empathy was higher in the dialogue
technique (11.679) compared to the non-dialoguapg@10.718). This merely indicates that partictpan
in the dialogue group entered the workshops wigh#ly higher affective empathy scores.

o A main effect of group for the identity group, F@4)= 9,986, p=0.002, with means indicating thal RE
had higher affective empathy scores (12.045) thaM@10.352). We also found a significant interaatio
between the dialogue technique and identity gr&(b, 94)= 4.664, p=0.033, with the means indicating
that PETA participants who underwent the dialogahhique had higher affective empathy scores
(mean=13.104) compared to GAM participants (mear283). In the non-dialogue groups, there was no
difference between identity groups: GAM particimafhean=10.986) were comparable to PETA
participants (mean=10.450).
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RegressionsWhile the workshops did not produce a direct improvement in empathy, our
regressions reveal interesting results about the relationship between aodtaatpathy®’

First, our regressions find support for previous research showing that empatbg magiating
the relationship between preexisting contact with members of the outgroup plicprerust

and forgivenes¥® We reach this conclusion because we find initial levels of contact positively
predict initial levels of affective empathy, F(1,103)=8.232, p=0.0G%).74, B=0.411, which in
turn predict less affective, cognitive and behavioral prejudice, as well asmmdrartd

forgiveness (see table 5 below). Because contact does not predict prejudieadresgiveness
directly, but does predict affective empathy, which then predicts prejudiseatrd forgiveness,
we conclude that empathy may be mediating the relationship between comgjadicpr trust

and forgiveness.

Because contact predicts empathy, we hypothesized that facilitatetcwould lead to an
increase in empathy. However, as explained above, it did not. Instead, we tSawliteted
contact led to a decrease in affective prejudice and an increase in truggrfesgiand PTSD
symptoms as described throughout this chapter. Yet despite the fact thatddaikitatact did
not lead to a direct improvement in empathy, we find that improvement in affentipathy
positively predicted improvements in all forms of prejudice and healingadbke# below). This
suggests once again that empathy may be mediating the relationship betweatefacdntact,
prejudice and healing. We did not find this relationship to be true for trust or foegse
however, which we expected given that initial levels of contact predictedr e levels of

trust and forgiveness. Chapter 5 will discuss the possible explanations for this.

188 Hewstone et al., "Intergroup Contact, Forgivenass, Experience of "The Troubles" in Northern Inel&
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Additionally, we found that people who enter the workshops with high initial levels ofiaéfec
empathy did not respond as well to the workshops as those with lower initial leeetpathy,
as evidenced by the fact that initial levels of affective empathy (Q2)e@&tively correlated
with improvement in PTSD, anxiety, forgiveness and affective empathy traihang groups
(though it is positively correlated with trust improvement in the training grpopgatively
correlated with improvement in depression, affective and cognitive prejudicefactivaf
empathy in the dialogue group; and negatively correlated with improvemeritavibel

prejudice and affective empathy in the mixed groups (see table 6 below).

These results suggest that structured intergroup contact may not be theebest for promoting
empathy for people who already have high levels of empathy for the outgroup. Howeker, i
training groups, those with high initial levels of affective empathy did we#nms of

improvement in trust, suggesting empathy may be required to increase trust.

Overall, these results suggest that intergroup contact is most effecttheserwho have lower
initial levels of empathy with the outgroup, which is associated with lesgiatg contact,
more prejudice, less trust and less forgiveness. It is possible in the futieengiahy could be
used as the main criteria on the first survey to select people for partinipathe program.
More research is needed to confirm this however, as it raises the questiontaride
empathy participants would respond as well to the workshops if high empatlcyppats were

not also present.

Finally, we report that neither contact, income, nor amount of education sigmyficeadicted
affective empathy improvement. When all of these variables were includee iegression, the

overall model was not significant, F (3,98)= 0.178, p=0.911. However, similar to improvement
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in affective prejudice, we did find that number of dependents significantly peddic
improvement in affective empathy. The overall model was significant, F(1, 95)= 4.8203f5=
r’=0.048, with beta values (B= -0.248) indicating that the number of dependents negatively

predicted affective empathy improvement.
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Table 5: Correlations between Q2 Empathy and Other Variables at Q2

Q2 Q2 Q2 Q2 Q2
Affective Cognitive Affective Cognitive Behavioral Q2 Q2 Q2 Q2 Q2
Measure Empathy Empathy Prejudice Prejudice Prejudice Q2 Trust Tolerance Forgiveness Contact Q2PTSD Depression Anxiety
Q2 Affective Empathy 0.154  -0.533** .381**  -577**  404** 173 470%* 272%* 061 ~.039 117
Q2 Cognitive Empathy  0.134 0011 0137 -.080 0143  -.051 ”.030 378** 028 "079 " 040
*p<.05; *p<.01; **p<.0001
Table 6: Correlations between Q2 Empathy and Improvement Scores
Affective Cognitive Affective Cognitive Behavioral
Empathy Empathy Prejudice Prejudice Prejudice Tolerance Trust Forgiveness PTSD Depression Anxiety
Measure Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement
Q2 Affective Empathy -.437%* ”.002 ~.066 "031 -.216* " 046 123 ~ 185 ~.190 " 113 " 092
Training -.583%* ~.o012 338 "213 127 "177 .482* " 345 -0.445* ”.066 " 403
Dialogue -.546%* ".013 -.465* .453* " 028 " 029 " 287 " 206 ".322 -.480* " 425
Mixed Methods -.466* "025 "118 " 364 -.551%* "012 " 215 ".223 ) "046 ”.005
Q2 Cognitive Empathy 7052 -.572%* "116 " 058 " 088 .243* -.378** 7020 ”.080 "199 "070
Training “a1n -.743** "051 -.437* ~.299 "133 "137 "180 ~.268 "060 " 064
Dialogue "304 -.569** .501* ".067 "081 7283 -.513* "340 "a21 "366 "276
Mixed Methods " 217 -.803** " 286 "360 ".074 "321 " 403 " 381 ~ 290 7233 "an
*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.0001
Table 7: Correlations between Empathy Improvement and Improvement in Other Variables
Affective Cognitive Affective Cognitive Behavioral
Empathy Empathy Prejudice Prejudice Prejudice Tolerance Trust Forgiveness PTSD Depression  Anxiety
Measure Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement Improvement
Affective Empathy Improvement " 050 329%* -.317%* .251* 7123 " 081 T 067 .301%* .296%* .256%*
Training ~.125 .555% 7294 "301 " 040 T121 "270 "418 .524%* .470*
Dialogue ) 462* - .680%* "188 "224 ".019 "037 "395 .639%* 417
Mixed Methods "303 7292 ~.049 211 ~076 7298 ".016 "2a4 " 132 "107
Cognitive Empathy Improvement 050 "144 ".107 210* "152 385%+ " 054 .256* ".049 "o15
Training ".125 ".140 433* "295 " 127 "269 ".233 "277 024 ".047
Dialogue ”.099 " 047 " 315 "251 ~131 .498* ".165 "113 " 091 " 165
Mixed Methods 7303 .484* -.462* "156 " 313 .478* 7337 " 285 " 219 172

*p<.05; **p<.01; **p<.0001
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Cognitive Empathy:Similar to affective empathy, we repeated the 2x2x2x2 ANOVA
described above, but did not find any significant effects of any of the work&ops.
However, we did find several main effects that we report here, though none of these

are caused by the workshops:

e A trend toward a significant main effect of session, indicating a changé for
subjects regardless of group, F(1, 94)= 3.604, p=0.061. The means indicate
that overall, cognitive empathy increased from Q2 (4.136) to Q3 (4.533).

¢ A main effect of workshop technique for the training technique, F(1, 94)=
4.444, p=0.038, with means indicating that the training technique had higher
cognitive empathy scores (4.663) than the non-training groups (4.007).

e A trend toward a significant main effect of group for the dialogue technique,
F(1, 94)= 3.221, p=0.076, with means indicating that the dialogue technique
had higher cognitive empathy scores (4.614) compared to the non-dialogue

groups (4.056).

RegressionsSimilar to affective empathy, we found that initial levels of cognitive
empathy were positively correlated with initial levels of outgroup consaet {able
5). However, unlike affective empathy, cognitive empathy does not appear to be
positively correlated with other variables such as prejudice, trust anddnegs.
This may suggest that it is affective, rather than cognitive empathig timediating

the relationship between contact and prejudice, trust and forgiveness.

189We found no significant interaction between eitbithe workshop techniques and session or
between identity group and session. This indictitasneither the enemy group, nor the training
technique or dialogue technique affected the chamgegnitive empathy from Q2 to Q3. We also did
not find any significant main effect of group father the identity group, or the interaction betwee
training and dialogue technique, nor was thergaifitant interaction between any of the workshop
techniques with identity group.
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Moreover, we also found that those with high initial levels of cognitive empathy di
not respond well to the workshops in terms of improvement in cognitive empathy.
Somewhat unsurprisingly then, improvement in cognitive empathy was not as
strongly linked to improvement in prejudice and healing as was affective lgmpat
Overall, improvement in cognitive empathy was positively correlated wit

improvement in behavioral prejudice, trust and PTSD symptoms.

Finally, we note that neither income nor amount of education significantly fgedic
affective prejudice improvement. When these variables were included in the
regression, the overall model was not significant, F (1,95)=1.453, p =0.231. However,
we did find that contact and number of dependents significantly predicted
improvement in cognitive empathy. The overall model was significant, F(2, 93)=
4.404, p=0.015,2+0.087. The beta values indicate that contact negatively (B= -0.109,
p=0.010) predicted cognitive empathy improvement, while the number of dependents
exhibited a trend toward positively predicting (B=0.165, p=0.090) cognitive empathy

improvement.

Trust

Summary:The initial hypothesis of this dissertation was that dialogue-based contact
would increase trust in a post-conflict context. However, this hypothesis is not
supported given that we found that only the training groups produced a slight
improvement in trust, while the dialogue technique and the mixed methods technique
produced no change. Moreover, while the change in the training group was
statistically significant, the change may not be clinically sigaifias the means

improved by only 0.54 points on the trust scale.
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Results:To explore this hypothesis, we added up the answer to the three questions on

the trust scale and ran the 2x2x2x2 mixed model ANOVA as described above.

The ANOVA results showed that trust scores improved most when participants
underwent the training technique by revealing a significaatactionbetween

sessiorand training technique, F(1, 98)= 7.928, p=0.006. Examination of the means
revealed that participants who underwent the training technique improvedyslightl

from a mean trust score of 7.43 at Q2 to 7.97 at Q3 (0.54 points), while participants in
workshops that did not use the training technique changed from a mean trust score of
7.86 at Q2 to 7.37 at Q3, a decrease of 0.49 points. No other significant effects were

found for the mixed model ANOVA.

Because the above means indicated that the training groups improved while the non-
training groups declined, it was not clear if the aboteractionwas driven by the
improvement in the training groups or the decline in the non-training groups. We
therefore conducted follow-up tests to determine what was driving thisatiber.ar o

do this, we split the file into training groups and non-training groups, and ran two

follow-up repeated measures ANOVASs using trust scores as the dependdiievaria

We found that thenteractionwas driven by the improvement in trust scores in the
training groups because the groups that did not use the training technique did not
significantly change from before (Q2) to after the workshops (Q3), F(12586)8,
p=0.103, while the training technique groups improved from Q2 to Q3, F(1,

48)=6.605, p=0.013.

To further explore trust improvement, we chose to look at each workshop group, 1-9,
independently to determine if a particular group was driving our results. We did this

by conducting a univariate ANOVA, considering each group (1-9) sepasauely
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including participant identity group® The results showed that the overall model was
not significant, F(14, 92)=0.893, p=0.569, nor was the effect of identity group, F(1,
92)-.164, p=0.687, or workshop group, F(6, 92)= 5.074, p=0.167. The interaction
between identity and workshop group, F(6, 92)=0.244, p=0.961 was also not
significant. It is likely that considering each workshop group separatiliged our

ability to find a significant effect of the workshop groups due to low power.

To further explore the relationship between trust and individual workshop groups, we
also tried running an LSD post-hoc analysis on the workshop groups. This revealed
that training group 4 improved more than dialogue groups 2 (p=0.052) and 5
(p=0.057) at trend level, while mixed group 7 did better than dialogue groups 2
(p=0.016) and 5 (p=0.017), as well as control group 9 (p=0.029). These data suggest
that the improvement is primarily being driven by training group 4 and mixed group

7. While group 4 used only the training technique, group 7 was a mixed-method group
that used both the dialogue and training techniques. Overall, these data support the
idea that trust levels improve more from undergoing workshops that incorporate
training methods. Furthermore, they may suggest a learning curve on thetpart of

facilitators as the effect was more pronounced in later workshops.

Regressionsnfortunately, our regressions did not give us much additional
information about what is driving trust improvement. We did find that initial levels of
contact significantly predicted improvement in trust, as the overall sggnesiodel

was significant, F(1, 102)= 4.846, p=0.03%;0.045 with beta values (B= -0.081)
indicating that contact negatively predicted trust improvement. Howevegumd f

that neither the number of dependents, income or amount of education significantly

10 This required us to compute a new dependent variabasuring trust improvement by subtracting
trust scores before the workshops (Q2) from trostes after the workshops (Q3).
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predicted trust improvement given that when all of these variables were included in

the regression, the overall model was not significant.

We also explored the hypothesis that wartime experiences and initial D&
significantly predicted improvement in trust scores. While a simple regnesisowed
that wartime-experiences did not predict improvement in trust scored, At

scores did significantly predict trust improvement, as the overall model was
significant F(1, 96)=4.832, p=0.036:=0.048. The Beta value (B=0.022) shows that
higher PTSD scores positively predict improvement in trust, meaning thaipeants
who were more highly symptomatic of PTSD before the workshops improved more
on trust than other participants. However, the overall r-value of the model suggests
that PTSD scores explained a relatively low amount of the variance in trust

improvement.

Given that the original ANOVA revealed different degrees of trust impromeme
differed for different workshop techniques, we decided to look at each workshop
technique separately in our regression analysis. We therefore re-ragressiens

after splitting our file into 4 groups: the control group, the training group, the dialogue

group and the mixed technique group.

We found that wartime experiences did not significantly predict trust impreveior

any of the four groups. However initial PTSD scores positively predicted
improvement in the mixed technique group, as the overall model was significant, F(1,
21)=4.571, p=0.0447+0.179, with the beta values suggesting a positive relationship
between PTSD scores and trust improvement, B=0.034, p=0.044. This means that
people with a high number of PTSD symptoms before the workshops showed the

most improvement in trust in the mixed technique workshops. We also explored the
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hypothesis that this relationship would be modulated by wartime experiencds, but i

was not.

These results therefore suggest that the mixed methods workshops weoe able t
differentially improve trust scores in participants with high PTSD symgto

However, this does not appear to give us much meaningful information.

Tolerance

Summary:The initial hypothesis of this dissertation was that dialogue-based contact
would increase tolerance in a post-conflict context. However, this hypothesis is

supported given that we found no significant improvement in tolerance scores.

Results:After scoring the tolerance scale, we ran the 2x2x2x2 mixed modeMANO
described above and found that the workshops had no significant effect on tolerance
scores, as we saw teractionbetween either of the workshop techniques and

session

However, we report the following significant findings, but note that these findings

cannot be attributed to an effect of the workshops:

e A trend toward a significamhain effect of sessipmdicating a change for all
subjects from before (Q2) to after (Q3) the workshops regardless kdvaqr
group, F(1, 94)= 4.028, p=0.082. The means indicate that overall, tolerance
increased from Q2 (6.852) to Q3 (7.154), though this change cannot be said to
be due to the workshops.

e A trend toward a significanhteraction between session and identity group
F(1, 94)= 4.612, p=0.063. The means indicate that participants who identify

with PETA improved more from Q2 (7.028) to Q3 (7.653) than participants
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who identify with GAM, Q2 (6.675) to Q3 (6.654). Again, this slight effect
cannot be attributed to the workshops.

e A significantmain effect of identity groyg-(1, 94)= 7.640, p=0.007, with
means indicating that PETA had higher tolerance scores (7.340) compared to
GAM (6.665).

e A main effect of workshop grodigr the training technique, F(1, 94)= 8.880,
p=0.004, with means indicating that participants in the training groups had
higher tolerance scores (7.367) than participants in the non-training groups

(6.638).

RegressionsNeither the number of dependents, income, or amount of education
significantly predicted tolerance improvement. When all of these varialeles

included in the regression, the overall model was not significant.

However, we did find that contact significantly predicted improvement in tolerance
The overall model was significant, F(1, 99)= 4.404, p=0.03®,043, with beta
values (B=0.074) indicating that levels of preexisting contact with the outgroup

positively predicted tolerance improvement. No other significant resulesfoend.
Forgiveness

Summary:The initial hypothesis of this dissertation was that dialogue-based contact
would increase forgiveness in a post-conflict context. This hypothesis is supported b
data showing that the dialogue technique produced the greatest improvement in
forgiveness for both GAM and PETA patrticipants, though GAM patrticipants showed
more improvement. The mixed methods workshops also worked well for both groups,
though not as well as the dialogue workshops. The training workshops produced an

increase in forgiveness for GAM participants, but PETA participants igbtlgl
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worse in terms of forgiveness in the training workshops, suggesting thastesdene
elements of the dialogue workshops are necessary for PETA participantsaoe

in forgiveness. Chapter 5 will discuss the possible explanations for this wiiféere

Results:To examine the original hypothesis, we scored the forgiveness scale by
reverse scoring questiong)do you agree that it is important that your community
never forgets the wrongs done by the other commuBi®yPo you agree that it is
important that your community never forgives the wrongs done to you by their group?
and 57)Do you agree that if you forgive them, your group will appear weak? The
maximum score on the 7-point forgiveness scale was therefore 28 and themminim

score was 7!

We then repeated the 2x2x2x2 mixed model ANOVA described above. We found that
the groups that incorporated the dialogue technique (both the dialogue and mixed-
method workshops) did better than the training groups, producing a significant
improvement in forgiveness of 1.4 points on the forgiveness scale. The following data
support this conclusion:
e We found a significant main effect of session, F(1, 93)=4.225, p=0.043, with
means that all participants improved over time from Q2 (mean=21.60) to Q3
(mean=22.22). We also found a significant interaction between session and

dialogue technique, F(1, 93)=6.250, p=0.014, in which the means revealed that

191t is worth noting that both questions 54 and B® you agree that Aceh will never move from the
past to the future until the two communities leirfiorget about the past?) both assume that by
answering that they strongly agree that their comitgishould not forget about the past, participants
receive a score that indicates that they are tet fergiving. While | decided to use the questiass
developed by Hewstone et al. in order that my tesubuld be comparable to theirs, | do not agreg th
a belief that a group should not forget about thet jndicates that they are not forgivitigl therefore
recommend that the scale be revised to focus sotetyuestions pertaining directly to forgiveness.
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the dialogue group improved over time from Q2 (mean=21.08) to Q3
(mean=22.445), and significantly more than those who were not exposed to
the dialogue technique, whose forgiveness scores did not change much from

Q2(mean=22.13) to Q3 (mean=22.00).

We also found that while the dialogue and mixed method workshops increased
forgiveness for all participants, the training workshops did not increasedoggs

for PETA participants, who actually became non-significantly less forginitige

training groups. This decrease in forgiveness effectively lowered theacative

baselines within our analysis and partially drove our previously reported improveme
within the dialogue groups across sessions. However, the effect of the dialogue group
was also partially driven by improvement for GAM participants within thieglise

groups.

Given that this effect is somewhat inconsistent, we have preliminary evidence
suggesting that the dialogue technique exhibits more forgiveness improvement
overall, or at least protects from a decrease in forgiveness. This suggeists that
necessary to incorporate at least some element of the dialogue workshops i order t
increase forgiveness for both GAM and PETA participants. However, morealesea

is necessary before more definitive conclusions can be reached. Our reasoning i

based on the following evidence:

e The mixed model ANOVA also revealed a four way interaction between
session, training technique, dialogue technique and identity group, F(1,
93)=9.779, p=0.002. We examined this four-way interaction with a follow-up

mixed model ANOVA, split by identity group. For GAM, there was a main
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effect of session, but no other effects were significant. Comparatively, for
PETA, there was no main effect of session, nor was there an interaction
between session and training group.

We also found an interaction between session and dialogue group, with the
means indicating that groups that utilized the dialogue technique (dialogue and
mixed methods) improved more from Q2 (mean=21.963) to Q3
(mean=23.175), more than the non-dialogue groups, whose scores declined
from Q2 (mean=22.86) to Q3 (mean=21.86).

We also found a three-way interaction between session, training group and
dialogue group. To examine the three-way interaction further, we used the
same new workgroup variable described above, with four levels: dialogue
group, training group, mixed methods group, and control group. We also
computed a new dependent variable measuring forgiveness improvement by
subtracting the forgiveness scores at Q2 from the scores at Q3. We then ran a
one-way ANOVA with the new workgroup variable as the independent
variable (IV) and forgiveness improvement as the dependent variable (DV).
The ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of the new workshop group,
F(3, 36)=5.219, p=0.004. Post hoc Scheffe tests revealed that the mixed
techniques group improved the most (mean=2.800) and improved significantly
more than the training group (mean=-2.00), p=0.005. The mixed group did not
significantly change more than the control group (mean=0.0), p=0.113, or the
dialogue group (mean=-0.375), p=0.110. No other groups significantly

differed from one another.

We further examined the relationship between mixed techniques and

forgiveness improvement with a univariate ANOVA, considering each
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workshop group 1-9 separately with the file split by identity group, using
forgiveness improvement as our dependent variable. Similar to the above
analyses, we knew that we would reduce our power by dividing our
participants into such small groups, so we chose to use the LSD post-hoc test.
For PETA, the effect of the individual groups was significant, F(6, 40) =

3.928, p=0.005. Similar to the above analyses, we ran LSD post-hoc analyses
due to the reduced power of this follow up analysis. The LSD post-hoc tests
revealed that training group 1 did significantly worse compared to mixed
group 8, p=0.004, but did not significantly differ from the other groups.
Similarly, dialogue group 2 did significantly worse than mixed group 8,
p=0.002, but did not differ from any other groups. Training group 4 did
significantly worse than dialogue group 5, p=0.016, training group 7, p=0.037,
and mixed group 8, p<0.001. Dialogue group 5 did significantly worse than
mixed group 8, p=0.050, but better than training group 4, p=0.016. This meant
that mixed group 8 did significantly better than training group 1, dialogue
group 2, training group 4, dialogue group 5, but not mixed group 7.

These results support the earlier analyses, which indicated that for PETA, th
mixed group improved slightly, while the training group did slightly worse.

Our analysis of the individual workshop groups suggests that this trend was
primarily driven by mixed group 8, which improved the most and training
group 4, which did significantly worse compared to many of the other groups.
However, this analysis should be regarded as preliminary, due to the
drastically reduced number of subjects in each group. For PETA, group 1

(n=4), 2 (n=4), 3 (n=5), 5 (n=4), 7(n=2), 8 (n=3) and 9 (n=18).
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o Comparatively the univariate ANOVA for GAM did not have a main effect of
individual workshop group and did not have any significant differences
between groups 1-9.

e These analyses indicated that the mixed groups did significantly better than
the training groups for PETA. Comparatively, there were no significant
differences in improvement in GAM. We chose to explore this relationship
further by evaluating the difference in improvement between the identity
groups, for each workshop technique. We split the dataset into four groups:
training only, dialogue only, mixed technique and control group. Within each
of these groups, we ran a one-way ANOVA using improvement in forgiveness
scores as the dependent variable, with identity groups as the independent
variable. We found that GAM improved significantly more (mean=1.27) than
PETA (mean=-2.00) in the training only workshop group, F(1, 22) = 12.829,
p=0.002. We also report a trend toward a significant difference between
identity groups for the dialogue only workshop group, F(1, 19)=3.109,
p=0.094. Here, PETA did not improve during the dialogue workshops,
(mean=-0.38) as much as GAM, (mean=2.15). There was no significant
difference between the identity groups in the mixed technique workshops, F(1,

21)=.842, p=0.360.

RegressionsTo better understand what was driving the change in forgiveness, we ran

a number of regressions, which gave us the information below.

Neither contact, number of dependents, income or amount of education significantly

predicted forgiveness improvement. When all of the variables were included in the
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regression, the overall model was not significant, F(4, 90)= 0.732, p=0.473. None of

the individual variables significantly predicted improvement in forgiveness.

We also explored the hypothesis that wartime experiences significaadiged
improvement in forgiveness, but they did not. We determined this by splitting the file
into 4 groups: the control group, the training group, the dialogue group and the mixed
technique group. Within these groups, we ran a linear regression, using allevarti
experiences, except for head injuries. Wartime experiences did notcagtiifi

predict forgiveness improvement in any of the groups, as indicated by the overall
model in the control group, F(1, 26)=0.014, p=0.906; the training groups,
F(1,19)=3.407, p=.081, the dialogue groups, F(1,14)=.397, p=0.539; or the mixed

groups, F(1,18)=0.003, p=.960.

However, when we added pre-workshop (Q2) PTSD scores to the model as a second
step to the regression, we found that those who entered the workshops highly
symptomatic of PTSD improved more on forgiveness than others. We reached this
conclusion because while the overall model of wartime experiences and HTQ scores
at Q2 did not significantly predict forgiveness improvement, F(2, 25)=2.294, p=0.122,
the addition of the pre-workshop (Q2) HTQ scores significantly added to the model,
Fchange(1, 25)=4.567, p=0.043. Moreover, the coefficients indicate that although
wartime experiences were still not a significant predictor, (B=-0.084, p=0BTI3%D

scores at Q2 positively predicted (B=0.046, p=0.043) forgiveness improvement.

We also found a relationship between pre-workshop affective prejudice scores,
affective prejudice improvement, and forgiveness improvement, which seems to
indicate that improvement in forgiveness was greater for participdnatsiad higher

affective prejudice scores before undergoing the workshops, as well as for bwse w
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showed the most improvement in affective prejudice during the workshops. We found

this in the following evidence:

We explored the hypothesis that affective prejudice scores at Q2 sigthyfica
predicted improvement in forgiveness. Using a simple regression, affective
prejudice significantly predicted forgiveness scores, F(1, 99)=12.195,
p=0.001, ¥=0.110. However, we acknowledge that the degree of forgiveness
improvement differed, depending on which combination of workshop
techniques were utilized. We therefore re-ran our analyses aftengpbitir

file into 4 groups: the control group, the training group, the dialogue group
and the mixed technique group.

Affective prejudice scores at Q2 did not significantly predict forgivemess i

the control group, F(1, 31)=0.028, p=0.869. However, affective prejudice
significantly predicted forgiveness improvement in the training group F(1,
22)=12.229, p=0.002?70.357, and the dialogue group F(1, 19)=5.766,
p=0.027, ¥=0.233. The beta values indicate that high affective prejudice
scores at Q2 positively predict forgiveness improvement for both the training,
B=0.322, and dialogue group, B=0.313. Surprisingly, affective prejudice did
not predict improvement in the mixed group, F(1, 21)=2.239, p=0.149.
These results suggest that improvement in forgiveness was greater for
participants who had higher affective prejudice scores before undergoing the
workshops. This was true for the groups that underwent the training technique
or the dialogue technique, but not for the groups that underwent the mixed
techniques. Because this pattern was so similar to the improvement observed

in the affective prejudice scores, we hypothesized that improvement in
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forgiveness scores was driven by affective prejudice improvement, riadimer t
affective prejudice scores at Q2.

First, we explored the hypothesis that Q2 affective prejudice, affective
prejudice improvement and forgiveness improvement were correlated. Again,
we split the file into the four groups described above and for each group we
ran a 3x3 Pearson correlation matrix using Q2 affective prejudice, affective
prejudice improvement and forgiveness improvement.

For the control group, only forgiveness improvement and affective prejudice
improvement exhibited a significant, negative relationship with one another,
r(31)=-0.552, p=0.001. For the training group, affective prejudice
improvement positively correlated with both Q2 affective prejudice,
r(22)=0.604, p=0.002 and forgiveness improvement, r(22)=0.512, p=0.011. In
confirmation of our previously mentioned regression, Q2 affective prejudice
positively correlated with forgiveness improvement. In the dialogue group,
affective prejudice improvement positively correlated with Q2 affective
prejudice, r(20)=0.735, p<0.001, but not forgiveness improvement, p=0.222.
However, in confirmation of the previously mentioned regression, Q2
affective prejudice positively correlated with forgiveness improvement,
r(19)=0.482, p=0.027. In the mixed technique group, affective prejudice
improvement did not correlate with Q2 affective prejudice, p=0.133, but it did
correlate with forgiveness improvement, r(21)=0.436, p=0.038.

We then chose to re-run the regression predicting forgiveness with both
affective prejudice at Q2 and affective prejudice improvement. Affective
prejudice improvement was entered into the model first and the Q2 scores

were entered second. For the control group, affective prejudice improvement
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negatively (B=-0.403) predicted forgiveness improvement, as in the

previously reported correlation, F(1, 31)=13.613, p=0.08D.805. Affective
prejudice scores from Q2 did not significantly add to the overall model, F
change = 0.129, p=0.722 and while the overall model remained significant, the
F value decreased and the p-value increased, F(2, 30)=6.679, p=0.004. For the
training group, affective prejudice improvement positively (B=0.388)

predicted forgiveness improvement, F(1, 22)=7.818, p=0.620,262.

Affective prejudice Q2 scores significantly added to the model, F change =
4.533, p=0.045, positively predicting improvement in forgiveness, B=0.244.
However, when the Q2 scores were added to the model, the effect of affective
prejudice became non-significant, p=0.278. This indicated that affective
prejudice Q2 scores explained more variance than the affective prejudice
improvement scores. Some of the variance explained by the Q2 scores
overlapped with the improvement scores, which is why the effect of
improvement was reduced in the second step of the regression.

For the dialogue group, the affective prejudice improvement did not
significantly predict forgiveness improvement, with the overall model below
our threshold for significance F(1, 19)=1.591, p=0.222. In the second step, Q2
affective prejudice scores trended toward a significant addition to the model, F
change =4.007, p=0.061 and the overall model became a non-significant trend,
F(2, 18)=2.925, p=0.078%0.245. The effect of affective prejudice

improvement remained non-significant, but Q2 affective prejudice trended
toward a positive prediction of forgiveness improvement, B=0.391, p=0.061.
For the mixed technique group, affective prejudice improvement positively

(B=0.480) predicted forgiveness improvement as indicated in the overall
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model, F(1, 21)=4.919, p=0.038=0.190. In the second step, Q2 affective
prejudice scores did not significantly contribute to the model p-change =
0.305. The overall model was reduced to a non-significant trend, F(2,
20)=3.026, p=0.0717+0.232. The effect of Q2 affective prejudice scores was
not significant, p=0.305 and the effect of affective prejudice improvement was
reduced to a trend, B=0.420, p=0.074.

The regressions indicate that affective prejudice improvement significant
predicts forgiveness improvement in the training group and the mixed
technique group. This suggests that the training technique may be changing
forgiveness scores via affective prejudice or vice versa. Furthermdre, Q
affective prejudice scores predict improvement in the training group and
dialogue group. This suggests that, for the training and dialogue groups,
participants with high affective prejudice scores before entering into the
workshops will increase their forgiveness scores to a greater extent than those
with low affective prejudice scores. In the training group, Q2 affective
prejudice scores were correlated with affective prejudice improvemanatssc
meaning that participants with high affective prejudice scores improvesl mor
in the training groups. This relationship makes it difficult to disentangle the
three-way relationship between affective prejudice improvement, pre-
workshop affective prejudice scores and forgiveness improvement. However,
in one of our regressions, Q2 affective prejudice scores were entered as a
second step and explained significantly more variance in the training group.
This suggests that Q2 affective prejudice scores are a better predictor of

forgiveness improvement, compared to affective prejudice improvement.
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Healing

Summary:The original hypothesis was that dialogue-based contact would increase
individual healing as measured by PTSD, depression and anxiety symptoms, in a post-
conflict context. The results of this experiment disconfirm this hypothesigea

found that workshops that incorporated the training technique, including both training
and mixed method workshops, were most effective at improving PTSD symptoms,
while the dialogue workshops produced no significant improvement. Moreover, we
saw no change in depression or anxiety symptoms as a result of the workshops,
suggesting that the training and mixed method workshops specifically improved

PTSD symptoms, but not other measures of psychological distress. Chapter 5 will

explore why this may be the case.

Results-Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSDiven that the dialogue-based
workshops encourage story-telling elements that resemble conventional
psychotherapy, we chose to examine the hypothesis that some of the workshop groups
would alleviate the symptoms of Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (PTSDgasured

by the Harvard Trauma Questionnaire (HTQ). We therefore ran the 2x2x2g# mix

model ANOVA described above.

The results of the mixed model ANOVA and the follow-up tests described below
provide strong evidence that the workshops that incorporated the training technique
(including both the training and mixed-method workshops) produced the greatest

reduction in symptoms of PTSD. This is evident from the following:

e The mixed model ANOVA showedmaain effect of sessipk(1, 86)=8.875,

p=0.004, in which the means indicate that PTSD scores decreased from before
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the workshops (Q2 mean=42.62) to after the workshops (Q3 mean=39.02).
Additionally, we found a significanhteraction between session and training
technique F(1, 86)=7.417, p=0.008, in which the means indicate that the
training groups improved more from before the workshops (Q2 mean=46.56)
to after the workshops (Q3 mean=39.67) than groups that did not employ the
training technique, which did not improve from before (Q2 mean=38.68) to
after the workshops (Q3 mean=38.37).

We then examined each of the 7 individual workshop groups separately, and
explored the hypothesis that one individual group was driving this effect. We
used a univariate ANOVA to further test for effects of the individual
workshop groups 1-9 using the same process that we used to look at the effect
of trust on each individual workshop group. We first calculated a new
variable measuring PTSD improvement by subtracting PTSD scores at Q3
from PTSD scores at Q2. We then ran the univariate ANOVA on the
improvement in PTSD, including individual workshop groups 1-9 and
participant identity group in the model. We found that the overall model was
significant, F(13, 80)=1.900, p=0.042, indicating that our independent
variables (the independent workshop groups) explained a significant amount
of variance overall, but thmain effect of workshop growpas reduced to a
non-significant trend, F(6, 80) = 2.059, p=0.067. ten effect of identity
groupwas not significant, F(1, 80) = 2.159, p=0.146. Similarly, the
interaction between identity group and workshop graas not significant,

F(6, 80)=1.349, p=0.246. We hypothesize thaintlaen effect of workshop
groupwas reduced to a non-significant trend because of the reduced power

that occurred when we broke down our larger technique groups. These results
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indicate that no single group was driving the overall effect of the training
group. However, because we had previously stated that all of the groups that
used the training technique (training and mixed method groups) exhibited a
significant change in PTSD symptoms, we still continued to explore the
differences between the workshop groups.

To that end, we then ran an LSD post-hoc test to examine the differences in
PTSD improvement for the individual workshop groups (1-9). Our results
indicate that training group 1 (mean=4.119, p=0.023), training group 4
(mean=6.343, p=0.031), mixed group 7 (mean=12.786, p=0.004) and mixed
group 8 (mean=4.697, p=0.010) all significantly differed from control group 9
(mean=-1.482), indicating that these treatments (the training and mixed
method workshops) were all effective at reducing PTSD symptoms. No
dialogue only group significantly differed from the control group or any of

the training groups.

These data suggest that PTSD scores improved the most within the groups that

incorporated the training methodology, i.e., training groups (groups 1 and 4) and

mixed method groups (groups 7 and 8). This effect was not mitigated in groups 7 and

8, which also utilized the dialogue technique, suggesting that while a pure dialogue

workshop is not effective for reducing PTSD, workshops that combine dialogue and

training methods are effective. This indicates that at least some gré@aimiques are

necessary for reducing PTSD.

RegressionsOverall, the most robust finding of the PTSD regressions is that

participants with high initial levels of empathy do worse on PTSD improvement than

others, while individuals with low affective empathy seem to be improving in the
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workshops, though this is true only in the training workshops. Given that affective

empathy did not significantly improve in any of the groups, we hypothesize that

improvement in PTSD symptoms may be driving some secondary improvement in

affective empathy. We reached these conclusions based on the following:

We first explored the hypothesis that pre-workshop affective empathysscore
predicted PTSD improvement. After running a linear regression, the model
trended toward significance, F(1, 92)=3.439, p=0.06:0.636 with beta

values indicating that affective empathy negatively predicts PTSD
improvement, B=-0.725, suggesting that participants with high initial levels of
empathy do worse on PTSD improvement than others.

We then split the file by the technique used in each workshop group (dialogue,
training, mixed methods and control) to explore the possibility that this trend
was being driven by one or more workshop groups. We re-ran a regression
with affective empathy predicting improvement in PTSD symptoms.

We found that affective empathy did not predict PTSD improvement in the
control group, dialogue groups or mixed method groups. However, affective
empathy did predict PTSD improvement in the training group, F(1, 20)=4.935,
p=0.038, ¥=0.198, with beta values indicating that affective empathy
negatively predicted PTSD improvement. This indicates that the participants
who are improving within the training workshop are individuals with low
affective empathy.

We then hypothesized that PTSD symptom improvement may also effect
change in affective empathy. We therefore chose to explore the hypothesis tha
affective empathy improvement scores could predict PTSD improvement

scores. To test this we ran a regression predicting PTSD improvement with
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affective empathy improvement. The overall model was significant, F(1,
92)=9.147, p=0.003%¥0.090, with beta values suggesting that affective
empathy improvement positively predicted PTSD improvement, B=1.636.

We then split the file into four groups (training, dialogue, mixed methods and
control groups), and examined the possibility that affective empathy
improvement as predicting improvement for each technique. For the dialogue
group and mixed technique groups, the models were not significant. However,
the control group exhibited a trend toward a significant model, F(1, 30)=3.673,
p=0.065, ¥=0.109, with beta values suggesting a negative relationship
between the two values, B=-2.225. The training group also exhibited a trend
toward a significant model, F(1, 20)=4.226, p=0.053 with beta values
suggesting a positive relationship between these two values, B=2.498.

Based on previous analyses, we knew that PTSD symptoms differentially
improved in groups 1, 4 and 7, where training was the predominant technique
utilized. We therefore chose to re-divide our groups to analyze only groups 1,
4 and 7 and re-ran the regression with affective empathy improvement
predicting PTSD improvement. It is important to point out that the “training
only” group included only groups 1 and 4, so the power of this analysis should
increase modestly.

The overall model was significant, F(1, 29)=8.768, p=0.066).232, with

beta values suggesting a positive relationship between improvement in
empathy and improvement in PTSD, B=3.432. This suggests that affective
empathy improvement is related to PTSD improvement. Given that affective

empathy did not significantly improve in any of the groups, we hypothesize
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that improvement in PTSD symptoms may be driving some secondary

improvement in affective empathy.

Finally, we also found the following weak or non-significant results:

Neither contact, number of dependents, income or amount of education
significantly predicted PTSD improvement. When all of the variables were
included in the regression, the overall model was not significant, F(4, 84)=
0.682, p=0.607. Nor did any of the dependent variables significantly predict
improvement in PTSD.

Wartime experiences did not predict improvement in PTSD symptoms as
overall regression model was not significant.

Wartime experiences also did not predict pre-workshop PTSD scores, as the
overall model was also not significant.

Pre-workshop affective prejudice scores predict improvement in PTSD scores,
an effect that seems to be primarily driven by the training group. This suggests
that those who enter the workshops with high affective prejudice show more
improvement in PTSD symptoms. We found evidence of this by exploring the
hypothesis that pre-workshop (Q2) affective prejudice scores significantly
predict improvement in PTSD scores. After running a linear regression, the
overall model was significant, F(1, 92)=5.186, p=0.028).043, but the r-

value was low indicating that the model does not explain much of the
variation. Despite the low r-value, we chose to investigate the possibility tha
one workshop technique was driving this relationship more than the other.
However, when we split the file into 4 groups to account for the dialogue,

training, mixed methods and control groups, and ran a regression predicting
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PTSD improvement with pre-workshop affective prejudice scores, none of the
regressions reached the threshold for significance, but the training group
exhibited a non-significant trend, F(1, 20)=3.312, p=0.084. Here, pre-
workshop affective prejudice scores positively predicted PTSD improvement,

B=0.956.

Depression:We examined the hypothesis that some of the workshop groups would
alleviate symptoms of depression, as measured by questions 11-25 on the Hopkins

Symptom Checklist. To do so, we ran the mixed model ANOVA described above.

We found no significant interaction between either of the workshop techniques and
session, indicating that none of the workshop techniques affected depression
symptoms. We also did not find any significant main effect of group for either the
dialogue technique or the interaction between training and dialogue technique, nor
was there a significant interaction between any of the workshop technighes w
identity group. However, we did find a main effect of session, indicating a change f
all subjects regardless of group, F(1,82)=8.111, p=0.006, which cannot be attributed
to the workshop techniques themselves because the control group also showed

improvement.

RegressionsOur most interesting finding is that depression scores improved more in
participants who had higher initial rankings of psychopathology (PTSD, depression
and anxiety). As seen below, this is evidenced by the fact that pre-workshop

measurements of PTSD, depression and anxiety predicted improvement in depressi

e Pre-workshop PTSD scores significantly predicted depression improvement
F(1, 84)= 6.542, p=0.012°50.072, with beta values (B=0.095) indicating a

positive relationship.
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e Additionally, pre-workshop depression scores significantly predicted
depression improvement F(1, 89)= 14.006, p<0.08D,136, with beta
values (B=0.247) indicating a positive relationship.

e Pre-workshop anxiety scores also trended toward a significant prediction of
depression improvement, F(1, 89)= 2.947, p=0.0%®.032, with beta values

(B=0.123) indicating a positive relationship.

Additionally, we found that improvement in depression is positively correlated with
improvement in affective empathy and to a lesser extent with pre-workshopieagni
empathy. Similar to improvement in PTSD symptoms, improvement in affective
empathy significantly predicted improvement in depression symptoms, as shown by
the model, F(1, 89)= 8.553, p=0.00%;0.088, with the beta values (B=0.904)
indicating a positive relationship. Pre-workshop cognitive empathy trended toward a
significant prediction of improvement in depression, as shown by the model, F(1,
89)= 3.657, p=0.059%¥0.039, with the beta values (B=0.752) indicating a positive

relationship.
We also found the following non-significant results:

¢ Neither contact, number of dependents, income or amount of education
significantly predicted depression improvement. When all of the variables
were included in the regression, the overall model was not significant, F(4,
80)= 0.494, p=0.740. None of the individual variables significantly predicted
improvement in depression.

e None of our dependent variables predicted improvement in depression. Using
a linear regression, we determined that improvement in behavioral, affective

and cognitive prejudice did not predict improvement in depression.
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Furthermore, improvement in tolerance, trust, and forgiveness also failed to
predict improvement in depression. Similarly pre-workshop affective
empathy, tolerance, trust, and forgiveness failed to predict depression

improvement; neither did behavioral, affective or cognitive prejudice.

Anxiety: After adding up the positive responses on questions 1-10 of the Hopkins
Symptom Checklist, we examined the hypothesis that some of the workshop groups
would alleviate symptoms of anxiety by running the mixed model ANOVA described

above.

Overall, we did not see improvement in anxiety symptoms due to the workshop
groups as evidenced by the fact that there was no interaction between sa$sion a
workshop group, nor any interaction between session and identity group. Also, there

was no three-way interaction between session, treatment group and identity group.

The results from the Depression and Anxiety scores were surprising ®ecaus
depression, anxiety and PTSD symptoms are usually correlated with one another, but
instead we found an improvement in PTSD scores, but not in depression and anxiety.
To check this, we ran three Pearson correlations to examine the possibilayrthat
scales did not correlate. Using the pre-workshop scores for each scale, PTSD
positively correlated with both anxiety, r=.617, p<0.001, and depression, r=.788,
p<0.001. Additionally, the anxiety scale positively correlated with depression,

r=0.583, p<0.001. This means that all three of our measures of psychologicas distres

positively correlate with one another.

Subsequently, we would expect the workshops to improve “healing” because we
would expect all three scales to improve. However, only PTSD scores diffétyentia

improved in the workshop groups over the control group. These results suggest that
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the workshop groups, especially the training based workshop groups, specifically
improved PTSD symptoms and not other measures of psychological distress. Chapter

5 will discuss why this may be the case.

RegressionsSimilar to the regressions for depression, we found that anxiety scores
improved more in participants who had higher initial rankings of psychopathology
(higher PTSD, depression and anxiety scores before the workshops). We found that
pre-workshop measurements of psychopathology predicted improvement in anxiety as

shown below:

e Pre-workshop PTSD scores significantly predicted anxiety improvemgnt F(
92)= 14.589, p<0.001°%0.137, with beta values (B=0.176) indicating a
positive relationship.

e Pre-workshop depression scores also predicted anxiety improvement, F(1,
91)= 5.320, p=0.0232+0.055, with beta values (B=0.180) indicating a
positive relationship.

e Pre-workshop anxiety scores also predicted anxiety improvement F(1, 99)=
88.970, p<0.001%#0.473, with beta values (B=0.587) indicating a positive

relationship.

Additionally, as was the case for PTSD and depression symptoms, we found
improvement in anxiety to be positively correlated with improvement in aféecti
empathy and to a lesser extent with improvement in forgiveness based on the

following evidence:

e Improvement in affective empathy significantly predicted improvement in

anxiety, as indicated by the model, F(1, 99)= 6.944, p=0.640,066, with
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the beta values (B=0.957) indicating a positive relationship. This means that
people who improved in affective empathy also improved in anxiety.

e Additionally, improvement in forgiveness trended toward a significant
prediction of improvement in anxiety, as indicated by the model, F(1, 97)=
3.181, p=0.078,2r0.032, with the beta values (B=0.502) indicating a positive
relationship, suggesting that people who improved in forgiveness also

improved in anxiety.
Finally, we found the following non-significant results:

e Neither contact, number of dependents, income or amount of education
significantly predicted anxiety improvement. When all of the variables were
included in the regression, the overall model was not significant, F(4, 90)=
0.147, p=0.964. None of the individual variables significantly predicted
improvement in anxiety.

e Improvement in other dependent variables did not predict improvement in
anxiety. Using a linear regression, we determined that improvement in
affective, cognitive and behavioral prejudice did not predict improvement in
anxiety. Furthermore, improvement in tolerance, trust and cognitive empathy
also failed to predict improvement in anxiety. Similarly pre-workshop
affective empathy, cognitive empathy, tolerance, trust, and forgiveness als
failed to predict depression improvement, as did affective, cognitive and

behavioral prejudice.

Attitudes Toward Reconciliation

Summary:As part of a short series of questions designed to capture any shifts in

opinions participants hold about current events and political issues, we examined
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whether participants’ opinions about the importance of reconciliation changed during
the workshops. We found a trend toward a significant improvement in participant
opinions about the importance of reconciliation. However, we were surprised to find
that eight participants decreased the importance they placed on recaonciliati
following the workshops. After probing to understand the characteristics of these
negative responders, we found that participants with higher initial depression and
PTSD symptoms, but not necessarily anxiety symptoms, are more likelyawebeli

that reconciliation is less important after participating in the workshop groups.

Results: In an effort to capture any potential societal effects of the workshops, we
asked participants several questions about their views on current events aral politic
issues. Of those questions, the only one that showed improvement was the question
about reconciliation, which asked participants “Do you think it's important to repair

relationships between groups?”

We used a Wilcoxon sign rank test to evaluate the change in participants and found a
trend toward a significant improvement over time, Z= -1.860, p=0.063, with 18
participants increasing their rank, 8 decreasing their rank and 76 particigamtsng

the same rank of importance. Although only a minority of participants decided that
reconciliation was less important after the workshops, we found it surprising that
there were any. We therefore tried to identify any psychometrissmesats that may
distinguish these participants from those who were positively or neutraligmnuiéd

by the workshops with regard to reconciliation.

We found that the participants who ranked reconciliation as less importanhafter t
workshops entered the workshops with higher PTSD and depression scores. We

reached this conclusion based on the steps and the evidence detailed below:
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PTSD:

We first created a new grouping variable based on whether a participant
regarded reconciliation as more important (positive responders), less important
(negative responders) or those who did not change (non-responders).

We then hypothesized that the reconciliation responder groups may differ in
pre-workshop group psychopathology ratings. We therefore assessed
symptoms of PTSD, depression and anxiety using a one-way ANOVA and

Scheffe post-hoc tests.

To assess the impact of PTSD symptoms, we ran a one-way ANOVA using
the above-defined reconciliation groups as a grouping variable and PTSD
scores as a dependent variable. The ANOVA was significant, F(2, 94)= 5.316,
p=0.007, with Scheffe post hoc tests indicating that the negative responders
(M=60.57) exhibited higher PTSD symptoms than both the non-responders
(M=41.25), p=0.015 and the positive responders (M=36.87), p=0.008. There
was no significant difference between positive responders and non-responders,
p=0.631.

We then hypothesized that PTSD symptoms at Q2 may directly predict the
change in reconciliation, so we ran a simple linear regression, predicting
reconciliation change from Q2 to Q3 with PTSD symptoms. The overall
ANOVA was significant, F(1, 93)=9.665, p=0.0020.094, with the beta

values (B=-0.011) suggesting an inverse relationship between PTSD
symptoms at Q2 and change in the perceived importance of reconciliation.
We further hypothesized that PTSD symptoms could predict the initial

perceived importance of reconciliation, which we examined with a linear
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regression. However, the overall model was not significant, F(1, 96)=0.168,
p=0.469. This suggests that PTSD symptoms are a good predictor of the
change in perceived reconciliation importance, but not initial rankings of the

same measure.

Depression:

To assess the impact of depression symptoms, we ran a one-way ANOVA
using the above-defined reconciliation groups as a grouping variable and
depression scores as a dependent variable. The ANOVA was significant, F(2,
92)= 5.587, p=0.005, with Scheffe post hoc tests indicating that the negative
responders (M=35.28) exhibited higher depression symptoms than both non
responders, (M=24.19) p=0.014 and (M=21.61) positive responders, p=0.006.
There was no significant difference between positive responders and negative
responders, p=0.582.

We then hypothesized that depression at Q2 may directly predict the change in
reconciliation, so we ran a simple linear regression, predicting reatiucili

change from Q2 to Q3 with depression symptoms. The overall ANOVA was
significant, F(1, 91)=6.242, p=0.014=60.064, with the beta values (B= -

0.016) suggesting an inverse relationship between depression symptoms at Q2
and change in the perceived importance of reconciliation, suggesting that
people with higher levels of depression symptoms responded negatively to the
workshops.

We further hypothesized that depression symptoms could predict the initial
perceived importance of reconciliation, which we examined with a linear

regression. However, the overall model was not significant, F(1, 94)=0.266,
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p=0.607. This suggests that depression symptoms are a good predictor of the
change in perceived reconciliation importance, but not initial rankings of the

same measure.

Anxiety:

To assess the impact of anxiety symptoms, we ran a one-way ANOVA using
the above-defined reconciliation groups as a grouping variable and anxiety
scores as a dependent variable. The ANOVA was not significant, F(2, 98)=
2.148, p=0.122.

It is possible that we did not find increased Q2 anxiety scores in negative
responders because the low N in the negative responders group decreased the
power of our analysis. So, we explored the possibility that the anxiety scores
can predict the change in the perceived importance of reconciliation. We
therefore ran a simple linear regression, predicting reconciliation clramge

Q2 to Q3 with anxiety symptoms. The overall ANOVA was not significant,

F(1, 99)=2.417, p=0.123, suggesting that there is no relationship between
anxiety symptoms at Q2 and change in the perceived importance of
reconciliation.

We further hypothesized that anxiety symptoms could predict the initial
perceived importance of reconciliation, which we examined with a linear
regression. However, the overall model was not significant, F(1, 102)=0.059,
p=0.808. This suggests that anxiety symptoms are not a good overall predictor
of the initial scores of, or the change in, the perceived importance of

reconciliation.
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Overall, these results suggest that participants with higher initial stépneand
PTSD symptoms, but not necessarily anxiety symptoms, are more likelyeoebeli

that reconciliation is less important after participating in the workshop groups

RegressionsiWe chose to explore the hypothesis that we could predict participant’s
change in opinion about the importance of reconciliation using our dependent
variables. Using a linear regression, we determined that improvement in bahavior
and cognitive prejudice did not predict improvement in anxiety. Furthermore,
improvement in tolerance, trust, affective empathy and cognitive emgdathiaded

to predict change in reconciliation. Additionally, no pre-workshop scores signtifica

predicted reconciliation improvement.

However, improvement in affective prejudice significantly predicted gbam
reconciliation opinion, as indicated by the model, F(1, 100)=5.627, p=0.020,
r’=0.053, with the beta values (B=0.039) indicating a positive relationship.
Additionally, improvement in affective empathy trended toward a significant
prediction of change in reconciliation opinion, as indicated by the model, F(1, 100)=
3.469, p=0.065,2+0.034, with the beta values (B=0.052) indicating a positive
relationship. Overall, these results suggest that reconciliation scores ichpnove in

participants who also improved in affective prejudice or affective empathy.

Contact

Summary:Because of the large volume of research suggesting that intergroup contact
leads to lower prejudice, and higher trust and forgiveness, we examined the
relationship between initial levels of contact and our dependent variables—both
before and after the workshops. Surprisingly, we found no relationship between initial

levels of contact and prejudice, trust, tolerance, forgiveness or healing. Hpweve
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found a strong relationship between contact and empathy. As discussed in the section
on empathy above, we therefore expected to see a similar relationshiprbetwe

contact in the workshop setting and improvement in empathy scores, but instead we
found that people who enter the workshops with higher levels of contact and therefore
empathy, do worse in empathy improvement than those who enter with less
interaction with members of the outgroup. While more research is needed to
determine the precise meaning of these results, one explanation may be thlay empa

is a moderator of other variables such as prejudice and healing.

Results:We explored the hypothesis that the quality and quantity of contact with
members of the outgroup before the workshop would predict initial levels of our
dependent variables (prejudice, empathy, trust, tolerance, forgiveness ang)lozali

the improvement in these variables. Using a linear regression, we found tlaat ebnt
Q2 did not predicinitial levelsof affective prejudice, F(1,103)=1.888, p=0.172;
cognitive prejudice, F(1,100)=0.586, p=0.446; behavioral prejudice, F(1,103)=1.782,
p=0.185; trust, F(1,103)=1.234, p=0.269; tolerance, F(1,103)=1.603, p=0.208;
forgiveness, F(1,101)=0.004, p=0.950; depression, F(1,95)=0.427, p=0.515; PTSD,

F(1,96)=0.085, p=0.771; or anxiety, F (1,103)=0.039, p=0.844.

We also found that contact did not predmprovementn affective prejudice,

F(1,101)=0.001, p=0.976; cognitive prejudice, F(1,95)=0.028, p=0.868; behavioral
prejudice, F(1,103)=0.742, p=0.391, affective empathy, F(1,100)=0.019, p=0.890;
forgiveness, F(1,98)=0.391, p=0.533; PTSD, F(1,92)=0.710, p=0.402; depression,

F(1,89)=1.507, p=0.223; or anxiety, F(1,99)=0.313, p=0.577.

However, as described above in the section on empathy, we found that Q2 contact

scores positively predicted Q2 cognitive empathy, F(1,103)=17.134, p<(?001, r
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=0.143, B=0.922, and Q2 affective empathy scores before the workshops,
F(1,103)=8.232, p=0.005>%0.74, B=0.411 with a stronger relationship toward
cognitive over affective empathy. As discussed in the section on empathy above, this
suggests that people with more contact with the outgroup, have more affective and

cognitive empathy for that group.

However, we also found that contact measures positively predicpgdvemenin

tolerance, F(1,100)=4.317, p=0.049=0.041, B=0.570, but negatively predicted

trust F(1,103)=4.450, p=0.037,70.041, B=-0.539, and cognitive empathy,
F(1,100)=7.122, p=0.009*¥0.066, B=-0.609.These results suggest that while more
initial contact with members of the outgroup predicts improvement in tolerance

during the workshops, it does not predict a reduction of prejudice, or an increase in
empathy, forgiveness or healing. Moreover, initial levels of contact netyafiredict
improvement in trust and cognitive empathy, meaning that people who have more
contact with members of the outgroup before the workshops improve less on trust and

cognitive empathy in the workshops.

Conclusion

Overall, the results of this study confirm previous research suggestingtédrgroup
contact can increase prejudice, trust, forgiveness and healing in a post-conflic
context. As shown in Table 8 below, we found that a dialogue technique that
integrates elements of participant storytelling is most effeetiviecreasing prejudice
and increasing forgiveness, while the training technique was most effattive

reducing symptoms of PTSD and modestly increasing trust.
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Table 8:

Summary of Experimental Results

Prejudice 0
Empathy .
Trust .
Tolerance o

Forgiveness .

Healing .

Dialogue-based contact reduced prejudice 2.64
points
No A in cognitive or behavioral prejudice

No A

Training-based contact increased trust 0.54
points

No A

Dialogue-based contact increased forgiveness 1.4
points

Training-based contact reduced symptoms of
PTSD 3.6 points
No A in depression or anxiety

However, these findings should be treated withioaatoptimism as the effect siz

are relatively small and the study was subjecet@gl sources of bias as descri

in Chapter 3. Becaudhis is the irst study to explicitly test the effects ovariety of

contact techniquesn a broad range of dependent variain a posteonflict society,

more research is needed to confthese findings and determimdnich methods ar

most effectiveat promoting intergroup reconciliatio

To that endChapter 5 will discuss these results in the coraéeiisting researcand

will suggest avenues for work that v help scholars and practitioners be

understand how to promote the conditions econciliation in postonflict societies
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

This chapter will discuss the statistical results presented in chapten fayit of
existing literature for each variable including prejudice, empathy Vengiss, trust,
healing and tolerance. It will attempt to explain the results of thg studl identify
gaps in the literature where uncertainty remains. The conclusion will diseuss t
implications of these results for both theory and practice, and suggest aa &mgend

future research.

Throughout, this chapter seeks to demonstrate that while the results of thisnexperi
are modest, there is reason for cautious optimism that intergroup contact programs
may have an important role to play in encouraging post-conflict recorarili#s

seen in chapter four, the dialogue methodology was the most effective ahgeduci
prejudice and increasing forgiveness for participants regardless otydgotip. The
training workshops also saw moderate success in increasing trust andasignif

success at improving symptoms of post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD)

Moreover, while we did not see a significant improvement in empathy as aafesult
the workshops, improvement in affective empathy positively predicted improvement
in prejudice and healing, suggesting that empathy may be mediatirgjatienship
between facilitated contact and improvement in prejudice and healing. Tolerasce

the only variable for which we have no significant findings.

While this chapter will seek to explain the nuance of these results, the oveliali)§
suggest that facilitated intergroup contact has the potential not only to reduce
prejudice, but to increase trust, forgiveness and healing. To be sure, seanehds

needed to determine the best methods for maximizing the effects of this work.
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However, this study provides some of the first evidence that the effectslitdtizd
intergroup contact can translate into the highly-charged context of post-conflict
societies and that “the findings obtained under relatively benign conditions of
intergroup relations between experimentally created groups in the laboratdog ca
generalized to real-world social groups with a history of conflict and hgstilit

inequalities of status and power, and political strughfe”.

Prejudice

This study shows that all three contact techniques—training, dialogue andl mixe
methods-- were effective in reducing affective prejudice, regardlebs of t
participant’s identity group. However, we saw no corresponding change in gegniti
or behavioral prejudice. These results strongly reinforce existingtliter, which
suggests that affective dimensions of prejudice (feelings and emotional ressponse
toward the outgroup) may be more strongly affected by contact than cognitive

dimensions of prejudice (perceptions and beliefs about the outgroup).

When Allport originally posited the contact hypothesis, he proposed that knowledge
was the mediating factor linking contact to a reduction of prejudidée claimed

that intergroup contact facilitated learning about the outgroup, and this new
knowledge in turn reduced prejudice. However, as contact research continues to grow,
new research indicates that affective components of prejudice such as hiiegy a

and empathy/perspective-taking may be more strongly affected by cthraac¢he

perceptions, judgments, and beliefs that form the basis of cognitive préjtidice.

192 Brewer and Gaertner, "Toward Reduction of Prejeriotergroup Contact and Social
Categorization," 301.

193 Allport, The Nature of Prejudice

194 R.D. Ashmore and F.K. Del Boca, "Conceptual apghea to stereotypes and stereotyping,” in
Cognitive processes in stereotyping and intergrbaepavior ed. D.L. Hamilton (Hillsdale, NJ:

170



For example, social psychology has repeatedly shown that greater exposurdgo targe
can, in and of itself, significantly enhance liking for those targets, a maipacent

of affective prejudicé® Moreover, studies with social targets have shown that the
enhanced liking that results from exposure can generalize to greater dikiitpér

related, yet previously unknown, social targéf$ettigrew and Tropp note that if

this work on exposure is applied to contact theory, it implies that all things being
equal, greater contact and familiarity with members of other groups stithddice

liking for those groups, possibly explaining why Allport’s conditions of contact do

not prove to be essential for positive effects of contact to em¥rge.

Moreover, Stangor et al. have posited that affective components may be stronger
determinants of prejudice than cognitive components because affective regrenses
based on direct and therefore highly self-relevant experiences with thegianget
members, whereas stereotypes may often be learned from secondary 'Sdti@es

the extent that direct, self-relevant experiences produce strdtigetimal responses

in comparison to indirect experience, then affect would be expected to be a strong
predictor of prejudicé® This may explain why the dialogue technique produced

greater improvements in affective prejudice than either the training edmiethod

Erlbaum, 1981); I. Katz and R. Hass, "Racial Ambl#nae and American value conflict: Correlational
and priming studies of dual cognitive structuregtirnal of Personality and Social Psychology
32(1988).
1% R.F. Bornstein, "Exposure and affect: Overview areta-analysis of research, 1968-1987,"
Psychological Bulletirl06(1989); E. Harmon-Jones and J.J.B. Allen, "foihe of affect in the mere
exposure effect: Evidence from physiological arghiitual differences approache®grsonality and
Social Psychology Bulletia7(2001); A.Y. Lee, "The mere exposure effect:ulicertainty reduction
explanation revisited,Personality and Social Psychology Bulle®i(2001); R.B. Zajonc, "Attitudinal
effects of mere exposureJburnal of Personality and Social Psycholdy{Monograph Suppl.
2(1968); G.C. Homang,he human grougNew York: Harcourt, Brace, & World, 1950); Pgteéw
and Tropp, "A Meta-Analytic Test of Intergroup Cact Theory."
1% G. Rhodes, J. Halberstadt, and G. Brajkovich, ‘@alization of mere exposure effects to averaged
composite facesSocial Cognitionl9(2001); Pettigrew and Tropp, "A Meta-Analyticst ef
Intergroup Contact Theory," 753.
197 . "A Meta-Analytic Test of Intergroup Contact Thgdr
izz Stangor, Sullivan, and Ford, "Affective and CoiyeitDeterminants of Prejudice."

Ibid.
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workshops as it is likely that the more intimate, interpersonal process oeBiogyt
was a more direct, self-relevant experience for participants than trhiagegl
methodologies in which there was less opportunity for direct interaction of a dersona

nature.

The results of this study therefore lend strong support to research showicgntiagt
has a more significant effect on affective rather than cognitive components of
prejudice. It also supports research suggesting that affective componemjsidicer
are reduced through direct, self-relevant experiences with membersoottdgineup.
While it is the work of future research to demonstrate whether sustainedtcontac
repeated contact in a facilitated setting can begin to break down the cogmitive a
behavioral components of prejudice, this work suggests that the more intimate
environment of a dialogue-based workshop is likely to produce greater gains on

prejudice reduction than less personal training-based methodologies.

Empathy

This study hypothesized that facilitated contact would lead to an increase ithgmpa
both affective and cognitive, for participants. However, we found no evidence of any
significant increase in empathy as a result of the workshops. Yet, we fotind tha
empathy may be mediating, or enabling, the relationship between contact and

variables such as prejudice, forgiveness, trust, tolerance and healing.

Specifically, we found evidence that empathy may be mediating thienslaip

between prejudice and healing in the fact that while the workshops did not produce a
significant improvement in empathy, they did lead to significant improvements in
prejudice and healing, which in turn were predicted by improvement in affecti

empathy. This linkage supports the idea that affective empathy may be neethiati
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relationship between facilitated contact and improvement in prejudice amagheal
and is in line with previous studies, which show that affective factors such aswgmpat

and anxiety mediate the contact-prejudice relation€fip.

Other research is also showing that contact with the outgroup in the form of close
cross-group relationships can be highly effective in reducing intergroup préftidice

to the extent that these relationships encourage empathy with outgroup m&mbers.
For example, Voci and Hewstone have shown intergroup contact with immigrants in
Italy to be positively associated with empathy for immigrants, which inviash
positively associated with outgroup attitudes toward immigrants and vegati
associated with subtle prejudice against immigrafit©ther work has demonstrated
that empathy mediates the contact-prejudice relationship in post-ceofiieties

such as Northern Irelafid and South Africa®®

In addition, Hewstone et al. have found significant positive correlations not only

between contact and prejudice, but between contact with outgroup friends and

209 Miles Hewstone et al., "Intergroup Contact in aiféd Society: Challenging Segregation in
Northern Ireland,” infThe Social Psychology of Inclusion and Exclusesh D. Abrams, J.M. Marques,
and M.A. Hogg (Philadelphia: Psychology Press, 2005

21 Thomas Pettigrew, F., "Generalized intergroup acneffects on prejudicePersonality and Social
Psychology Bulleti23(1997); S.C. Wright et al., "The extended congdiect: Knowledge of cross-
group friendships and prejudiceddurnal of Personality and Social Psycholog3(1997); S. Levin, C.
Van Laar, and J. Sidanius, "The effects of ingrangd outgroup friendships on ethnic attitudes in
college: A longitudinal study,Group Processes and Intergroup Relati@(2003); Stefania Paolini et
al., "Effects of direct and indirect cross-grouigfidships on judgments of Catholics and Protestants
Northern Ireland: The mediating role of an anxietguction mechanismPersonality and Social
Psychology Bulletir80(2004).

202K Finlay and W.G. Stephan, "Reducing prejudidee Effects of empathy on intergroup attitudes,"
Journal of Applied Social Psycholo@(2000); Hewstone et al., "Intergroup Contad Divided
Society: Challenging Segregation in Northern Irdlan

23 y/oci and Hewstone, "Intergroup contact and prejedoward immigrants in Italy: The mediational
role of anxiety and the moderational role of greatience."

204E. Myers, M. Hewstone, and E. Cairns, "Impactaiftict on mental health in Northern Ireland:
The mediating role of intergroup forgiveness anliiective guilt.," Political Psychologyd0(2009).

25 Hermann Swart et al., "Achieving forgiveness angttin postconflict societies: The importance of
self-disclosure and empathy,"loving Beyond Prejudice Reduction: Pathways to fR@sintergroup
Relations ed. Linda R. Tropp and Robyn K. Mallett (WashomgtDC: American Psychological
Association, 2011); ibid.
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forgiveness, trust, and perspective-taking (the cognitive component of enfi3athy)
They suggest that this may be because having a close outgroup friend promotes
perspective taking, which seems to be a mediator in predicting outgroup attitudes,

trust and forgivenes¥’

While we did not find any evidence that the quantity or quality of contact with
members of the outgroup before the workshops predicted initial levels of prejudice,
trust, tolerance, forgiveness, PTSD, depression or anxiety, we found that contact
scores before the workshops did positively predict both cognitive and affective
empathy scores before the workshops, with a stronger relationship towardveogniti
over affective empathy. This implies that people with more contact with theoaptg
have greater initial levels of empathy for that group. Further, we found thal ini
levels of empathy predicted initial levels of contact, prejudice, trust andéoegs,
providing further support for the idea that empathy may be mediating thenshap

between contact and prejudice, trust and forgiveness.

Finally, we found that initial levels of outgroup contact did not praediptovement

in prejudice, affective empathy, forgiveness, PTSD, depression or anxietgveiow
we found that initial levels of outgroup contact positively predicted improvement in
tolerance, but negatively predicted improvement in trust and cognitive empathy
Similarly, we also found that initial levels of empathy for the outgroup neggativel
predicted improvement in both cognitive and affective empathy during the

workshops.

This means that people who entered the workshops with higher initial levels of

2% Hewstone et al., "Intergroup Contact, Forgivenass, Experience of "The Troubles" in Northern
Ireland."

27 Hewstone et al., "Intergroup Contact in a Dividatiety: Challenging Segregation in Northern
Ireland."
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outgroup contact and greater empathy toward the outgroup, improved on tolerance
toward the outgroup, but got slightly worse on measures of trust, affective and
cognitive empathy as a result of the workshops. These results suggestrihataly

be a ceiling effect occurring with regard to empathy and trust for emits who

enter the workshops with high levels of preexisting contact, and therefore vegsh le

of empathy for the outgroup such that we should not expect high empathy individuals
to become more empathetic or trusting as a result of contact. This indztes t
facilitated intergroup contact may be better suited to participants w#lpleexisting

contact, and therefore lower initial levels of empathy for the outgroup.

While more research is needed to determine whether empathy is indeed méakating
relationship between contact angprovementn variables such as prejudice, trust,
forgiveness and healing, this study supports the growing body of researchisgggest
that empathy may play a strong mediating role in the relationship betweeot@mda
variables thought to contribute to reconciliation. Moreover, it suggests that while
empathy may not change directly as a result of contact interventions, [danay
mediating, or supporting an erosion of prejudice and an improvement of trust,

forgiveness and healing.

Forgiveness

In contrast to Hewstone et al., who found that forgiveness was positively associated
with trust, perspective taking, outgroup attitudes, and contact with outgroup friends in

the context of Northern Ireland, we did not find a relationship between pre-workshop
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levels of forgiveness, trust, empathy (perspective taking) or contidwcthei

outgroup?®®

However, we did find a relationship between facilitated contact and forgivesess, a
the dialogue and mixed methods workshops lead to a significant improvement in
forgiveness for both GAM and PETA participafit8in addition, we found that
participants who had higher affective prejudice scores before undergoing the
workshops improved more on forgiveness scores in the dialogue and training groups,
suggesting that participants with higher initial levels of prejudice magfib@most

from intergroup workshops in terms of improving forgiveness.

The psychological link between forgiveness and prejudice is perhaps unsgrpssi
forgiveness requires a modification of attitude or emotional responses, andgarejudi
is considered an attitud&> While more research is needed to disentangle the precise
relationship between forgiveness and outgroup attitudes, the fact that affective
prejudice improvement significantly predicts forgiveness improvement inatimenty

and mixed technique groups suggests that the training technique may be changing

forgiveness scores via affective prejudice or vice versa.

One possible explanation of why the workshops increased forgiveness is that they
were facilitating a reduction of anger. While we did not measure angetldin this

study, previous studies have shown that the decision to forgive is associated with the

2% Hewstone et al., "Intergroup Contact, Forgivenass, Experience of "The Troubles" in Northern
Ireland.": 114

299 The training workshops resulted in an improvenierforgiveness for GAM, but not for PETA.
#0E D. Scobie and G.E.W. Scobie, "Damaging evertis: Ferceived need for forgivenesiurnal
for the theory of social behavi@8(1998); Janice Haaken, "The good, the bad, redgly:
Psychoanalytic and cultural perspectives on forgigs," inBefore forgiving: cautionary views of
forgiveness in psychotherapmd. Sharon Lamb and Jeffrie G. Murphy (Oxfordfadd University
Press, 2002), 182.
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release of feelings of anger and revenge towards the offéfidahajic, Brown et al.

also similarly found that intergroup forgiveness involves a reduction of feelings of
revenge, anger and mistrust toward the perpetrator group and intentions to understand,
approach and engage with its membBéf\s will be seen in the section on healing, a
reduction of anger may be mediating not only improvement in forgiveness, but a

reduction of PTSD symptoms as well.

Trust

While we found that the training groups produced a statistically significant
improvement in trust, this change may not be clinically significant as thesmea
improved by only 0.54 points on the trust scale. While previous research in Northern
Ireland has indicated that both direct and indirect intergroup contact are positively
associated with outgroup tréfStand outgroup trust is positively associated with
positive behavioral action tendencies toward the outgroup, we found only moderate

evidence to support this?

One explanation for this difference may be the fact that the research ireiort
Ireland focused solely on preexisting contact with members of the outgroup, while
this study looks at the effects of both preexisting as well as fadilitatiergroup

contact. As such, it is possible that the effects of preexisting contact aggatent

21 Michael E.; Fincham McCullough, Frank D.; TsangrAhn "Forgiveness, forbearance, and time:
The temporal unfolding of transgression-relatedrip¢rsonal motivationsJournal of Personality and
Social Psycholog84, no. 3 (2003); R.D. & the Human Developmend$tGroup Enright, "The moral
development of forgiveness," liandbook of moral behavior and developmexnt W. Kurtines and J.
Gerwitz (Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 1991).

%2 sabinaCehaji¢, Rupert Brown, and Emanuele Castano, "Forgivefargbt? Antecedents and
consequences of intergroup forgiveness in BosrdaHarzegovina,Political Psychology9, no. 3
(2008).

213 Myers, Hewstone, and Cairns, "Impact of conflistroental health in Northern Ireland: The
mediating role of intergroup forgiveness and cailecguilt..”"; T. Tam et al., "Intergroup trust in
Northern Ireland,Personality and Social Psychology BulleB&(2009).

214 . "Intergroup trust in Northern Ireland.”
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than those of facilitated contact and that it cannot be assumed that facddatact

will have the same trust-enhancing effects as preexisting contact.

It is also possible that the observational methodology used in the Northern Ireland
studies introduced a significant amount of bias into the study, such that the study
results are overestimated. As Gerber, Green and Kaplan have suggestsklahe r
bias in observational research is typically much greater than in exgmeaistudies
because while observational studies also examine the effects of variatisetiofa
independent variables, this variation is not generated through randomization
procedure$’® Subsequently, researchers have to make assumptions about the
statistical relationship between observed and unobserved causes of the dependent
variable, which increases the likelihood of producing inaccurate results. Iteottee
possible that the Northern Ireland studies overestimated the effect of cantacst

and that the results we obtained under the experimental conditions of this study are a

more precise measure of the effect of contact on trust.

A third explanation may be that we should expect to see fewer gains in troist as t
study was conducted in the context of a developing country, Indonesia, while the
Northern Ireland study is a case of a developed country with a more esthblikhe
of law and less corruption. As Bo Rothstein explaliigge problem of low
interpersonal trust comes from discriminated groups having been forced tndiee
public institutions that have been, or which they have believed to be, deeply

dysfunctional for them?*® He further notes that “people who interpret life in terms of

25 Alan S. Gerber, Donald P. Green, and Edward Hlatap The illusion of learning from
observational research,"” Rroblems and methods in the study of politezk lan Shapiro, Rogers
Smith, and Tarek Massoud (New York: Cambridge Ursitg Press, 2004), 251.

Z1Bo Rothstein, "Social trust and honesty in governtnA causal mechanisms approach,” in
Creating social trust in post-socialist transitigred. Janos Kornai, Bo Rothstein, and Susan Rose-
Ackerman (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004), 23.
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corruption are not only likely to mistrust public authorities; they are also unliel
trust other people in general. The corruption of the authorities can thus be seen as a
main source of social distrust* It is possible that this theory explains why contact

produced less trust in the context of Indonesia than Northern Ireland.

A final explanation for the slight improvement in trust is that it is perhaps not
surprising that we saw greater gains in prejudice and forgiveness than giveuns

that it may be easier to improve outgroup attitudes than it is to build trust. While
prejudice and forgiveness may be considered outgroup attitudes, outgroup trust has
been defined as a positive expectation about the intentions and behavior of an
outgroup toward the ingroup® Outgroup trust therefore requires ingroup members to
make themselves vulnerable to the intentions of the outgroup, while outgroup
attitudes such as prejudice and forgiveness d6'Aés such, outgroup trust might be
regarded as distinct from one’s outgroup attitudes and far more difficult ®vachi

than out-group liking, a key component of prejudice.

One particular reason why outgroup trust may be more difficult to achieve than
outgroup liking, or a reduction of prejudice, is that more effort is often required to
establish trust than is required to destrdy'itWhere it may require multiple positive
encounters, or “trustworthy” behaviors, to build trust, it often requires only one
“untrustworthy” act or betrayal to arouse distrust that is very resistaharme™?

For this reason, the outgroup distrust stemming from a history of intergroup conflict

T pid., 14.

28R J. Lewicki, D.J. McAllister, and R.J. Bies, "Btuand distrust: New relationships and realities,"
Academy of Management Revi28(1998).

#9Tam et al., "Intergroup trust in Northern Ireldnd.

220 Hewstone et al., "Intergroup forgiveness and guillorthern Ireland: Social psychological
dimensions of "The Troubles"."

221 swart et al., "Achieving forgiveness and trusp@stconflict societies: The importance of self-
disclosure and empathy.": 192

222 M. Rothbart and B. Park, "On the confirmabilitydagisconfirmability of trait conceptsJournal of
Personality and Social Psycholo§9(1986).
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often remains evident in post-conflict societies long after the confiadt has
ended?®® As such, it is possible to enhance outgroup liking, or reduce prejudice, while

distrust of the outgroup remains prevalent.

Lewicki and Wiethoff have argued that creating and maintaining mutual trust is
essential for the establishment of positive intergroup relations becaugaoaess,

trust building is capable of replacing suspicion, fear, and anger with benevolence and
cooperatiorf?* Trust allows suspicion and distrust of the outgroup, which is often
characterized by self-imposed segregation or negative behaviors toward toemutg

to be replaced with a greater willingness to engage with the outgroup in a twepera

constructive mannér>

Lewicki and Wiethoff distinguish between calculus-based trust and identheati
based trust?® Calculus-based trust is generally non-intimate and task-oriented,
whereas identification-based trust is often more intimate in nature)geiyi a

greater understanding and appreciation of the two parties’ needs. Calcidddrbat
is often witnessed in the early stages of intimate, personal relationshgreas
identification-based trust comes to the fore in relationships charactdryzgreater
closeness as the result of repeated self-disclosure, or the voluntarg sthar@msonal
information, which by its very nature requires a certain degree of trust in tlo@ pers
with whom this personal information is being sha@d\hile initial self-disclosures

between individuals who are only beginning to get to know one another are bound to

23 g., GibsonQvercoming apartheid: Can truth reconcile a divideation?

224R J. Lewicki and C. Wiethoff, "Trust, trust devefoent, and trust repair," ifhe handbook of

conflict resolution: Theory and practiced. M. Deutsch and P.T. Coleman (San Franciséo, C

Jossey-Bass, 2000).

2R M. Kramer and P.J. Carnevale, "Trust and intargmegotiation,” iBlackwell handbook of
social psychology: Intergroup processed. R. Brown and S. Gaertner (Malden, MA: Blackwe
2001); Lewicki and Wiethoff, "Trust, trust developnt, and trust repair."

226 "Trust, trust development, and trust repair."

221 R.E. Petty and H.L. Mirels, "Intimacy and scarafyself-disclosure: Effects on interpersonal
attraction for males and female®grsonality and Social Psychology BulleTi(L981).
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be relatively superficial, requiring minimal trust, these self-disclEes will become
more intimate as the interpersonal relationship develops, requiring inctgasong

trust.

It is therefore possible that the three-day workshop period was insufficient for
participants to build identification-based trust, and that the small statigdins we

saw are attributable to an increase in calculus-based trust, but a continued lack of
identification-based trust. This theory would suggest that repeated encouitiiarew

same members of the outgroup would eventually result in an increase in trust score
This theory strongly supports a second phase of this study that would bring
participants together for a second and third round of contact to evaluate further
changes to outgroup attitudes and trust. Moreover, while this study did not include
separate measures of calculus-based or identification-based trust, fudige sould

use a measure of trust that seeks to disaggregate the two to enhance understanding of

how to increase trust.

Healing

Given that the dialogue-based workshops encourage story-telling elehsnts t
resemble conventional psychotherapy, | expected the dialogue groups to Ividpealle
symptoms of PTSD, depression and anxiety. Yet, surprisingly, it was the groups that
used the training or mixed methods that alleviated some PTSD symptoms, with no
significant difference between participants who identified with GAM or RKENIso
surprising was the fact that the training and mixed methods workshops alleviated

PTSD symptoms but not depression or anxiety symptoms.

This may be because the training and mixed methods workshops were tapping into

constructs of anger management through a focus on conflict resolution techniques that
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helped alleviate symptoms of anger for those suffering from PTSD. Angeissrect
symptom of PTSD that exists less for those suffering from depression andnsiabse
those suffering from anxiety, which may explain why we saw a significant

improvement in symptoms of PTSD, but not in symptoms of depression or anxiety.

In his work treating Cambodian refugees, Devon Hinton, M.D., Associate Clinical
Professor of Psychiatry at Harvard Medical School, has shown that angeaplays
important role in the psychopathology of refugees suffering from PTSD, wign{sat
with PTSD scoring significantly higher on the Anger Reaction Irfd&h his clinical
work, he has found that among other treatments, patients should be taught anger-
management skills, including culturally consonant methods such as meditation and
religious approache€? It may be that the strong focus on conflict resolution
techniques such as communication skills and “local wisdom,” or religious andatultur
approaches used by the facilitators to encourage a sense of commonalignizbeve

participants served in part as anger management training.

Interestingly, Hewstone et al. have found that intergroup contact positivelgtecedi
empathy and out-group attitude, but negatively predicted a distinct intergroup
emotions factor of anger-related emotions (angry, hatred, furious, djitateaning
that more contact predicted less arfgn turn, anger negatively predicted, and
empathy positively predicted, forgiveness. These findings are in line with the
explanation by Hinton that the training and mixed method workshops were tapping
into constructs of anger management, and therefore alleviating sympt&hSDf

However, this does not explain why the dialogue workshops did not produce the same

22 pevon E. Hinton et al., "Anger, PTSD, and the aacfamily: A study of Cambodian refugees,"
Social Science and Medicig®(2009).

29 |pid.: 1393

20 Hewstone et al., "Stepping stones to reconciligiioNorthern Ireland: Intergroup contact,
forgiveness and trust."
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effect.

The fact that the dialogue-based workshops did not lead to an increase in healing for
participants or alleviation of symptoms of PTSD, depression or anxiety may be
explained by some key differences between the dialogue-based workshop and
prolonged exposure therapy. Prolonged exposure therapy mainly consists @depeat
imaginal exposure to the traumatic memory until the patient becomes didtragier
months of weekly exposure the strong emotions associated with

the traumatic event become extinguished. However, the treatment can be arduous
and studies are beginning to show that ethnic minorities and refugees are gven les
tolerant of this therapy than more educated Western populafid@emparatively,

the dialogue-based workshop groups may have exposed participants to traumatic
memories, but not allowed for complete extinction of the strong emotions asdociat

with the traumatic event.

Another possible explanation may be that the storytelling methods used in the
dialogue workshops invoked anxiety toward the outgroup, which acted as a
counterweight to gains made in anger management. Storytelling reliely lo@av
reciprocal self-disclosure in which participants share information about their
experiences during the conflict or with the outgroup. While self-disclosure is a
important friendship-developing and trust-building mechafitéend proved to be
effective at reducing prejudice and increasing forgiveness in this studiariyer of
entering into group-level self-disclosure too early in the initial intemastis that it

may evoke negative responses, such as intergroup anxiety, that would lower the

21K .; Resick Lester, P.A.; Young-Xu, Y.; Artz, Clnfpact of race on early treatment termination and
outcomes in posttraumatic stress disorder treatthémiirnal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology
78(2010).

%2 Thomas Pettigrew, F., "Intergroup contact theoAnhual Review of Psycholog®(1998).
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perceived quality of the contact experieft&While this does not seem to have been

a problem for prejudice reduction, it may have had a negative impact on healing. It is
possible that by incorporating more therapeutic principles into the dialogue
workshops we can invoke an outcome that is positive for prejudice, forgiveness and
healing. However more work is needed to determine the best methods for

incorporating these principles.

Tolerance

The study showed no significant change in tolerance for any of the participants,
regardless of group or workshop method. | thought perhaps this was due to the limited
scale we used to measure tolerance, which used only three questions based on James
Gibson’s conceptualization of tolerance in South Africa as the commitmenbgiepe
to put up with each other, even those whose political ideas they thoroughly detest. On
a four-point Likert scale, | therefore asked participants to rate the fotjow
statements:
e Members of the outgroup should be prohibited from standing as a candidate
for an elected position
e Members of the outgroup should be allowed to hold street demonstrations in
your community

e The outgroup should be officially banned in your community

However, the fact that responses to these questions did not significantly change
throughout the workshops is reinforced by the fact that participant responses to the
guestions regarding social and political issues also did not show a significage chan

While these questions were initially intended to serve as a proxy for potenighbkoc

23R, Brown and M. Hewstone, "An integrative theofyrergroup contact,Advances in
Experimental Psycholod37(2005).
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level impact of the workshops, they could also be interpreted as an alternatigé way
measuring tolerance. Participants were asked to rate the extent to hdyicygteed

with the following statements:

1. Do you agree that refugees/IDPs who fled the region during the conflict

should return?

2. Do you agree that the return of refugees/IDPs to the region will cause

violence?

3. Do you believe reconciliation between groups is important?

Of these three questions, only opinions about the importance of reconciliation
between groups showed a significant improvement as a result of the workshops.
Indeed, the fact that attitudes toward reconciliation improved is not surpgsieg,
that in all workshops, facilitators discussed the concept of reconciliation and
repeatedly reiterated its importance. Moreover, all workshops ended withuasitisc
of what participants could do within their own communities to encourage
reconciliation. As such, it would have been surprising if we didn’t see significant
gains on attitudes toward reconciliation. However, the fact that we didn’hgee a
significant gains on the other two questions seems to confirm that there was no

change in tolerance as a result of the workshops.

One interesting caveat to our findings on reconciliation is that particip@&hthigher
initial depression and PTSD symptoms were more likely to believe that reatogil
is lessimportant after participating in the workshops. This finding is similar to that of

Stover and Weinstein who also found that individuals who reported a high number of
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traumatic experiences and had negative pre-war relationships with the ogposipg

were less open to reconciliati6H.

However, we also found that individuals who entered the workshops highly
symptomatic of PTSD showed improvement in trust, PTSD, depression and anxiety
scores>° On balance, it therefore seems that highly symptomatic individuals benefit
from the workshops with the exception of improvement in attitudes toward
reconciliation. As such, it may be that incorporating more of the traininigoaetiogy

into the dialogue technique, with a particular focus on anger management techniques,

would help improve attitudes toward reconciliation.

Conclusion

While the results of this study are modest, they do demonstrate that intergraagt cont
can not only reduce prejudice, but increase trust, forgiveness and healing in post-
conflict contexts. While it appears that dialogue-based facilitatiohodetogies are

the most effective for changing outgroup attitudes (prejudice and forgs)enes
training-based or mixed method workshops may be more effective at improving trust
and alleviating PTSD symptoms. This suggests that in the future, asoriiehop

that incorporates elements of training, particularly those focused on anger
management techniques may be able to produce a reduction of prejudice asnvell as a

increase in forgiveness, trust and healing.

Importantly, this work also provides initial evidence that may contribute to buiéding

theory of reconciliation as it a) provides the first empirical data on thetefié

24 stover and Weinsteiny Neighbor, My Enemy: Justice and Community inAfiermath of Mass
Atrocity.

22 \We know this because pre-workshop PTSD, depressidranxiety scores are correlated with post-
workshop improvement in trust, forgiveness, PTSEprdssion and anxiety scores.
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contact which can be built upon by other scholars to flesh out a theoretical framework
for reconciliation, and b) indicates a potential sequencing of psychologicajesha

that may occur as a result of contact. As discussed above, variables thataequir
modification of outgroup attitudes such as prejudice and forgiveness improved more
after one contact session than trust. While this study found the effectstaticon

trust to be minimal, it is possible that repeated contact between groupkeemmsn

gains in trust. As such, future contact studies should attempt to measure thefeffec
multiple meetings between groups that may allow participants the time aredtepa
develop intimate or identification-based trust and deepen gains in prejudice,

forgiveness and healing.

To reflect these theoretical contributions, | have modified the model developed in
Chapter 2 to include a continuum of contact over time. Based on this research, it is
possible that we should expect to see variables such as prejudice, forgiveness and
healing change following initial contact sessions, and continue to improve with each
additional experience of intergroup contact. Given the findings on trust, | propose that
we might expect that trust would begin to improve slightly in the first contastan,

but would gain momentum in subsequent interactions as calculus-based trust evolves
into identification-based trust. As such, a theoretical model of reconciliatmgimt mi

look like this:
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK FOR
RECONCILIATION

Interventions Psychological

Changes
Paolitical/Structural Prejudice
Changes
i Empath
e Forgiveness pathy
Prosecutions/TRC Healing Identification-based
- - — ™ Trust
Historical Responsibility- Calculus-based
Apology/Reparations T
CONTACT

Intergroup Contact

While this diagram presents a proposed theoretical framework for rectogijlia

more questions than answers remain and a robust research agenda will be the key to
developing a better understanding of how to create the conditions for reconciliation.
As such, | would like to propose several themes on which future research should

focus:

1. Continue to examine the effects of intergroup contact not only on prejudice
reduction, but on a range of variables that may prove critical to reconciliation
such as forgiveness, empathy, trust, tolerance and healing. In particalar
relationship between empathy and contact needs to be better understood;

2. Expand the body of case studies that examine the effects of contact in conflict-
affected societies;

3. Determine the best methods for facilitating intergroup contact. This should
include testing the effect of incorporating more therapeutic methodologpes
dialogue workshops to explore whether a mixed method workshop that is
heavily based on dialogue can simultaneously produce a reduction of prejudice
as well as an increase in forgiveness and improvement in PTSD symptoms.
Therapeutic approaches that provide additional support for participants

following storytelling sessions as well as a focus on anger management
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techniques could be incorporated to produce an effect that captures the
benefits of both dialogue and training workshops;

4. Test the effect of repeated interaction between participants through serisequ
contact in facilitated settings, particularly to determine whetheritrastases
as a result of repeated exposure to the outgroup;

5. Develop innovative ways to capture societal level effects of the workshops,
possibly by tracking participant progress in their home villages follothiag
workshops;

6. Use similar field experimental methodology to assess the impact of other non-
contact based interventions on reconciliation such as political and structural
changes, truth-telling, etc. The accumulation of data will help confirm the
relationship between various interventions and the psychological changes
necessary for reconciliation;

7. Finally, a long-term agenda would begin to compare all of the above findings
from various conflict-affected contexts to understand the threshold at which
enough reconciliation has occurred such that societies no longer relapse into
violence. This would ultimately provide practitioners with a guideline for
when to initiate and discontinue interventions designed to create the conditions

for reconciliation in post-conflict societies.

In addition, | would like to highlight several implications of this study for
practitioners seeking to replicate or adapt this research in various cafféicted

contexts:

1. Field experimentsWhile in theory, field experiments present a rigorous

methodology for exploring causal claims, the reality of working in conflict-
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affected settings often poses unanticipated challenges that introdsicetbitne

most well-planned study design, which in turn jeopardizes the precision of the
results. As such, while field experimentation should be an important tool for
making empirical gains regarding the causal effects of peacebuilding
interventions, the challenges associated with this methodology should be well
understood by those both designing future experimental studies, as well as those

seeking to interpret their results.

As such, it is important to note that the key challenge in field experimentation i
ensuring the random allocation of subjects to treatment. Insofar as posssble, i
essential to control assignment to treatment, such that treated and untreated unit
are identical except that one group receives the treatment while the other does not.
This has several implications for practitioners:

¢ Allocate sufficient time and money to the process of selecting pantits and
assigning them to treatment groups. Problems such as those described in
Chapter 3 in which participants are misidentified, drop out of the study, and/or
participate but their data cannot be used introduce bias into the study and
should be avoided wherever possible.

e “Randomization” in the context of field experiments has a different meaning
than its colloquial usage. To ensure proper statistical randomization, ideally
you would complete the participant selection, send all data to a statistician a
have them randomly assign individuals to treatment. This “double-blind
design” avoids introducing bias that may be present if the researchersassign
individuals to treatment or control based on known characteristics of

participants. It also ensures that the participants will be properly assaned t
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treatment or control based on sound statistical logic. If you do not have access
to a statistician, use a statistics package to generate a random nunelaehfor
subject, then sort all subjects in ascending order. Finally assign theamignd

to treatment and control groups. This allows your work to be replicated by
other researchers and is perhaps the most important methodological step in a
field experiment.

The method of data collection for the treatment and control groups should be
identical. In this study, lack of financial resources lead me to choose ta collec
data from workshop participants in the workshop venue before and after the
workshops, while data collection for control group members was done in their
villages. Additionally, different enumerators were used to collect dat&in th
workshops versus in the field to avoid additional transportation costs. Ideally,
future experiments would allocate sufficient funds to implement a uniform
method of data collection for all study participants. This implies that the same
enumerators would collect data in the same manner for all participants.
Additionally, it would be ideal to collect participant data several weeks after
the trainings rather than immediately following the workshops to capture
whether the effects of the workshops remain or whether a sense of euphoria
was driving the post-workshop results.

Finally, navigating the political and security environment will be an
unavoidable challenge for all intergroup contact programs and time should be
built into program timelines and budgets to manage unanticipated obstacles.
Where possible, securing high level political support for the project can be
helpful, though relying on this support for program implementation may prove

fatal if the political mood changes. As such, securing political buy-in reay b
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helpful, but weigh carefully the risks associated with partnering with high-

level political or government agencies.

2. Participant Selection:

In this study, we aimed to select participants who were either members of,
sympathizers with, GAM or PETA, and scored 15 or higher on the measure of
affective prejudice included in Survey 1 (Appendix A). However, in future
experiments, it may be more effective to use the measure of affectivehgmpa
on the first survey and select study participants who have low initial levels of
empathy for the outgroup, rather than selecting those who have high levels of
prejudice. The reason for this is that we found initial levels of empathy to be
correlated with less intergroup contact, more prejudice, less trust and less
forgiveness, so highly prejudiced people would still be selected by using the

empathy scale instead of the prejudice scale.

In addition, improvement in affective empathy was associated with those who
entered the workshops with low levels of empathy, and this improvement was
positively correlated with improvement in all forms of prejudice (affegti
cognitive and behavioral), as well as in all forms of healing (PTSD, depression
and anxiety). Therefore, using the empathy scale to select particiauits

focus selection on people who will benefit most from the workshops and target
highly prejudiced individuals with low empathy, less trust, less forgiveness

and fewer contact experiences with members of the outgroup.

3. Workshop Design

In future experiments, | recommend testing a single hybrid workshomdheth
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that enhances the dialogue methodology used in this study to incorporate a)
more therapeutic methodology that aims to better prepare participants for
storytelling and help them resolve outstanding emotions; and b) elements of
the training workshops such as anger management techniques that may be
responsible for reducing symptoms of PTSD. This may require either
lengthening the workshops or, ideally holding repeated workshops with the
same participants. In theory, this hybrid model would be expected to produce a

reduction of prejudice, as well as an increase in forgiveness, trust and healing

Finally, as research continues to weaken the link between reconciliation and the
transitional justice mechanisms of truth-telling, it is important for gmalokng
practitioners to consider other means of achieving reconcili&tiafthile the results
of this study are modest, they provide the first empirical evidence that siprgr
contact programs may offer an effective complement for encouragiagai&ation in
conflict-affected societies. However, as more questions than angme&syr it is
essential that scholars and practitioners develop a robust research agesekkit

advance both the theory and practice of reconciliation.

3% Mendeloff, "Trauma and vengeance: Assessing tiiehmsogical and emotional effects of post-
conflict justice."; O'Connell, "Gambling with thesyche: Does prosecuting human rights violators
console their victims?."; Thoms, Ron, and Parié"Effects of transitional justice mechanisms: A
summary of empirical research findings and impi@a for analysts and practitioners."; Brounéus,
"The trauma of truth telling: Effects of witnessiimgthe Rwandan gacaca courts on psychological
health."

193



APPENDIX A: QUESTIONNAIRE FOR FIRST INTERVIEW

|. INTERVIEWER |DENTIFICATION

Enumerator:

Date:

Participant #:

Start time:
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IIl. CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH STUDY

You are being asked to take part in a research project that will evaluate thet confli
resolution program being implemented by . The evaluation is being supported by
Rachel Schiller, a PhD student from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at
Tufts University, USA and will ensure that the information needed to evaluate the
success of the program is obtained.

PURPOSE:The purpose of this research project is to learn more about how contact
between groups in a post-conflict society effects intergroup relations. Ascpaat

in the program, you are in a position to provide us with valuable insight about your
experience throughout the process. We would therefore appreciate if you would be
willing to complete a questionnaire about your experience three times throughout the
program—once today, once at the beginning of the program, and once after the final
session of the program. You may also be asked to participate in an interview
following the conclusion of the program.

PROCEDURES: We expect that each interview will take approximately 1-2 hours

and will be conducted by a staff member from X. Each person who participates in this
study is extremely important to the outcome of the study. Two thirds of the people
who fill out the first questionnaire will be invited to come to Banda Aceh to

participate in some training sessions. One third will participate in the byufiing

out questionnaires. The selection of who will come to the training will be made
completely randomly by Ms. Rachel Schiller. Your answers on the questiodpaire

not influence the likelihood that you will be selected to attend the trainings.oMd w
therefore appreciate if you can answer the questions as honestly as possible

Confidentiality is very important to us. Your name will not appear on the
guestionnaire and the questionnaires will be placed in a sealed envelope at the end of
the interview. Your responses will only be known by X staff.

The first questionnaire will be administered today in your village. You ackive

50,000 Rupiah for filling out the questionnaire. Approximately two weeks after
completing the first survey, you will be contacted by a X staff member vilho w

inform you whether you have been selected in the random process to attend a three
day training session in Banda Aceh. If you are selected to attend a traifdagda

Aceh, the staff member will provide you with dates and travel information. Your
transportation, hotel and food costs will be covered by the program. A total of six
trainings are expected to take place between April 1 and April 30, 2011.

During the interview, if you are tired or need a break, please take as mudstyoe
need to rest so that you are able to give your full attention to answering thiertgies
on the questionnaire.

If you do not understand the questions, please ask the X staff member to clarify the
guestions.

Finally, with your permission we would like to take photographs. The photographs

will be used in program reports and to present our research at various conferences in
order that others can learn from this experience.
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CONFIDENTIALITY AND RISK: There is some risk of discomfort when

discussing topics that could bring to mind distressing or emotional memorie® Pleas
know though that you do not have to answer any questions or discuss any topics that
make you feel uncomfortable. Should you require assistance as a result otrasyg dis
occurring during the program or wish to discuss your feelings or expesiaiitea
professional, the facilitators will be able to provide you with refereraregualified

mental health professionals in Aceh.

Additionally, there is also risk involved if you divulge information regarding human
rights abuses within the program setting as this information may not be safeguarde
by other study participants and may become public information. Programaetacdit

will try to minimize this risk by requesting information shared in the sasgp

remain confidential, but you should be aware that the facilitators may be umable t
control the actions of participants.

WITHDRAWAL OF PARTICIPATION:  Should you decide at any time during

the program, questionnaires or interviews that you no longer wish to participate, you
may withdraw your consent by informing the facilitators that you no longgr
participate without any penalty to you. Your participation throughout the program is
however very important and we certainly hope that you will be able to attendlzdl of
sessions.

COSTS AND BENEFITS: If you are part of the third of participants who are
randomly selected to participate in three questionnaires you will recpiveORd00

for each questionnaire that you complete for a total of Rp. 150,000.

If you are part of the two thirds of participants who are randomly selected to
participate in the trainings in Banda Aceh you will receive Rp. 50,000 for filling out
the first questionnaire and the following items will be paid for you:

e Transport to Banda Aceh from your village by mini bus organized by X. The
mini bus will travel at night and you will arrive in Banda Aceh in the morning
on the day before your training allowing you a day to rest in Banda Aceh.

e A cash-payment of a total of 40,000 Rp made to you by X to pay for snacks on
the ride to (20,000 Rupiah) and from (20,000 Rupiah) Banda Aceh.

e Three nights of accommodation in Banda Aceh sharing a room with two other
people.

e Lunch and dinner for the day before the training.

e Breakfast, lunch and dinner for the three days of the training.

e Return transportation to your village from Banda Aceh in a mini bus organized
by X, which will leave in the afternoon of the third day of training after the
completion of the training.

While there are no guaranteed benefits for you, your participation willilcotgrto
greater awareness about how to foster reconciliation in post-conflictissceaetd
about how to proceed with reconciliation in Aceh.

It is hoped that there will be benefits from your participation for others ths we
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because this research will be published in academic journals and will be formed into
policy recommendations for the government of Aceh and donors supporting the Aceh
peace process as well as other peace processes around the world. As such, your
opinion and perspective are very valuable.

REQUEST FOR MORE INFORMATION: You may ask more questions about the
study at any time. Please contact the research team by sending astagearte X at
0821-6836-9603.

SIGNATURE: | confirm that the purpose of the research, the study procedures, the
possible risks and discomforts as well as benefits have been explained to me. All my
guestions have been answered. My signature below indicates my willingness to
participate in this study.

Participant Signature Date

Participant Name Printed

| agree to be photographed YES NO Initial

Signature of Person Obtaining Consent  Date
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SECTION I:

Sex of Respondent:

How old are you?

What is your ethnicity?

NP

Acehnese
Javanese

Gayonese
Alas

What is your religion?

1.

aprowbd

Islam
Catholic
Protestant
Buddhist
Hindu

What is your marital status?
1. Unmarried
2. Married

3. Separated (but not divorced)

How many children do you have?
1.
2.
3.

o0k wnN

0
1
2

0

A WON PR

5+

. How many dependents do you have?
1.

1. Male

o

o

2. Female

5. Padang
6. Batak
7. Other; Please specify

Divorced
Widow / widower
Other

5+
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8. What level of schooling have you completed?

1. Never attended school
Elementary school

Middle School

High School

Associates Degree or Professional
Bachelor's Degree

Masters or PhD

No ks

9. What is your occupation?
1. Farmer: | own my own land

Farmer: | rent land
Farm labor
Business owner
Agent

Employee at a business
Politics

Government employee

. NGO

10. Don’t work

11.Other. Please specify:

©X N A~ WD

10. Do you have a supplementary job?

1. Farmer: | own my own land
2. Farmer: | rent land

3. Farm labor

4. Business owner

5. Agent

6. Employee at a business

7. Politics

8. Government employee

9. NGO

10. Don’t work
11.Other. Please specify:

11. If you have a spouse, does s/he work?
1. Yes 2. No
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12. Approximately how much money did your family earn last month?

0-250,000 Rp

250,001 - 500,000 Rp
501,000 — 800,000 Rp
801,000 — 1.5 million Rp
1.51 million — 2.5 million Rp
2.51 million Rp

ogahkwhE

13.What is your current housing situation?

1. living in my own house

2. renting a house

3. living with friends or relatives
4.  living in barracks

14. Have you ever received assistance because you were affected dyflibe c
1. Never 2.Yes

1l4a. If yes, from whom?

1. NGO (please specify):
2. BRA

3. Government (please specify)
4. Other (please specify)

14b. If yes, in what form?

1. House
2.Economic Empowerment Assistance
3. Diyat

4. Training (please specify the type of
training):
5. Other (please specify):
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15.What is your role in your village?

. Village government

. Religious leader

. KPA leader

. PETA leader

. FORKAB leader

. Youth Leader

. Women'’s leader

. Other: please specify:
. None

© 00 NO Ol WN K-

16.Have you ever participated in an inter-village organization?

1. Yes 2. No

16a. If yes, which organization?

. Association of village leaders
. Religious group

. Cooperative/Farmer’s group
. Youth group

. Women’s group

. Women’s economic group

. Other: Please specify:

~NOo ok WN R

16b. Where do the members in the group come from:

1. Inter-village

2. Inter-sub-district
3. Inter-district

4. Inter-province
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17.The formation of community organizations in Indonesia is now recognized by &xe. H
you ever participated in any of the following organizations?

Member of KPA

KPA sympathizer
Member of PETA
PETA Sympathizer
Member of FORKAB
FORKAB sympathizer
None of the above

NoeakwdR
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SECTION II:

I'M NOW GOING TO ASK YOU ABOUT SOME DIFFICULT EXPERENCES YOU
MAY HAVE HAD IN THE PAST.

Mark YES or NO

During the conflict...

Was your village ever been bombed or did it

18 experience fighting? Ll@ves [(0) No
19 | Were you ever displaced? [ ]J(@)Yes [ ](0) No
20 | Was your house destroyed or heavily damaged? | [_1(1)Yes [ ](0) No
21| Did you lose belongings? [1(@)Yes |[ 1) No
22 | Did you ever experience physical violence? [](1)Yes [ ](0) No
23 | Were you ever sexually assaulted? [1(1)Yes [ ](0) No
24 | Were you ever captured or kidnapped? [1(1)Yes [ ](0) No

Did you ever experience beatings on the head, suffocation, or forced in ther wate
and nearly drowned?

25 | Beating on the head (1) Yes | (0) No

26 | Choked or suffocated (1) Yes | (0) No

27 | Nearly drowned (1) Yes | (0) No

28 | Other kind of head injury (bullet, burned, electrocution etc. (1) Yes (0) No

29 | If yes, did you lose consciousness when this happened? (1) Yes (0) No

30| If yes, for how long did you lose consciousness? |  .......... minutes
Was your spouse, child, family member or friends killed or disappeared during|the
conflict?

31 | Spouse killed (1) Yes| (0) No

32| Child killed (1) Yes| (0) No

33 | Family member or friend killed (1) Yes (0) No

34

Spouse disappeared, kidnapped

(1) Yes (0) N¢

A4

35

Child disappeared, kidnapped

(1) Yes (0) No
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36

Family member or friend disappeared

1) Y

es (0)No

Have you ever experienced the following?

37 | Witnessed physical punishment (1) Yes (0) No

38 | Humiliated or shamed in public (1) Yes (0) No

39 | Forced to humiliate another person (1) Yes (0) Ng
Have you ever been forced to:

40 | Forced to injure family member or friend (1) Ye®) No

41 | Forced to injure someone who is not a family member or frigtl Yes| (0) No
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SECTION III:

WE ARE NOW GOING TO ASK YOU ABOUT YOUR CURRENT
EXPERIENCES. PLEASE ANSWER YES OR NO AS TO WHETHER YOU
CURRENTLY EXPERIENCE THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:

During the past year, have you experienced any of the following?

42 Lack of adequate shelter (1) Yes (0) No
43 Lack of water or sanitation facilities (1) Yes (0) Ng
44 Hunger or lack of food (1) Yes (0) No
45 Difficulty providing for your family (1) Yes | (0)No

46 Difficult finding or keeping a job (1) Yes| (0)No
47 Rejection by family and community members (1) Yes (0) No
48 Fear of living among family and community members (1) Yles  (0) No

49. How do you feel about the current security situation?

1. Very dangerous

2. Not secure

3. Secure (just the usual)
4. Very safe and secure
9. Don't know/refuse

50. Do you agree with the peace agreement?

1. strongly agree

2. agree

3. disagree

4. strongly disagree

51. Since the peace agreement, have you ever attended a traditi@mbiog in your

village for peace?

1. Yes 2. No

52. If yes, how many times?

1. Never
2.1 time

3. 2 times
4. 3+ times
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SECTION IV:

PLEASE THINK ABOUT THE GROUP OF PEOPLE YOU CONSIDER ED TO BE
YOUR ENEMY DURING THE CONFLICT. WHICH GROUP ARE THEY FROM?

1. GAM
2. TNI/POLRI/PETA
3. OTHER

NOW, PLEASE THINK ABOUT YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH THIS GR OUP
TODAY.

54. Currently, do you feel respect for them?

Not at all
A little
Average
A lot

pwnPE

55. Currently, do you feel comfortable when they are around?

Not at all
A little
Average
A lot

PwbdE

56. Currently, do you feel suspicious of them?

Not at all
A little
Average
A lot

pwbhE
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57.Currently, do you feel acceptance toward them?

1
2
3.
4

Not at all
A little
Average
Alot

58. Currently, do you feel relaxed when they are around?

pwnE

Not at all
A little
Average
Alot

59. Currently, do you feel afraid of them?

PwbdE

Not at all
A little
Average
Alot

60. Currently, do you feel anger toward them?

PwbdE

Not at all
A little
Average
Alot

61.Currently, do you care about or sympathize with them?

PwbPE

Not at all
A little
Average
Alot
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62.Currently, do you feel hatred toward them?

Not at all
A little
Average
Alot

PwnE

63. Currently, do you feel vengeance/the need for revenge?

1. No vengeance

2. Not much vengeance

3. Vengeance

4, Alot of vengeance
End time:
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APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SECOND/THIRD |NTERVIEW

|. IDENTIFICATION

Enumerator:

Date:

Participant #:

Location:

Start time:
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SECTION I:

PLEASE THINK ABOUT THE GROUP OF PEOPLE YOU CONSIDER ED TO BE
YOUR ENEMY DURING THE CONFLICT. WHICH GROUP ARE THEY FROM?
1.

1. GAM

2. TNI/POLRI/PETA

3. OTHER

NOW, PLEASE THINK ABOUT YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH THIS GR OUP
TODAY.

2. Currently, do you feel respect for them?

Not at all
A little
Average
Alot

pwnPE

3. Currently, do you feel comfortable when they are around?

Not at all
A little
Average
Alot

PwbdE

4. Currently, do you feel suspicious of them?

1 Not at all
2 A little

3. Average
4 Alot

5. Currently, do you feel acceptance toward them?

1 Not at all
2 A little

3. Average
4 Alot
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6. Currently, do you feel relaxed when they are around?

1. Not at all
2. A little

3. Average
4, Alot

7. Currently, do you feel afraid of them?

1 Not at all
2 A little

3. Average
4 Alot

8. Currently, do you feel anger toward them?
1 Not at all
2 A little
3. Average
4 Alot

9. Currently, do you care about or sympathize with them?

1 Not at all
2 A little

3. Average
4 Alot

10. Currently, do you feel hatred toward them?

1 Not at all
2 A little

3. Average
4 Alot
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11.Currently, do you feel vengeance/the need for revenge?

Not at all
A little
Average
Alot

PN pE

12.  Asviewed by members of society, how competent are they?

Not competent

A little competent
Competent

Very competent

PwnE

13. Asviewed by members of society, how confident are they?

Not confident

A little confident
Confident

Very confident

PwbnE

14.  As viewed by members of society, how capable are they?

Not capable

A little capable
Capable

Very capable

PwbdbE

15. Asviewed by members of society, how efficient (useful) are they?

Not useful

A little useful
Useful

Very useful

PwbrE
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

As viewed by members of society, how intelligent are they?

PN pE

Not intelligent

A little intelligent
Intelligent

Very intelligent

As viewed by members of society, how skillful are they?

pwnE

Not skillful

A little skillful
Skillful

Very skillful

As viewed by members of society, how friendly are they?

PwbdhE

As viewed by members of society, how well-intentioned are they?

PwbdE

As viewed by members of society, how trustworthy are they?

PwbPE

Not friendly

A little friendly
Friendly

Very friendly

Not well-intentioned

A little well-intentioned
Well-intentioned

Very well-intentioned

Not trustworthy

A little trustworthy
Trustworthy

Very trustworthy
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21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

As viewed by members of society, how warm are they?

1. Not warm
2. A little warm
3. Warm

4. Very warm

As viewed by members of society, how sincere are they?

1. Not sincere
2. A little sincere
3. Sincere

4. Very sincere

How prestigious are jobs typically achieved by members of their group?

1. Not prestigious
2. A little prestigious
3. Prestigious

4. Very prestigious

How economically successful have members of their group?been
1. Not successful

2. Alittle successful

3. Successful

4. Very successful

If members of their group get special breaks (such as priority in hiringiolegior
projects), does this make life more difficult for you?

No, this doesn’'t make life more difficult for me.
This makes life a bit more difficult for me.

This makes things more difficult for me.

This makes things much more difficult for me.

PwbdPE

Do you feel disappointed if resources go to members of their group and you don't get
any?

1. Not disappointed
2. A little disappointed
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3. Disappointed
4. Very disappointed

If given the opportunity, | would...
27. Exclude members of the outgroup from my country (1) Yes (0) No
28. Admit members of the outgroup only as visitors to my country| (1) Yes (0) No
29. Admit members of the outgroup as citizens to my country (1) Yes (0) No
30. Allow members of the outgroup to be employed in my occupation (1) Yes (0) No
31. Allow members of the outgroup to live in my neighborhood (1) Yes (0) No
32. | Allow members of the outgroup to join my group/club as frien¢i¢l) Yes (0) No
33. | Allow an outgroup member to marry into my family (1) Yes (0) No
34. Do you agree that refugees/IDPs from their group who fled the regiog doei conflict
should return?
1. Strongly disagree
2. Disagree
3. Agree
4. Strongly agree

35. Do you agree that the return of refugees/IDPs to the region will causeceidle

1. Strongly disagree (No it will not cause violence)
2. Disagree

3. Agree

4. Strongly agree (Yes, it will cause violence)

36. Do you agree that people should keep weapons in their homes in case they need them

1. Strongly disagree
Disagree
Agree

2.
3.
4. Strongly agree
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37. Do you agree that violence/intimidation is a way to get what you want?

1.

2.
3.
4.

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly agree

38. Do you believe reconciliation between groups is important?

1.
2.
3.
4.

Not important

A little important
It's important

It's very important

39. Do you feel your opinion is heard and respected by political leaders?

1.
2.
3.
4.

Not at all
Not really
A little

A lot

40.How many people of the other group do you know at least as acquaintances?

1.

2
3
4.
5

0

. 1-2
. 35

5-10

. 10+

41.How many people of the other group do you consider to be friends?

1.

0

2. 1-2
3. 35
4.

5. 10+

5-10
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1. 2. 3. 4.
Very | Somewhat| Somewhat| Very
distant distant close close

42.

How close do you feel to the
members of the other group that you
know?

43.

How close do you feel to the one
person of the other group with whom
you have the closest relationship?

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

If you hear about their misfortunes, do you often feel upset?

Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Often

pwbdE

When you see them being treated unfairly, do you often feel pity for them?

Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Often

PwbdbPE

How often do you feel concerned about people from their group who are less fortunate tha

you?

Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Often

pwbdE

Do you often find it difficult to see things from their point of view?
1. Never
2. Rarely
3. Sometimes
4. Often

Do you often try to think about the conflict from their perspective as well as?ours



49.

50.

51.

52.

PowbdE

Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Often

If there’s a problem or misunderstanding, do you often try to see things from tispiegtere?

pwbdE

Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Often

Do you agree that most members of the other community would try to take advantagefof
they got the chance instead of being fair?

PwbE

Disagree strongly
Disagree

Agree

Agree strongly

Do you agree that most of the time members of the other community try to be,raipfaire
not just looking out for themselves?

PwbdPE

Disagree strongly
Disagree

Agree

Agree strongly

Do you agree that most members of the other community can be trusted?

pwbnE

Disagree strongly (Most members of their community cannot be trusted.)
Disagree

Agree

Agree strongly

218



53.

54.

55.

56.

S7.

Do you agree that the two communities must learn not to retaliate when thgmoldem?

Disagree strongly (We should retaliate)
Disagree (We should retaliate)
Agree (We should not retaliate)
Agree strongly (We should not retaliate)

PwbdE

Do you agree that it is important that your community never forgets the wrongbyltne
other community?

Disagree strongly (We should forget about the wrongs they did to us)
Disagree (At some point, we should forget about the wrongs they did to us)
Agree (We should never forget about the wrongs they did to us)

Agree strongly (We should never forget about the wrongs they did to us)

PwbE

Do you agree that both parties should forgive each other to maintain the peace?

Strongly disagree that the two parties should forgive each other
Disagree that the parties should forgive each other.

Agree that the parties should forgive each other.

Strongly agree that the parties should forgive each other

PowbdPE

Do you agree that it is important that your community never forgives thegsrdone to you by
their group?

Strongly disagree. We should definitely forgive them.
Disagree. At some point we should forgive them.
Agree. We should never forgive them.

Strongly agree. We should never forgive them.

pwbnE

Do you agree that if you forgive them, your group will appear weak?

Strongly disagree that we would appear weak if we forgive them.
Disagree that we would appear weak if we forgive them.

Agree that we would look weak if we forgive them.

Strongly agree that we would look weak if we forgive them.

PwbPE
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58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

Do you agree that your group should apologize to them?

Strongly disagree. We should definitely not apologize to them.
Disagree. We should not apologize to them.

Agree that we should apologize to them.

Strongly agree. We should definitely apologize to them.

PwbdE

Do you agree that Aceh will never move from the past to the future until the two cotesiuni
learn to forget about the past?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly agree

PwbE

Do you agree that members of their group should be prohibited from standing as atedodid
an elected position in Aceh?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly agree

PwbdPE

Do you agree that members of their group should be allowed to hold demonstrations in the
street in your community?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly agree

pwnE

Do you agree that they should be officially banned from your community?

Strongly disagree
Disagree

Agree

Strongly agree

PwbdE
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SECTION 2:

IN THE PAST WEEK OR TODAY, HAVE YOU FELT ANY OF THE FOLLOWING
SYMPTOMS?

No. Past week, including today
(0) 1) 2) (3
Notat | Alittle | Sometimes| Often
1. | Suddenly scared for no reason -
2. | Feeling fearful
3. | Faintness, dizziness, or weakness
4. | Nervousness or shakiness inside
5. | Heart pounding or racing
(heart beating very fast)
6. | Trembling
7. | Feeling tense or keyed up
8. | Headaches
9. | Spells of terror or panic
10. | Feeling restless, can't sit still
No. (0) 1) 2 (3
Not at | Alittle | Sometimes| Often
11. | Feeling low in energy, slowed down -
12. | Blaming yourself for things
13. | Crying easily
14. | Loss of sexual interest or pleasure
15. | Poor appetite
16. | Difficulty falling asleep, staying asleep
17. | Feeling hopeless about the future
18. | Feeling sad
19. | Feeling lonely
20. | Thought of ending your life
21. | Feeling of being trapped or caught
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22.

Worry too much about things

23. | Feeling no interest in things
24. | Feeling everything is an effort
25. | Feeling of worthlessness
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SECTION 3:

IN THE PAST WEEK OR TODAY, HAVE YOU FELT ANY OF THE FOLLOWING
SYMPTOMS?

No. Past Week, Including Today
(0) 1) 2) (3)
A

Not at all Sometimes| Often

little

=

Recurrent thoughts or memories of the most
hurtful or terrifying events

Feeling as though the event is happening again

Recurrent nightmares

Feeling detached or withdrawn from people

Unable to feel emotions

Feeling jumpy, easily startled

Difficulty concentrating

Trouble Sleeping

© o N o gk~ w N

Feeling on guard

[ —
o

Feeling irritable or having outburst of anger

[ —
=

Avoiding activities that remind you of the most
hurtful or traumatic events

12. | Inability to remember parts of the most hurtfu
or traumatic events

13. | Less interest in daily activities

14. | Feeling as if you don’t have a future

15. | Avoiding thoughts or feelings associated with
the traumatic or hurtful events

16. | Sudden emotional or physical reaction when
reminded of the most hurtful or traumatic
events

17. | Feeling that you have cannot do some things
that you used to do before

U7

18. | Having difficulty dealing with new situations

19. | Feeling plenty tired

20. | Bodily pain

21. | Troubled by physical problems
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22. | Poor memory
23. | Finding out or being told by other people that
you have done something you cannot remember
24. | Difficulty paying attention
25. | Feeling as if you are split into two people and
one of you is watching what the other is doing
End time:
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SECTION 4: Only administered to workshop participants at the end of the workshop as part of

Survey 3.

1. Before you attended this workshop, did you talk to other people in your village who hag¢ alread

attended the workshop?

1. Yes 2. No

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Agree Agree Disagree | Disagree| Don't
strongly | Somewhat| Somewhat| Strongly | know
2. | | feel this workshop had benefit for me.
3. | I would recommend participating in this
workshop to other people in my village.
4. | After the workshop, | plan to keep in touch
with the people | met here.
5. | I feel that | learned more about the
perspective and experiences of others through
this workshop.
6. | I'would like to participate in other workshops
like this one.
7. | The facilitators were knowledgeable and
capable.
8. | The hotel was comfortable.
9. | The travel arrangements were adequate.
10. | | found it difficult to fill in all the surveys.
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