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Abstract 

This study explores both the theoretical anchors and practical circumstances leading 

to “positive peace,” a construct first introduced by Galtung (1965) within the broader 

field of conflict management. Galtung’s (1965) vision of peace is one exemplified by 

a state of human flourishing requiring more than the cessation of armed conflict to 

meet the standard of a peaceful society. His inspiring worldview has had a 

transformative impact on how peace is studied and practiced, bringing into even 

sharper focus the legacy bias in the field to understand peacebuilding through the lens 

of conflict. This research focuses on the attitudes and experiences of individual 

peacebuilders who are joining with former adversaries to create the conditions of 

positive peace in regions plagued by generational conflict. In particular, the study 

examines the phenomenon of reconciliation occurring at a personal and interpersonal 

level. The study findings scaffold existing scholarship on reconciliation within the 

context of transitional justice mechanisms and reinforce three areas of scholarship 

that have been well documented in the literature: positive peace (Galtung, 2000, 

2012; Galtung & Fischer, 2013), contact theory (Allport, 1954; Maoz, 2011; 

Pettigrew, 2008) and, reconciliation and rehumanization (Halpern & Weinstein, 2004; 

Kelman, 2010). They also contributed to and advance Sarsar’s (2020b) concept of 

peace actualization.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
My Roots as a Global Citizen 
In 1968, my parents embarked upon an adventure of both great imagination and 

possible lunacy. They sold our three-bedroom flat bordering Chicago’s Lincoln Park 

neighborhood, shuttered my father’s legal practice, put dishware and bedding in 

storage, and bought a one-way ticket from Chicago to Luxembourg, carting with them 

three children under the age of ten, a Michelin map, and a couple of duffle bags. 

 

Once in “Errup” (the best my 5-year-old brother Daniel could muster on the 

pronunciation front), we picked up a VW camper and set out on what would become 

a six-month tour of Southern Europe and the Middle East. I was nine at the time and 

the sheer thrill of being yanked out of third grade overrode any fear or angst I had 

about what was, at best, a half-cocked plan.  

 

While my friends at home spent their summers learning how to swim at the local high 

school pool and dreaming of the day when they would be old enough to attend sleep-

away camp, I was scrambling up the Acropolis, recoiling at the sight and smells of 

raw meat hanging on rusty hooks in the souks of Istanbul, and trying to make sense of 

the cacophony of German, Italian, and French chatter reverberating in the 

campground restrooms.  
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In hindsight, I suppose my parents were early adopters of homeschooling, as 

September came and went and we were still on the road. But for my father’s near-

fatal contraction of hepatitis in the foothills of northern Turkey, we were well on our 

way to emigrating from America to Israel or becoming permanent nomads. 

 

There is no doubt the experience was consequential in forming my identity. My white 

skin was frequently surrounded by brown, black, and inky grey hues. My thank-yous 

were met with grazie, merci, and gracias. I learned quickly how to convert whatever 

currency was being used to pick up milk and eggs. The differences I noticed as we 

traversed across the continent were chiefly sensory and transactional. The concept of 

“other,” a salient idea wafting through my dissertation, did not exist through the eyes 

of a nine-year-old.  

 

Years later, I understood that many of the people I met in those campgrounds and 

roadside villages were likely impoverished and marginalized. Decades later, I 

appreciated that my parents’ choice of camping through Europe and exposing us to 

“reality” was made within a protective bubble of privilege. 

 

While I have never felt guilty for the many luxuries of my life, I do feel a total and 

overpowering sense of responsibility to make a difference. While the phrase is 

admittedly trite, the sentiment is profound. Fifty-plus years later, my roots as a global 

citizen are deep and sturdy. 
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So, when it came time to call the question on my dissertation topic, I settled on peace. 

What bigger difference can one make than contributing to world peace? In my case, 

this was not a rhetorical question. And, given my personal commitments and 

interests, my intellectual curiosity gravitated towards a study about the people more 

so than the politics.  

 

Within the broad field of peacebuilding scholarship, the scales are decided tipped to 

study phenomena around conflict resolution, transitional justice, and third-party 

interventions. While these areas represent legitimate efforts to negotiate treaties and 

monitor compliance between state actors, history has shown the Sisyphean nature of 

these approaches in terms of implementation and securing sustainable peace. 

Therefore, I choose to study individuals who are currently acting in some capacity to 

building positive peace and are doing so in many cases in partnership or cooperation 

with sworn enemies. I wanted to understand how individual peacebuilders 

participating in these efforts are able to reconcile with former enemies to build a new 

future. As stated above, the literature on reconciliation has chiefly focused on formal 

tribunals and state-sponsored interventions. I was drawn to investigate an apparent 

vacuum: What is happening on the ground once the peace treaties are signed and 

reparations are made? How do ordinary people come to terms with past injustices to 

create a new future? 
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To capture meaningful data, I embarked upon a two-pronged strategy: 

1. Identify non-governmental organizations involved in some form of positive 

peacebuilding as defined by the Global Peace Index. These organizations would 

serve as the gateway to recruit individuals directly participating in peacebuilding 

efforts within the context I intended to study. 

2. Interview the organizational leadership and staff as well as participants (or 

members) of those NGOs to gather empirical evidence regarding their motivation, 

attitudes, and experiences. 

 

The choice to focus both an organizational and individual level was made to account 

for the fact I might not have sufficient data to make any absolute claims as to the 

ultimate success of these organizations. That effort would require a longitudinal 

study. By coupling questions as to organizational strategy with conversations as to 

personal experiences, I believe I was indeed able to get closer to defensible 

“findings,” which will be discussed in Chapter 4.  

 

As peace and the related concepts I studied are socially constructed, I established my 

own taxonomy in order to ensure some consistency in my references. Throughout the 

dissertation, I use the following terms with their accompanying definitions (Table 1). 

Table 1. Definitions 
Term Definition 

Activists Individuals who self-identify as taking a 
proactive position and/or directly 
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Term Definition 
advocating for social, political, and 
economic change. They often mobilize 
and lead protest efforts and put themselves 
in harm’s way. 

Dialogue Dialogue is used in two contexts:  
A formal approach to conversations that 
has been well documented and codified by 
scholars (Feller & Ryan, 2012; Ganesh & 
Zoller, 2012; Maoz et al., 2004).  
I also use the term dialogue in a more 
colloquial fashion in the spirit it was used 
by my interviewees who described their 
interactions as such. 

Peace A condition between nations or societies 
where there is no military conflict or civil 
acts of terrorism against sworn enemies.  

Peacebuilders Individuals participating in a broad range 
of activities along the spectrum from 
conflict resolution to partnering and 
investing in conditions of positive peace. I 
use this term as a proxy for peacebuilders 
who are active in one or more of the 
activities undertaken by the six 
organizations in my study (dialogue. 
contact, advocacy, partnership). 

People to People (P2P) P2P organizations are those groups that 
are locally led and focused on community 
building activities within the 
peacebuilding field. I also used the term 
grass roots to reference these 
organizations. 

Positive peace I define positive peace in two ways: Based 
on Galtung’s model, this is a condition 
wherein the infrastructure of the system 
supports and enables equity among its 
stakeholders. I am also using the Global 
Peace Index set of nine factors as an 
organizing framework. 

Reconciliation The term reconciliation appears 
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Term Definition 
throughout the dissertation. In many cases, 
specific references are cited to confirm the 
context within which it should be 
understood. More broadly, reconciliation 
is defined as a process whereby 
individuals come to terms with perceived 
and real injustices, often leading to a 
greater ability to accept and partner with 
others.  

 

Historical context 
For all of human history, civilization has wrestled with what seems to be an 

insurmountable challenge: sustaining peace. Peace eludes people at every level of 

society: between nations, tribes, communities, religions, political parties, families, 

and individuals. 

 

The first war in recorded history occurred in 2700 BCE between the forces of Sumer 

and Elam in Mesopotamia, present day Iraq (Mark, 2009). It took more than 4,600 

years for scholars to develop a construct that offered civilization a possibility of 

achieving lasting peace as defined through a refreshingly holistic set of criteria. The 

construct, called positive peace, was introduced in 1965 by Norwegian sociologist 

Johan Galtung, who not surprisingly also wrote the editorial appearing in the first 

edition of the Journal of Peace Research that same year (Galtung, 1965).  
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Galtung wrote prolifically well into the twenty-first century. The excerpt below best 

captures the elements of his thinking where I found resonance and inspiration for my 

own study. 

Any concept of peace includes the absence of direct violence between 
states, engaged in by military and others in general, and of massive 
killing of categories of humans in particular. But peace would be a 
strange concept if it does not also include absence of structural 
violence, the non-intended slow, massive suffering caused by 
economic and political structures in the form of massive exploitation 
and repression. And the absence of cultural violence that legitimizes 
direct and-or structural violence.  
 
All of these absences of types of violence add up to negative peace. 
Better than violence, but not peace, because positive peace is mission 
in this conceptualization. 
 
This gives us six peace tasks: eliminating the direct violence and 
causes suffering, eliminating the structures that cause suffering 
through economic inequity, or say, walls once placing Jews, now 
Palestinians, in ghettos, and eliminating cultural themes that justify 
one or the other. The task known as ceasefire is only 1/6 of a complete 
peace process. 
 
But then come the three tasks of building direct, structural and cultural 
peace. The parties exchange goods, not ‘bads’, not violence. The 
structure version of that builds cooperation into the structure they are 
parts becomes sustainable, with equity for the economy and equality 
for the polity. A structure based on reciprocity, equal rights, benefits 
and dignity, “what you want for yourself you should also be willing to 
give to the other. (Galtung & Fischer, 2013, p. 174) 
 

The six organizations in my study, and their participants, are actively engaged in 

some aspect of the aforementioned tasks of building direct, structural, and cultural 

peace, thus directly contributing to Galtung’s (1965) description of positive peace.  
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Additionally, Galtung proposed violence and peace occur within two domains: 

structural and personal (Galtung & Fischer, 2013, p. 174). This layering or 

categorization provided a useful way for me to understand and analyze my data in so 

far as the peacebuilders I met first reconcile at a personal level before attempting to 

address the structures surrounding them. Sample quotations appearing in Chapters 4 

and 5 reveal this common pattern.  

 

In the piece quoted above, the authors use an analogy of a couple to personalize what 

is a heady concept: “Violence can be physical, like wife-battering, or verbal, bad-

mouthing; Negative peace is the absence of all that, passive co-existence; Positive 

peace is active love, the union of body, mind and spirit” (Galtung & Fischer, 2013, p. 

174). 

 

If, indeed, there are organizations effectively bringing together former adversaries 

and victims of conflict to exchange some form of love and union, that would be very 

encouraging, and instructive. This is one of the central themes of my study.  

 

This idea of positive peace has inspired scholars and practitioners alike. There are 

increases in the citations of this concept in more recent literature (Gelot, 2018; 

Gleditsch et al., 2014; Mironova & Whitt, 2017). Using the search term positive 

peace, I generated a citation report using the Web of Science search tool. The citation 
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trend results are captured in Figure 1, which illustrates a considerable increase from 

the years 1995–2022 (to date).  

 

 

Figure 1. Positive Peace Citation Trend 
 

There is also explicit integration of this approach into new global metrics, such as the 

Global Peace Index (Institute for Economics & Peace, 2020; Vision of Humanity, 

n.d.-b), which has translated Galtung’s (1965) concept into a set of societal key 

performance indicators (KPIs) or pillars.  
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Source: Adapted from Vision of Humanity (n.d.-a)  

Figure 2. Global Peace Index Pillars 
 

In establishing these eight pillars (Figure 2), Vision of Humanity (n.d.-a) has 

translated the concept of positive peace into a practical instrument and measurement 

of what for many years existed solely as a theoretical construct. 

 

Produced by the Institute for Economics and Peace (IEP, 2020), the Global Peace 

Index (GPI) has become the world’s leading measure of global peacefulness. This 

report presents the most comprehensive data-driven analysis to-date on trends in 

peace, its economic value, and how to develop peaceful societies. The GPI covers 
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99.7 percent of the world’s population, using 23 qualitative and quantitative 

indicators from highly respected sources, and measures the state of peace across three 

domains: the level of societal safety and security, the extent of ongoing domestic and 

international conflict, and the degree of militarization (IEP, 2020, p. 2).  

 

This year’s results show that the average level of global peacefulness deteriorated by 

0.07 percent (IEP, 2020), which is yet another data point reinforcing the importance 

of my study. The trajectory is headed in a disturbing direction. In fact, the 2021 report 

tracked the ninth deterioration in peacefulness in the last thirteen years, with 87 

countries improving, and 73 recording deteriorations (IEP, 2020). Figure 3 below 

illustrates, the growing gap between peaceful and non-peaceful nations over the time 

period from 20081 to 2021.  

                                                
1 2008 was the first year the GPI began collecting this data 
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Source: Adapted from IEP (2020, p. 27) 

Figure 3. Trends in Peace 2008–2021 
 

This negative trend further emphasizes the urgency to identify the efforts of 

organizations that are working on the ground to impact the conditions in society that 

promote peacefulness. I was able to classify those efforts into four categories as will 

be described in Chapter 3.  

 

Furthermore, conflict in the Middle East has been a key driver of the global 

deterioration in peacefulness since 2008 (IEP, 2020). All six of the organizations in 
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my study are active in the Middle East once again confirming the relevancy of both 

the research focus and profile of the participants.  

 

Within the nomenclature of the GPI, positive peace is defined as the attitudes, 

institutions, and structures that create and sustain peaceful societies. The positive 

peace index measures the level of societal resilience of a nation or region in 

accordance with those principles. 

 

The GPI’s practical application of positive peace has been studied by scholars other 

than Galtung, lending further credence to my own interests. Davenport et al. (2018) 

presented a rigorous and cogent schema to capture the essence of positive peace. This 

groundbreaking work, published by three faculty members and prominent researchers 

at the Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies at Notre Dame, makes a 

significant contribution to the field by identifying specific conditions necessary to 

attain positive peace: 

• Order 

• Conflict resolution institutionalization 

• Justice law 

• Equality/non-discrimination 

• Political freedom/civil rights 

• Socioeconomic opportunity 

• Social integration 
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• Reconciliation 

• Trust  

• Harmonious relationships 

• Human rights (Davenport et al., 2018, p. 46)  

All of these elements are manifestations of an absence of violence and paint a clear 

picture of what a society living in conditions of positive peace demonstrates. 

Research overview 
In selecting the six organizations for the study, I cross referenced their mission 

statements and program objectives with GPI’s eight pillars (IEP, 2020) to establish 

the efficacy of the study and alignment to my research agenda. I will go into further 

detail about each organization in Chapter 3; however, at the study’s outset it was 

important to establish the connection between the macro notion of positive peace and 

the activities of my study organizations. It would then follow the volunteers and 

members participating in these organizations would fit the profile needed to 

contribute relevant empirical data to answer my question. 

 

My research looks at the interventions used by six peacebuilding organizations to 

create the conditions for positive peace, with a specific inquiry as to how 

reconciliation between individuals (including former sworn enemies and combatants) 

can be orchestrated and leveraged to that end. Details about the selection of these 

organizations are included in Chapter 3. While I was not looking to identify specific 

personality traits of peacebuilders, I did find many commonalties in their personal 
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stories and reflections revealing the nature of reconciliation that was occurring. 

Figure 4 and 5 illustrate the working model I used to organize my study to account for 

and include the big ideas I encountered throughout the initial stages of the dissertation 

process as I completed the readings for Qual 2. 

 

 

Figure 4. Constellation of Theories 
 

My research explores the relationship between positive peace and reconciliation at a 

grass roots level. It also attempts to better understand what is happening at a 

relational (rather than political) level. Within those parameters, I was able to see 

evidence of the phenomena identified by other scholars studying group dynamics.  

Positive peace 
Galtung 

Reconciliation 
Kelman  

Contact 
theory 

Allport, 
Pettigrew 

Peace Actualizatioon 
Sarsar 

Rehumanization 
Halpern, Weinstein 
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Figure 5 depicts the approaches to conflict resolution, reconciliation, and leadership 

across the spectrum from negative to positive peace, with the key domains circled to 

emphasize convergence areas. In Figure 5, I have included a personal observation that 

negative peace is achieved through political means and positive peace occurs through 

relationships.  

 

Political Solutions      Relational Solutions 

Negative peace      Positive peace 

Approaches       Outcomes  

  

Conflict resolution Peace making    Peacebuilding Peace actualization 

Reconciliation             Transitional       Restorative                Healing 

                          Justice (TRC)   Justice 

 

Leadership   Diplomats          NGOs                 Individuals 

 

Figure 5. Research Anchors 
 

My study was also influenced by other thought leaders and academicians. I was eager 

to explore Sarsar’s (2020b) proposition that there is another role or dynamic involved 

in peacebuilding, which he identifies as peace actualization. While I did not explicitly 
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question my participants using Sarsar’s (2020b) term, I believe many of the 

individuals I met are manifesting the core idea of peace actualization. My own 

interpretation of his schema suggests there are activities within the broader context of 

peacebuilding—which traditionally has been understood as a linear process with 

established, sequential roles—that can occur at every stage.  

 

The seminal findings of Allport (1954) regarding the impact of group contact on 

easing prejudice, and his scholarship along with others who advanced his theories 

(Maoz, 2011; Pettigrew, 2008) emerged as being core to my analysis. In fact, contact 

theory overshadowed new learnings about forgiveness (Enright et al., 2020) as the 

proverbial “north star” in my dissertation.  

 

These converging ideas related to contact theory and peace actualization provided a 

foundation in which I designed an inductive study to develop new concepts and 

theory related to peacebuilding. By peacebuilding, I am referring to those activities 

that occur after formal agreements and treaties have been negotiated by political 

entities and are typically facilitated within communities outside of institutional 

interventions. This framing respects the definition used by Sarsar (2020b) in 

Peacebuilding in Israeli-Palestinian Relations: “voluntary civic engagement in 

organized non-violent social or political activity aimed at transforming perceptions, 

policies, and/or structural/sociopolitical activities.” (p. 8).   
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My research results chiefly reinforce the importance of dialogue as a tool to foster 

reconciliation. Dialogue is employed by all of the peacebuilding organizations I 

studied, and the term was explicitly used by peacebuilders during the interviews. 

 

A second finding reveals the very personal nature of reconciliation that occurs within 

individuals at a cognitive level, which ultimately allows for and promotes healing at a 

group level. This phenomenon has been studied by Halpern and Weinstein (2004), 

Kelman (2010), and Thiessen and Darweish (2018) within the context of 

rehumanization, an experience that is widely shared by my research participants. The 

overarching conclusion I reached is that peacebuilding is occurring at every stage of 

Galtung’s model, and often in multiple stages at once. This possibility brings some 

hope to a hopeless exercise in the human experience thus far. 

Rationale and significance 
My justification for a focus on positive peace is simple and straightforward. 

Peacebuilding has chiefly failed due to an inability for the parties involved in the 

conflict to maintain a harmonious relationship over time thereby negating any real 

chance to foster positive peace. Similarly, peace studies have yet to result in the 

breakthroughs needed. 

 

One of the more astute and contemporary peace scholars, Autesserre (2017) put in 

plainly: 

Existing research on war and peace lacks analysis of what allows 
peace- building to succeed at the subnational level. Instead, most 
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scholars focus on peacebuilding failure and macro-level dynamics. 
This is unfortunate because the obstacles to peacebuilding are such 
that the most puzzling question is why international efforts sometimes 
succeed, rather than why they fail. The lack of focus on success is also 
problematic because it results in ambiguous findings. On the one hand, 
there is an emerging consensus that local conflict resolution is crucial 
to building peace. There is also an agreement that, all else being equal, 
international support tends to increase the chances of successful 
peacebuilding. On the other hand, when international actors have tried 
to back local initiatives, they have often generated counterproductive 
consequences and worsened the situation. (p. 114) 
 

In the regions I studied, chiefly the Middle East and, to a lesser extent, South Asia, 

sustainable reconciliation has eluded Palestinians and Israelis, Pakistanis, and Indians 

for decades. Any insights or findings that could contribute to more effective practice 

merit investigation. Further, reconciliation has been studied as a strategy within the 

transitional justice and restorative justice fields. My participants are not seeking 

justice; they are seeking equity.  

 

More broadly, much of the extant scholarship in peace studies has occurred through 

the lens of conflict resolution (Gleditsch et al., 2014), which sits squarely in 

Galtung’s domain of negative peace. There have been fewer attempts to understand 

how to create the conditions for positive peace. As the dissertation process is meant to 

advance scholarship, I anchored my research question and focused my interviewee 

demographic to identify promising practices supporting a “flourishing” society 

(Galtung, 2000, p. 52). Galtung’s contribution to peace studies cannot be overstated. 

His concept of positive peace established the North Star for my own research agenda, 
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which examines the approaches used by peacebuilding organizations and their 

supporters to lay a foundation for positive peace.   

 

Because all these organizations draw participants from both sides of a given conflict, 

I also considered how reconciliation was manifesting as an accelerator in these 

interactions. For as one might imagine, achieving peace requires reconciliation 

between former adversaries. While there are mechanisms in place to broker 

reconciliation through formal tribunals, such as truth and reconciliation commissions, 

those initiatives have largely failed to achieve the meaningful healing needed to 

restore trust and forgiveness at the community level (Chapman, 2007; Gibson, 2006; 

Hirsch et al., 2012). 

 

As such, my research looks at reconciliation as an emotional catharsis as contrasted to 

reconciliation occurring as an output of formal tribunals. The reconciliation described 

by my subjects is driven through people-to-people initiatives (P2P), and therefore can 

aide those groups design more effective programs. It also potentially advances the 

definition of peace actualization and better deconstructs habits of peace leaders as put 

forward by Sarsar (2020b).  

Structure 
The remaining chapters are organized as follows. Chapter 2 provides an overview of 

the literature related to peacebuilding, positive peace and various theories that help to 

explain the experiences of individual participants. Typical of a grounded theory 
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study, my initial focus on reconciliation through the lens of forgiveness pivoted to 

additional reading on the topics of rehumanization and group contact. Upon 

discovering Allport’s work, I followed his trail to Sherif et al. (1961) and Pettigrew 

(2008) to gain a richer appreciation of the story my data was telling.  

 

Chapter 3 lays out my research design, the parameters used for selecting my study 

groups, interviewee recruitment and interview protocols, and how I addressed 

confidentiality and efficacy. I also review my approach to coding and analysis and 

share a classification system used to plot the activities of organizations.  

 

Chapter 4 highlights my key findings related to what became the most relevant 

findings regarding reconciliation. Chapter 5 expands upon the empirical results and 

illuminates salient connections to scholarship. I also explain the limitations of my 

own study and identify opportunities for future research.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
Introduction 
Following a general overview of the peace studies landscape, this chapter focuses on 

the relevant scholarship of greatest resonance with my research questions. As I am 

seeking to identify strategies used by peacebuilding organizations to foster positive 

peace, as well as to understand the experiences and motivations of their participants, 

my literature review necessarily spanned several topics. I attempted to address both 

the theoretical anchors noted in Figure 4 with research studies related to my interest 

in specific elements or phases of peacebuilding as captured in Figure 5.  

 

Under a broad genre of peace studies, there are several relevant research areas lending 

insight and credence to my study and its findings, including the following:   

• Positive peace  

• Peace actualization 

• Transitional justice and restorative justice 

• People-to-People initiatives 

• Rehumanization 

• Contact theory  

 

In each domain, studies lending insight to reconciliation were of paramount interest to 

me as I parsed through a plethora of studies published on these topics. 
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The Peace Studies Landscape 
The term peace studies is widely used within the academic community. However, 

there is no discernible vernacular or common set of terms beyond under the broad 

category of peace leadership itself, which has been defined in recent years chiefly 

through members of ILA’s Leadership for Peace community (Satterwhite et al., 2015; 

Schellhammer, 2016, 2018). Even within that community of practice, topics covered 

within the peace leadership field tend to center on the traditional way scholars study 

leadership i.e., through the lens of competencies. For the purposes of my research, I 

grouped several important ideas under a category best described as peace studies. 

 

Table 2 includes topics falling within peace studies and other relevant scholarship that 

informed my research focus. It is important to note that I considerably expanded my 

literature review, as my research was underway to include additional topics as 

outlined in the table below. 

Table 2. Peace Studies Domains of Scholarship 
Initial Literature Review 

Subjects Topics Primary scholars 

Peace constructs Negative, positive peace Galtung & Fischer, 
2013; Richmond, 2020 

Peace management Peace-making, -building,  
-keeping, -actualizing 
 

Sarsar, 2020a, 2020b; 
Wallensteen, 2020 

Peace leadership Global leadership, competency 
development 
 

Bar-Tal, 2000; 
Campbell, 2019; 
Mahmoud, 2019; 
Osland & Bird, 2017; 
Satterwhite et al., 2015 
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Initial Literature Review 

Transitional justice 
mechanisms 

Truth & Reconciliation 
Commissions 
Disarmament, Demobilization, 
and Reintegration (DDR) 
 

Brahm, 2007; 
Davenport et al., 2018; 
Gibson, 2009; Hirsch 
et al., 2012; Lebovic, 
2013 

Reconciliation, 
forgiveness & healing 

Identity, Measurements, 
Rehumanization 

Allan et al., 2006; 
Campbell, 2017; 
Enright et al., 2020; 
Kelman, 2010; López 
et al., 2018; Mullet et 
al., 2020 
 
 

Secondary Literature Review 

Subjects Topics Primary scholars 

Activism Social justice, victimhood Ganesh & Zoller, 
2012; McCauley, 
2019; Savaş & Stewart, 
2019; Shnabel et al., 
2018 

Agency Individual and group efficacy Akinola et al., 2018; 
Richmond & Pogodda, 
2016; Thiessen & 
Darweish, 2018 

Contact theory In group/Out group, prejudice, 
trust 

Allport, 1954; 
Kappmeier, 2016; 
Maoz, 2011; Pettigrew, 
2008; Pettigrew & 
Tropp, 2006 

 

It is equally worth noting those subjects that are naturally related to or often nested 

within some of these domains where I intentionally opted them out of my scope, 

including the following: 

• Conflict management studies 
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• Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) practices 

• International relations/Economic development 

• Peace education & curriculum development 

• Peace keeping missions (UN) 

• Peace treaty analysis and monitoring 

• State building, liberal peace 

• Tribunals, war criminals 

• Women/feminist perspectives and peacebuilding 

• Youth and peacebuilding 

These many tentacles extending from the peace studies corpus intrigued me; however, 

the more I learned about the vastness of the landscape, the greater my interest and 

commitment grew in understanding the personal side of the story. Accordingly, my 

literature review proceeded with a focus on the following topics. 

Positive Peace 
As with many other topics of great magnitude, definitions of peace are both socially 

constructed (Koschut, 2018) and continuously evolving (Galtung, 2012; Richmond, 

2005). In this developing understanding of peace, two scholars have made indelible 

imprints on the field: Johan Galtung and Oliver P. Richmond. As previously 

referenced in Chapter 1, Galtung, a Norwegian sociologist and activist, has published 

more than 50 books and 1,000 articles related to peace. Among his many 

accomplishments is the founding of the Peace Research Institute (in 1959) and the 

launch of The Journal of Peace Research (1964). 
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Galtung’s reliance on what might be viewed as a positive organizational scholarship 

lens (Dutton et al., 2006) to defining and studying peace was groundbreaking. Dating 

back to Immanuel Kant’s treatise on perpetual peace (Kant, 1795/1903), peace has 

been chiefly defined as an absence of war or cessation of armed conflict. In contrast, 

Galtung’s belief (and subsequent body of research) promotes an idea of “positive 

peace” (Galtung, 2012), a notion that has substantially transformed peace studies. The 

following excerpt from Galtung’s (1985) seminal work reviewing 25 years of peace 

research beautifully summarizes his salient points:  

That peace has something to do with “absence of violence” is so 
widespread as an idea that any concept of peace research would have 
to accommodate this notion. However, from the very beginning, this 
was seen as too negative. In a sense the inspiration was taken from 
medical science where health can be seen as the absence of disease 
(meaning absence of symptoms of disease), but also as something 
more positive: as the building of a health body capable of resisting 
disease, relying on its own health forces of health sources. 
Corresponding a concept to “positive peace” emerged, build around 
such ideas as “harmony,” “cooperation,” and “integration.” The role of 
peace research was to consider both the negative and positive aspects 
of peace, both the conditions for absence of violence in general and 
war in particular, and conditions for peacebuilding—perhaps referring 
to action needed for negative peace as peace-keeping; peace-making 
could then be used to cover both. 
(p. 145) 
  

I have been consistently inspired by Galtung’s construct of a positive peace and found 

clear evidence of his vision in the stories of my study participants. Galtung’s 

approach has influenced how we think about and practice peacebuilding, from his 

early writings in the 1960s (Galtung, 1965, 1985) to more current pieces addressing 
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peacebuilding on the ground (Galtung, 2000, 2012; Galtung & Fischer, 2013). As an 

example, a recently published United Nation’s study titled The Political Practice of 

Peacekeeping (Day et al., 2020) highlighted several emerging best practices and 

insights contributing to lasting peace. Several of them aligned with Galtung’s vision 

of positive peace. More specifically Galtung’s work sets conditions that go beyond 

the bare minimum of ending armed conflict.  

 

Richmond’s more recent studies (Finkenbusch, 2016; Richmond, 2019; Richmond, 

2020) have provided scholars with a tantalizing array of new thought leadership 

contributing to the literature. Richmond advanced the idea of the liberal peace 

(Richmond & Pogodda, 2016), a model that is heavily influenced by Galtung’s 

description of positive peace. It is defined through four types or qualities: 

Victor’s peace, which follows a military conquest, institutional peace, 
which is negotiated through international agreements and norms, 
constitutional peace, which looks to democratic systems, trade, and 
values to sustain it, and civil peace2, which is built through citizen 
advocacy, social justice, and human rights (Richmond & Franks, 2012, 
p. 5).  
 

Richmond’s peace architecture illuminates one of the difficulties in exploring the 

topic: Depending on the definition or filter one uses; the resulting search generates 

new possibilities and directions. 

 

                                                
2Civil peace seems to align with Galtung’s notion of positive peace 
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Richmond has focused much of his work in the sphere of international relations 

(Richmond, 2020) and state building by studying the handful of cases3 most 

frequently investigated in this space, including Bosnia, Cambodia, East Timor, 

Kosovo, and the Middle East. His focus places him squarely in the conflict resolution 

or negative peace domain of study, presenting a healthy intellectual dichotomy to 

Galtung’s vision for positive peace.  

 

One of the current challenges is that peacebuilding is stuck in conflict resolution 

domain. In contrast, positive peace offers a different approach. Positive peace 

requires building relationships to mobilize efforts towards common goals at a broader 

level. Sarsar’s notion of peace actualization is the closest, yet we have come to 

naming and distinguishing activities promising to advance and positive peace. My 

early hunch was that peacebuilding organizations needed to include some type of 

forgiveness process as a prerequisite or perhaps even a driver to achieve 

reconciliation between communities in conflict. That proposition was not borne out, 

an outcome that is detailed in Chapters 4 and 5. 

Peace actualization 
Peacebuilding has been defined somewhat amorphously; but typically, it is used to 

describe activities occurring in the fifth phase of a broader schema as developed by 

the United Nations and depicted in Figure 6 below. 

                                                
3 Other commonly studied peace keeping efforts have focused on Northern Island, Colombia and South 
Africa 
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Source: Adapted from United Nations (2008) 

Figure 6. UN Peace Process Model 
 

It is important to note that this legacy framework has many detractors, who argue the 

process—which is explicitly facilitated and controlled by political actors—is 

woefully deficient in its neglect of people on the ground. My study participants 

articulated that sentiment many times throughout the interviews in my study. Specific 

quotes are included in Chapter 5. This model also reinforces the linear quality of the 

peace process, a construct my findings challenge. 

 

Joining an already crowded taxonomy, Sarsar (2008) introduced a sixth dimension to 

the UN framework, which he called peace actualization. This process built upon his 

earlier scholarship where the ideas regarding  “just peace” (Sarsar, 2005, p. 27) mirror 

and reflect many of Galtung’s views. Table 3 and Figure 7 illuminate the seminal 



 

30 

ideas connecting to my research. Table 3 juxtaposes two paradigms: war and peace. 

The specific attributes Sarsar outlined, included in each column, expand and enrich 

the concepts embedded in positive peace. I found evidence of specific elements noted 

in the peace paradigm (specifically in items grouped in behaviors/performance and 

products as underlined) in the mission statements of my study organizations and in 

the stories of my interviewees.  

Table 3. Sarsar’s Paradigm 
 Conflict/War Paradigm Peace Paradigm 

Values/Perception Fear of the “other” Understanding 

 Helplessness/Hopelessness 
Despair 

Hope/Empowerment 

Attitudes/Preferences Power 
 
 

Ethical 
restraints/moral 
safeguards 

 Military security Human security 

 Militarism Non-militarization 
Defensive defense 

Behaviors/Performance Exclusion/negation Inclusion/acceptance 

 Narrow self-/party interest Collective 
interest/common 
good 

 Unilateralism Bilateralism 
Multilateralism 

 Objectification 
Dehumanization 

Subjectification 
Humanization 

 Superficial negotiations Substantive 
negotiations 

 Occupation Liberation/Freedom 

Product Violence Non-violent 
resistance/Diplomacy 
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 Conflict/War Paradigm Peace Paradigm 

 Victims/victimizers Reconciliators 

 Peripheral issues Core issues 

 Negative peace = cessation of 
hostility 

Positive peace = 
Social justice 

 Reduction of security and 
stability 

Enhancement of 
security and stability 

 Rejection of the other’s words 
and values 

Proliferation of the 
other’s words and 
values 

 Limitations on cooperation and 
opportunities 

Expansion of 
cooperation and 
opportunities 

Source: Adapted from Sarsar (2008, p. 26)  

 

As with Galtung, Sarsar (2008) identified several aspects he considered instrumental 

in a peace paradigm and, in fact, used the precise term positive peace in this model. 

His more recent distinction regarding peace actualization enriches his construct and 

encouraged me to interrogate what is happening on the ground after the political 

process has been completed. 

 

Figure 7 below portrays Sarsar’s working model of this concept. The model depicts 

two important ideas:  

• Sarsar fit peacemakers in one of three groupings: hardliners, middle liners, and 

soft-liners. All three of these categories he attributed to political actors, a 

demographic intentionally left out of my focus. 
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• Sarsar provided a detailed list of behaviors performed by peace actualizers. I was 

curious from the onset of my research as to whether the individuals I interviewed 

would fit this profile.  

 
Source: Adapted from Sarsar (2008, p. 28) 

Figure 7. Sarsar’s Schema Including Peace Actualization 
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In a live interview with Dr. Sarsar in the fall of 2020, he shared further context 

relative to peace actualization: 

There needs to be synchronization of peacemaking, and peacebuilding 
which really is part of peace actualization. So, synchronization 
becomes the essential element. There is just a thin line between both of 
them, but this thin line on paper is as huge as crossing a border in 
practice. (S. Sarsar, personal communication, October 30, 2020) 
 

Sarsar’s most detailed description of peace actualizers can be found in a 2010 book 

titled Resolving the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict, a topic he has written about for more 

than two decades: 

Peace actualizers embody not only the vision and strategy for peace 
but also have direct or indirect positional leadership anchoring and 
transformational leadership qualities to make a real difference. They 
tend to embrace a shared concept of history, moderate action, and 
collaborative work with each other to achieve positive peace. Having 
such a space alters attitudes and reshapes values toward conflict 
management and peace, expands positive identifications, enables trust 
to grow, reduces domestic constraints on positional leaders and 
governmental strictures on citizens, and provides support from a larger 
peace coalition or movement, thus guaranteeing legitimacy for peace. 
It also helps transform individuals and communities, both emotionally 
and structurally, for social justice. The deeper people engage in peace 
actualization, the further they move from the abyss of dehumanization, 
victimization, and death and the closer they approach mutual 
acceptance, healing, and hope. (as cited in Salinas & Rabia, 2010, p. 
34) 
 

While this term has not yet been widely used within academic or practitioner circles, I 

found it to be extremely valuable as a construct to reflect the nuanced perspectives 

shared with me during my interviews. Accordingly, the lessons learned from 

participants in this study could well be integrated into future iterations of Sarsar’s 

construct. 
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Sarsar’s conceptualization presents additional tools for peacebuilding by identifying a 

new actor in the equation: that of the peace actualizer (as cited in Salinas & Rabia, 

2010; Sarsar, 2020b). As noted above, further exploration of this role through 

additional research has the potential of contributing to specific behaviors and 

practices needed to cement peace in a post-conflict resolution environment. 

Transitional justice 
One of the primary genres within peace studies focuses on two related activities: 

transitional justice and restorative justice. Both of these processes target 

reconciliation as a goal.  

 

One aspect involves reconciliation as a mechanism that occurs within the framework 

of peacekeeping agreements, and the second is reconciliation-related studies on how 

to rectify and account for human rights violations that occur during times of conflict. 

The latter are painstakingly explored through the research done on truth and 

reconciliation commissions (Allan & Allan, 2000; Allan et al., 2006; Kaminer et al., 

2001; Skaar, 2012).  

 

As an intervention in post-conflict areas, activities falling within what has been 

termed transitional justice emerged in the last century as a novel concept within the 

broader framework of reconciliation. This approach was born out of a recognition that 

legal remedies and some form of reparation to victims of war, particularly those who 
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suffered human rights atrocities, should be employed as part of a larger process of 

state building. Transitional justice has been well researched (Lundy & McGovern, 

2008; Quinn, 2017; Teitel, 2017) and has its share of advocates and detractors (Hirsch 

et al., 2012).  

 

One fruitful area of study is the investigation of the effectiveness of truth and 

reconciliation commission activities (Gibson, 2006; Lundy & McGovern, 2008; 

Skaar, 2012; Wiebelhaus-Brahm, 2020). It could be argued that TRCs are bridging 

mechanisms between negative and positive peace and therefore a good candidate for 

my own dissertation. Whereas TRCs are official bodies of the state, my research 

agenda needed to satisfy the criterion of looking at organizational strategies and 

individual experiences supported by people-to-people groups outside of the political 

arena. 

 

There is another problem with over reliance on learning about positive peace from 

these activities.  Truth and reconciliation commissions (TRCs) are treated as part of 

the “transitional” phase of peace management as their purpose is to “leave the past 

behind” (Brahm, 2007, p. 17). Scholars uniformly refer to TRCs as part of the 

institutional approach to peacebuilding that often downplay the need for individual 

victims to participate in some type of forgiveness rituals (Gibson, 2002; Kelman, 

2010; Llewellyn & Howse, 1999). The literature related to TRCs is robust and 

compelling in providing an orientation to the role and impact of these formally 
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convened bodies within a broader context of peacebuilding. Scholars have been 

unflinching in their evaluation and ultimate assessment of these commissions (Brahm, 

2007; Gibson, 2002, 2006).  

 

To provide further transparency into my own conclusions, I created the following list 

of possible shortcomings of the TRC approach in effectively fostering reconciliation. 

Except for the final point, these are my observations on the potential gaps and 

deficiencies in current approaches to peacebuilding and, as such, do not contain 

citations. As a researcher, I was eager to explore these factors to determine if and how 

they may ultimately support or dilute efforts to reconcile. 

Table 4. Limitations of Transitional Justice Approaches 
 

Factor Context Impact to Reconciliation 

Legal efforts aimed at 
retribution 

Formal recognition of 
wrongdoing  
 

Transgressions are often 
felt more emotionally 
than physically so legal 
remedies are insufficient 
in fostering sustainable 
reconciliation. 

Peace keeping efforts are 
conducted in a top-down 
fashion  

Authority is vested in 
political actors. Affected 
stakeholders are rarely 
included in the process.  

These efforts concentrate 
on state building and 
purely political objectives 
(negative peace). They 
neglect critical conditions 
for communities to co-
exist (e.g., in terms of 
promoting human rights, 
education, health-care and 
civil society).  

There is inadequate There is some evidence This process can backfire 
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Factor Context Impact to Reconciliation 
evidence as to whether 
witness testimony alone 
leads to healing. 

that TRCs can unleash 
destructive behaviors, 
including assassinations 
of the peace delegations 
leading those efforts 
(Backer, 2018, p. 123)  
 

and impede efforts to 
reconcile. 

 

Many of these insights suggest that we need to challenge the efficacy of transitional 

justice strategies as instruments in a reconciliation process on the pathway to 

achieving positive peace. Scholars agree that current approaches to transitional justice 

(chiefly administered through TRCs) are falling short in addressing the totality of 

grievances and abuses (Gibson, 2002, 2006, 2009). The efforts made in South Africa 

to mete out justice through the TRCs there have sparked the most controversy and 

criticism. 

 

The Promotion of National Unity and Reconciliation Act No. 34 of 1995 defined and 

put significant limits to what the TRC can/should do and achieve. Without questions 

the extent to which the negotiating political parties were desirous of national healing, 

it is true to say that at the stage it was political power and impunity rather than 

national healing that were at stake. There is little evidence that the truth has captured 

the imagination of many South Africans. Thousands of victims who appeared before 

the TRC still await relief (Maluleke, 1997, p. 326). 
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In devoting so much editorial space to a discussion of TRCs, I mean to belabor a 

fundamental conclusion I reached as part of my study: It is clear reconciliation is a 

central and crucial element of peacebuilding; however, institutional, and political 

means are not achieving it. To be sure, within the context of transitional justice more 

broadly, there is no clear answer or pathway towards a more holistic solution or one 

that would fully engender the positive peace envisioned by Galtung (2012).  

 

Additionally, Parent’s (2011) study of healing and reconciliation in Rwanda sparked 

an important insight for me: Reconciliation between perpetrators and victims is a very 

different activity than armistice between warring countries. Her research pointed to 

the “unseen connections” (Parent, 2011, p. 379) among peacebuilding, healing, and 

reconciliation, a connection I examined in my own research. The conclusion drawn 

by Parent (2011) regarding these connections further amplifies the relevance of my 

study, which looks directly at reconciliation as a process that enables peacebuilding. 

 

Finally, writings by Skaar (2012) put a finer point on the need to better understand 

reconciliation as a process leading to positive peace versus the output of negotiations 

within the context of negative peace. 

To begin with, reconciliation may be understood as a moral, political 
or religious concept. Whereas reconciliation previously has been 
“associated with the imperative of compromise in the name of 
stability,” more recent scholarship has associated reconciliation with 
“the long-term aspiration for political community based on consent 
and shared norms. Definitions of reconciliation range on a scale from 
“thin” to “thick.”  
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On the thin side, reconciliation may be understood as “nothing more 
than “simple coexistence,” in the sense that former enemies comply 
with the law instead of killing each other.” Thicker conceptions of 
reconciliation may include elements such as forgiveness, mercy (rather 
than justice—though sometimes also justice), a shared comprehensive 
vision, mutual healing and harmony. (Skaar, 2012, p. 65) 
 

The Power of People-to-People Initiatives 
A comprehensive examination of the transitional justice literature presents the stark 

contrast between peacebuilding efforts focused on the nation-state level and the 

efforts to foster reconciliation at the local level through people-to-people (P2P) 

initiatives. A review of the studies done on truth and reconciliation commissions 

influenced the direction of my research to consider if there might be more effective 

strategies being deployed by local actors with local agency, instead of in formal 

tribunals. 

 

People-to-people programs have been most often used in the Middle East and have 

been meticulously researched by Baskin (Baskin & Al-Qaq, 2004). However, 

research examinations of P2P are scant in comparison to transitional justice. I located 

a pilot study in Israel conducted by Weder et al. (2010), which found that the ability 

to forgive had a statistically significant impact on attitudes and resulting outcomes of 

the initiative. This research explored the methods and results of a local P2P group, 

Parents Circle-Families Forum: 

PCFF is one of few joint programs still functioning despite the ravages 
of the ongoing conflict. PCFF is a cross-community peacebuilding 
project of bereaved families supporting peace, reconciliation, and 
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tolerance. PCFF is home for hundreds of bereaved Israeli and 
Palestinian families. To prevent other families from experiencing their 
terrible pain, they have chosen a path of reconciliation rather than 
revenge. (Weder et al., 2010, p. 41) 
 

Though the Weder et al. (2010) study found a correlation between forgiveness and 

reconciliation, my informants attributed their movement within a broader ability to 

reconcile to other factors, chiefly dialogue, and certain types of personal contact. I 

will elaborate on these ideas in Chapters 4 and 5. 

 

Other studies on P2P initiatives (de Coning et al., 2015; Pundak, 2012; Rid, 2020) 

reinforced my interest in understanding what is happening between people at a human 

scale. The study by de Coning et al (2015) found one of the important outcomes of 

people centric peace operations is their ability to rebuild trust. 

External actors can impose formal “rules of the game,” but only local 
societies can generate the informal norms of behaviour and shared 
beliefs that are essential for institutions to be locally owned and 
embedded. Societies need time to develop, absorb, test, adapt and 
integrate their own formal and informal norms and shared beliefs, and 
to build trust in their own institutions which are developed in the 
process. (de Coning et al., 2015, p. 13) 
 

This type of analysis reinforced my conclusion relative to the effectiveness of locally 

based, people-to-people approaches to working towards the structural changes needed 

as outlined (and previously cited) by Galtung.  

 

Furthermore, P2P activities have been found to be a vital part of the broader 

processes involved in reconciliation: 
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In order for peace to come about, decisions need to be made by state 
officials at the highest levels. But in order for it to be digested, 
accepted and implemented, grassroots activities must take place 
before, during and after an agreement. When both governments are 
moving toward an agreement, working on the grassroots level can 
assist officials in mobilizing the people and moving toward a process 
of (re)conciliation. (Pundak, 2012, p. 46) 
 

Since peace studies are a relatively new area of scholarship, I felt it was important to 

familiarize myself with the range of journals covering the field. In particular, the 

research done by social psychologists Bar-Tal (2000), Enright et al., (2020), 

Weinstein (Halpern & Weinstein, 2004), and Kelman (2010) was instrumental in 

shaping my research questions. Similarly, I also needed to more deeply probe studies 

on intractable conflict (Coleman, 2003) to tease out nuances that could impact 

reconciliation. I will provide additional insights as to how these authors contributed to 

my understanding of these topics in the sections below. 

Forgiveness and reconciliation 
One of my early propositions asserted the act of forgiveness was a strong candidate to 

explain why some efforts were more effective than others in establishing the 

conditions for positive peace. I drew that conclusion through the findings from 

studies on forgiveness by Enright and others (Enright et al., 2020; Sutton, 2012) with 

thought leadership contributed by scholars exploring apologies and reconciliation 

(Campbell, 2017; Chapman, 2007; Finnegan, 2010). 

 

When designing my original interview guide, I intended to interrogate his findings in 

two capacities: Does reconciliation differ at the individual and group level (as he 
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found with forgiveness); and, is forgiveness a prerequisite for reconciliation, a 

suggestion made by Campbell (Campbell, 2017, 2019) and others who have also 

looked at apology as a condition for forgiveness and reconciliation (Allan et al., 2006; 

Kohen, 2009).  

 

I wondered if Enright’s Forgiveness Process Model (Enright, 2001; Sutton, 2012), 

which articulates four phases of forgiveness from Uncovering Your Anger to 

Discovery and Release from Emotional Prison, might be relevant when exploring 

processes leading to  reconciliation. I was further encouraged to explore this linkage 

in the findings by Hanke and Fischer who conducted a meta-analysis of Enright’s 

forgiveness inventory (Hanke & Fischer, 2013) and predicted “greater peacefulness is 

associated with higher levels of forgiveness” (Hanke & Fischer, 2013, p. 517),  

 

Though my data told a different story, this is rich soil to till for other scholars. As 

such, I have explicitly included Enright’s model in Chapter 5 in my discussion of 

future research opportunities. The pivot away from forgiveness is consistent with a 

constructivist strategy in that it “means designing and fitting methodological 

strategies to explore what the researcher discovers along the way” (Charmaz, 2017, p. 

35). 

 

The review of forgiveness literature completed by Sells and Hargrave (1998) more 

than 20 years ago was prescient in pointing out an “absence of attention devoted to 
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forgiveness and reconciliation within the mental health literature” (p. 22). At least 

there was an early effort to study those topics by psychologists. It has only been in 

recent times that scholars have looked at forgiveness as a potential intervention that 

has enormous potential to facilitate and actualize peace, as exemplified by Sarsar’s 

inclusion of forgiveness as one of the seven habits of peace mentioned in his recently-

published book Peacebuilding in Israeli-Palestinian Relations (Sarsar, 2020b, p. 

124). 

 

However, as I delved into my actual data, my initial proposition regarding forgiveness 

being a prerequisite or at least a salient dynamic leading to reconciliation did not 

materialize. Instead, I began to recognize that my participants did not require an 

apology or to partake in any formal type of forgiveness ritual. They were motivated 

through proximal interactions. As such, contact theory (Allport, 1954; Gordon & 

Allport, 1945; Pettigrew, 2008) and rehumanization studies (Esses et al., 2021; 

Gobodo-Madikizela, 2002; Halpern & Weinstein, 2004; Maiangwa & Byrne, 2017; 

Riabov, 2021) illuminate how and why certain approaches work. As such, literature 

in those areas provides greater clarity to my work. 

Rehumanization studies 
While much of the research on rehumanization looks at what could be considered 

marginalized parts of the population (e.g., refugees, the homeless and drug addicts), 

the findings of these studies suggest these same phenomena might be occurring in the 

context of peacebuilders. This hunch paid off well in the work of Halpern and 
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Weinstein (2004), whose piece, Rehumanizing the Other: Empathy and 

Reconciliation, addressed several themes related to my research agenda. 

 

In this single article, I found kernels of insight that strengthened my confidence that 

appreciating of what is happening at an individual level was critical to understanding 

the complex process of reconciliation leading to at least the potential of positive 

peace. Starting with the two poignant quotes below, these academicians unflinchingly 

address the fact that “interpersonal ruins, rather than ruined buildings and institutions, 

pose the greatest challenge for rebuilding society” (Halpern & Weinstein, 2004, p. 

563). They provided the following quotations: 

• “Milosevic did not kill. Our neighbors were killing.” Male Croat, Vukovar, 2001 

• “We are all pretending to be nice and to love each other. But, be it known that I 

hate them and that they hate me. It will be like that forever, but we are now 

pretending.” Female Bosniak, Mostar, 2002. (Halpern & Weinstein, 2004, p. 561) 

 

I read and reread Halpern and Weinstein’s (2004) piece multiple times over the 

course of my dissertation. In the first instance, I was influenced to pay closer attention 

to the relational v. institutional aspects of reconciliation. Once immersed in coding, 

the stories I heard time and again reinforced just how vital face-to-fact contact is in 

allowing former enemies to develop trust and in order to join together in efforts to 

plant the seeds of positive peace. 
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The following excerpt best summarizes this point: 

Perceptual shifts, as this paper posits, that occur when one becomes 
interested in another’s distinct subjective perspective are central to 
rehumanization. Yet, discussions of reconciliation in the aftermath of 
mass violence rarely address the rebuilding of individual relationships. 
While some may argue this approach is inherently “western,” 
emphasizing individual relationships does not represent a bias towards 
Western individualism in the sense of treating persons atomistically. 
For example, interest in another as a person in his or her own right is 
captured in the traditional African value of “ubuntu,” literally, “I am 
because you are.” This comes from the Xhosa saying: “A person is a 
person through persons.” In practice, ubuntu refers to face-to-face 
understanding between two human beings. Most work on social 
reconstruction focuses on the rule of law, state building, community 
development, and conflict resolution, with little literature beyond that 
dealing with forgiveness, psychosocial treatment, and community 
development on the critical dimension of what must happen between 
people to lead to genuine rehumanization. (Halpern & Weinstein, 
2004, p. 565) 
 

The description “emotional justice” (Maiangwa & Byrne, 2017, p. 85), when used to 

describe the outcome of rehumanization in the context of peacebuilding in Northern 

Ireland, exquisitely captures this outcome and further cements why Truth & 

Reconciliation Commissions are deficient in delivering full-scale reconciliation. That 

type of justice aims to deliver retribution, not healing. 

Reconciliation serves many purposes 
In forming and maturing my understanding the motivation of peacebuilders and how 

reconciliation played a role, I was most influenced by Kelman’s (2004, 2010) studies 

looking at the relationship between reconciliation and identity. 
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Kelman (2004, 2010), considered by many to be a pioneer in conflict resolution, has 

studied reconciliation since 1945 through many lenses in social psychology, including 

identity, group dynamics. One of Kelman’s (2004) primary tenets is that 

reconciliation is a “process as well as an outcome” (p. 112). In this same publication, 

Kelman (2004) referenced the work he and his colleagues have done to foster Israeli 

and Palestinian relationships noting their approach involved “tentative steps towards 

reconciliation, insofar as participants are encouraged to try to appreciate each other’s 

narrative and to engage in a process of ‘negotiating identity’” (p. 112). 

 

Kelman’s (2004, 2010) virtual kaleidoscope/menagerie of connections among 

reconciliation, identity, and rehumanization further homed in my ultimate 

methodology and research questions in terms of sensemaking between organizational 

strategies and individual experiences. His conclusions have been supported by 

practitioners working directly in the context of Middle Eastern peacebuilding, which 

is a primary focus of my own study. The following excerpt from provided a 

compelling endorsement of the important role grass roots organizations play in 

forging reconciliation, as shared by Pundak (2012), a former director of the Peres 

Center for Peace and one of the architects of the Oslo Accords: 

Many grassroots programs seek to show their participants that peace is 
possible, that the other side is just as human and that both sides seek 
peace and prosperity. This education for values of peace is done 
through, for instance, meetings between school children, joint sports 
matches, and joint movie and theater productions. During such 
meetings participants undergo processes in which they have to face 
their misconceptions and re-humanize the other. Another example, 
though a slightly different one, includes the activities of groups such as 
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Combatants for Peace4 and Parents Circle-Family Forum, in which 
individuals who either actively participated in the conflict or lost a 
family member to the conflict (respectively) meet one another. These 
groups often also engage in joint advocacy work in order to engage the 
general public in their work for peace. (Pundak, 2012, p. 48) 
 

I saw clear evidence of these rehumanization processes in the work being done by the 

organizations in my study, chiefly in the form of dialogue and contact. Like Pundak 

(2012), I found “the mere interaction of Israelis and Palestinians can produce a 

variety of outcomes and lead participants to different application of their cognitive 

and emotional learning in the future” (Pundak, 2012, p. 49). 

 

Pundak’s (2012) claim that “mere interaction” can produce a variety of outcomes 

intrigued me and prompted further inquiry to illuminate and expand upon that notion. 

It was during this phase of my literature review I first encountered references to 

“contact theory,” which ultimately supplied the richest source of scholarship upon 

which to scaffold my data. 

Contact theory 
An online search of the term “contact theory” results in a common definition: Contact 

between two groups can promote tolerance and acceptance, but only under certain 

conditions, such as equal status among groups and common goals (DeAngelis, 2001). 

 

The concept first emerged out of Allport’s (1954) thought leadership as first 

referenced in his book, The Nature of Prejudice. While Allport’s (1954) primary 

                                                
4 Combatants for Peace is one of the six organizations in my study. 
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research focus was on gaining a better understanding of how contact improved 

relationships and contributed to or lessened prejudice, it is fair to say his conclusions 

have been more broadly or generically applied beyond a strict definition of prejudice. 

(Driel & Verkuyten, 2021; Maoz, 2011; Schroeder & Risen, 2016) 

 

Allport (1954) concluded there are four requisite variables for contact to enhance 

relationships: equal status, cooperation, personal interactions and support from 

authority (as cite in McKay, 2018, p. 22). Pettigrew later challenged Allport’s 

reliance on these conditions noting that contact alone creates the opportunity for in 

groups and out groups to develop meaningful relationships (Pettigrew & Tropp, 

2006). In a meta-analytic study covering 713 samples from 515 studies, the authors 

concluded, “These conditions are not essential for prejudice reduction” (Pettigrew & 

Tropp, 2006, p. 751): 

Whereas intergroup contact theory has traditionally held that Allport’s 
optimal conditions are essential, we propose that Allport’s conditions 
facilitate contact’s reduction of intergroup prejudice. Social 
psychology has shown repeatedly that greater expo- sure to targets 
can, in and of itself, significantly enhance liking for those targets 
(Bornstein, 1989; Harmon-Jones & Allen, 2001; Lee, 2001; Zajonc, 
1968; see also Homans, 1950). Moreover, studies with social targets 
have shown that the enhanced liking that results from exposure can 
generalize to greater liking for other related, yet previously unknown, 
social targets (Rhodes, Halberstadt, & Braj-kovich, 2001). Applying 
this work to intergroup contact research, the mere exposure 
perspective suggests that, all things being equal, greater contact and 
familiarity with members of other groups should enhance liking for 
those groups. (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006, p. 753) 
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Within the context of longstanding conflict between self-described enemies, prejudice 

can arguably be a proxy for related feelings of fear and hatred, two emotions guilty of 

perpetuating conflict and obstructing positive peace. As such, I relied upon this 

cluster of scholarship to build my knowledge base. 

 

Perhaps the most renowned study testing contact theory was conducted by Sherif and 

his associates at University of Oklahoma resulting in the 1954/1961 publication of 

Intergroup Conflict and Cooperation: The Robbers Cave Experiment (Sherif et al., 

1961). This study looked at small group behavior through the disciplines of social 

psychology to test two hypotheses: 

• When individuals having no established relationships are brought together to 

interact in group activities with common goals, they produce a group structure 

with hierarchical statuses and roles within it. 

• If two in-groups thus formed are brought into functional relationship under 

conditions of competition and group frustration, attitudes, and appropriate hostile 

actions in relation to the outgroup, its members will arise and will be standardized 

and shared in varying degrees by group members. (Sherif et al., 1961, p. 10) 

 

The experiment involved 24 boys around the age of 12 who participated in a series of 

activities at a campsite. During the study, which involved competitive situations, in 

groups and out groups were formed. The result of intergroup contact in these 

conditions was enhancement of in-group solidarity, democratic interaction within 
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groups, and in-group friendship, on the one hand (Sherif et al., 1961, p. 10). This 

conclusion, reached more than 70 years ago, was echoed in the voices of my own 

participants. 

Summary 
There are only a handful of scholars as referenced above who have examined the 

relationships, conditions, and outcomes that connected firmly to my research. This 

potential gap in the literature supported the necessity of my research, due to the 

mismatch or at least lack of connection between how scholars have approached 

reconciliation through the lens of conflict as opposed to examining it as a cognitive 

and emotional phenomenon that allows for the individual to contemplate a world of 

positive peace. 

 

When scrutinizing research on peace studies, the primary reference material can be 

found in international relations and political science journals. However, when seeking 

findings on reconciliation, the studies emanating from the humanities (psychology 

and behavioral science) are most relevant. Not surprisingly, this discovery nicely 

parallels the constructs in the field itself. Conflict resolution is a matter of politics. 

Positive peace attends to a more holistic view of humanity! 

 

My literature review dovetails well with my research. At a macro level, I learned 

about positive peace from the perspective of Galtung, who prescient views have been 

cemented through the efforts of the Global Peace Index. Gaining a deeper 
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understanding of the mechanisms within transitional justice and restorative justice 

illuminated a possible gap/chasm in that those approaches to achieving some type of 

reconciliation in a post-conflict scenario do not meet the needs of the communities 

themselves.  

Critics often argue that proponents of truth-seeking commissions 
overstate their importance and that the core assumptions about the 
relation- ship between truth-telling and peacebuilding are flawed and 
supported by neither logic nor evidence (Mendeloff, 2004). Some go 
even further, arguing that truth commissions do not realize their stated 
goals of achieving justice, recording a truthful historical narrative, and 
facilitating reconciliation; instead truth commissions, they argue, ‘can 
have perverse effects, sometimes exacerbating tensions and other 
times providing public relations smoke screens for regimes that 
continue to abuse rights’ (Snyder and Vinjamuri, 2004: 20). (Hirsch et 
al., 2012, p. 391) 
 

Historians and scholars have documented the first three stages of peacebuilding as 

overseen by official bodies such as the United Nations. However, their findings are of 

less use for organizations working on the ground to pursue a more holistic agenda that 

satisfies the Galtung’s vision or Sarsar’s concept of peace actualization.  

 

Instead, the learnings from behavioral scientists studying group dynamics and identity 

provide more utility in getting to the core of my own findings. Once again, Kelman 

(2010) legitimized my point: 

Reconciliation is obviously continuous with and linked to conflict 
resolution and it certainly is not an alternative to it. But whereas 
conflict resolution refers to the process of achieving a mutually 
satisfactory and hence durable agreement between the two societies, 
reconciliation refers to the process whereby the societies learn to live 
together in the post conflict environment. (Kelman, 2010, p. 113) 
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 
Introduction 
In this chapter, I will detail my research design, participant selection, interview 

guides, coding protocol, and data analysis as well as address limitations of the study. 

My research was designed in concert with the grounded theory best practices of 

Charmaz (2014), Gibbs (2010) and Gioia et al., (2013). I had an initial speculation as 

to what I might find regarding reconciliation processes in positive peacebuilding; 

however, I was not trying to prove a specific hypothesis. While my data collection 

remained consistent with inductive grounded theory, the more flexible parameters of 

constructivist grounded theory (Charmaz, 2014) strongly influenced my analysis and 

permeate how I now think about my dissertation at a meta level. 

 

Consistent with these principles, which Charmaz (2017) described as “taking a deeply 

reflexive stance called methodological self-consciousness” (p. 34), I reframed my 

initial research focus from an exploration of how peacebuilders were demonstrably 

achieving sustainable reconciliation to what they were doing in those attempts. My 

inductive research design would not allow one to find evidence to substantiate the 

sustainability claim. I also recognized a need for greater specificity regarding an 

explicit connection to positive peace throughout the dissertation. Per Charmaz’s 

(2017) standard for critical inquiry, I wanted to ensure my research studied “questions 

about justice and injustice” as well (p. 35). I also “designed and fitted methodology 

strategies to explore what the researcher discovers along the way” (Charmaz, 2017, p. 
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35). “By subjecting our data, our practices, and ourselves to rigorous scrutiny 

throughout inquiry, researchers’ critical stance can emerge and change how we see 

our research participants, our research goals, and ourselves” (Charmaz, 2017, p. 35).  

 

In my case, the moving target centered on my research goals and question. What 

began as an inquiry into forgiveness and reconciliation evolved into developing a 

greater understanding of how reconciliation is nurtured in service of positive peace. 

These course corrections were made to honor and respect the complexity of my topic. 

In its final iteration, my research explored how individuals are reconciling both 

internal and external narratives as they participate in people-to-people peacebuilding 

activities with members they previously feared and often hated.  

Details of the Study: Selecting Peacebuilding Organizations 
As my research question relied upon access to individual peacebuilders, I first needed 

to recruit organizations involved in some form of positive peacebuilding where the 

leadership would be willing to talk with me about their mission, vision, and strategy, 

and, optimally, connect me to the actual participants. I was able to partner with six 

such organizations: Combatants for Peace, EcoPeace, Holy Land Trust, Interfaith 

Encounter Association, Roots, and Seeds of Peace. Earlier in the dissertation, I 

described these organizations as the gateway into my study, and they served that 

purpose well, securing access to dozens of individuals who fit my profile. The NGOs 

in my study are classified within the genre of so-called people-to-people (P2P) 

initiatives, a model that has been widely validated by scholars as an approach to 
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community building and reconciliation in areas where the social fabric has been 

ravaged by longstanding conflict (de Coning, 2020; Pundak, 2012; Weder et al., 

2010).  

 

These six organizations were among more than 100 NGOs I reviewed as candidates 

for my study. Of the 100, half of them were referenced by Sarsar (2020a). I curated 

the remaining contenders from a basic Google search of the terms “positive peace 

NGOs,” “peacebuilding NGOs,” “local peacebuilders,” and “top peacebuilding 

organizations.” This search yielded a plethora of potential organizations, as noted in 

Figure 8 and Figure 9. 

 

 

Source: Adapted from Peacekeeping: Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) 

(n.d.)  

Figure 8. Peacebuilding NGOs 
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Source: Adapted from O’Connor (2021) 

Figure 9. Peacebuilding Networks 
 

Among the dozens of self-proclaimed peacebuilding organizations that were potential 

candidates for my study, the six finalist organizations I selected were based on the 

following factors: 

• The mission and purpose explicitly state a commitment to peace and/or 

reconciliation between historically divisive communities 
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• The primary focus is on community-building rather than promoting a political 

agenda (i.e., activities fall within Galtung’s definition of positive peace beyond a 

narrower definition of conflict resolution) 

• Leadership occurs through local actors and activists rather than third parties (such 

as the United Nations or World Bank) 

• Practices promote shared governance to balance extant inequities between 

participants (the sole exception is Holy Land Trust, which is led by a Palestinian) 

• Programs and activities were aligned with the Global Peace Index’s eight pillars 

of positive peace 

• The organization’s staff was able to facilitate direct contact with individuals who 

are currently participating in some form of peacebuilding activity 

 

This final factor tipped the scale in my vetting process. I had assumed I would have 

great difficulty connecting with individual peacebuilders and activists themselves for 

several reasons: 

• Language barriers 

• Time difference between the U.S. and locations of my participants 

• Participant trepidation about participating in the research 

• Technology challenges in accessing WiFi to participate in Zoom calls 

 

In fact, the leaders in all six organizations were able to arrange for me to interview 

their volunteer activists and program participants. Due to the availability of so many 



 

57 

interviewees involved directly in support of the organization’s respective missions, 

my study captures the views of individual peacebuilders more so than detailing the 

operational activities of the six groups. It was satisfying to see how closely the groups 

have aligned to the GPI pillars promoting positive peace and Sarsar’s (2005, 2008) 

model of peace actualization. Table 5 illustrates these connections and further 

validates the efficacy of the selection process. 

Table 5. Peacebuilding Organizations Programmatic Alignment with Positive 
Peace Indicators 

Name  
Year founded 

Primary programs 
& activities 

GPI alignments 

Combatants for Peace 
(n.d.) (2006) 

Water campaign 
Bedouin protection 
Educational 
programs 
Palestinian housing 
advocacy 

Equitable 
distribution of 
resources 
Well-functioning 
government 
Acceptance of the 
rights of others 
Good relations 
with neighbors 

EcoPeace (n.d.) 
(1994) 

Jordan River 
cleanup 
Water filtration 
Environmental 
justice advocacy 

Well-functioning 
government 
Good relations 
with neighbors 
Equitable 
distribution of 
resources 

Holy Land Trust 
(1998) 

Healing Hatred 
workshops 
 

Acceptance of the 
rights of others  
Good relations 
with neighbors 

Interfaith Encounter 
Association 
(2001) 

Encounter groups Good relations 
with neighbors 
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Name  
Year founded 

Primary programs 
& activities 

GPI alignments 

Roots/Judur/Shorashim 
(2014) 

Environmental 
activities 
Pro-Palestinian 
advocacy 

Good relations 
with neighbors 
Acceptance of the 
rights of others 

Seeds of Peace 
(1993) 

Summer camps 
Leadership 
development 
Alumni programs 

Free flow of 
information 
High levels of 
human capital 
Acceptance of the 
rights of others 

 

Study organization details 
Based upon publicly available educational and promotional materials about each 

group, interviews with participants, and my own experiences on a dual narrative tour 

in Israel and the occupied Palestinian territories. I developed a framework to illustrate 

a process through which reconciliation occurs. The following four mechanisms 

function to engender mutual trust and cooperation in these people-to-people 

initiatives as noted below: 

• Dialogue includes activities encouraging one-to-one and small group discussions 

aimed at discovering common ground and expanding legacy narratives. Interfaith 

Encounter Association and Seeds of Peace rely on dialogue as a primary tool. 

• Contact includes hosting events and interactions orchestrated for participants to 

experience and witness shared pain or loss from the conflict. These encounters 

have been proven to mitigate the impacts of past traumas to paralyze efforts to 
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build a new future. Holy Land Trust and Combatants for Peace (n.d.) successfully 

employ this strategy. 

• Advocacy taps newfound agency to encourage individuals to act on behalf of the 

other side.  At this stage, individuals move from a supportive to active role and 

start to display many of the characteristics of peace actualization (Sarsar, 2020b). 

Combatants for Peace (n.d.) and Friends of Roots operate in this domain.  

• Partnership mobilizes allies representing all sides of a conflict to cooperate on 

initiatives of mutual benefit. These efforts have been most successful when aimed 

at the environment and education. EcoPeace operates in this space. 

 

Figure 10 below showcases this framework populated with the organizations as I 

categorized the nature of their activities. Some organizations operate in more than one 

phase. Others operate in a single phase. My empirical evidence does not support 

further conclusions as to whether these phases are sequential.  

 

 

Figure 10. Organizational Activities  
 

Dialogue 

• Interfaith 
Encounter 

• Holy Land Trust 
• Seeds of Peace 

Contact 

• All six 
organizations 
function in this 
role 

Advocate 

• Combatants for 
Peace 

Partner 

• EcoPeace	
• Combatants	for	
Peace	
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Through a variety of methods, these groups employ similar strategies, each of which 

links to validated theoretical anchors. The common practices reported by those 

involved with these groups are aimed at exposing discrepancies and contradictions in 

the underlying narratives of their participants (Thiessen & Darweish, 2018), 

rehumanizing the “other” (Esses et al., 2021; Gobodo-Madikizela, 2002; Halpern & 

Weinstein, 2004; Maiangwa & Byrne, 2017; Riabov, 2021) and creating the space for 

collective healing (Shnabel et al., 2018; Wagoner & Brescó, 2016). This last body of 

work is important to better understand the association between collective healing and 

the willingness to cooperate going forward. 

 

In some cases, activities expand into advocacy for and, ultimately, partnership with 

the other. My data supports findings regarding the presence and impact of dialogue 

and contact. It falls short of predicting, anticipating, or suggesting whether dialogue 

and contact lead to advocacy or partnership.  

 

Combatants for Peace’s (CFP) (n.d.) mission is to “build the social infrastructure 

necessary for ending the conflict and the occupation: communities of Palestinians and 

Israelis working together through non-violent means to promote peace” (Combatants 

for Peace, n.d.). This group was co-founded by Avner Wishnitzer, a commander in 

the Israeli Defense Force (IDF), and Soulamin Khatib, who served time in Israeli 

prison for attacking and wounding two Israeli soldiers. Their story is one of heroism 

and has inspired a movement of volunteers to join and support efforts to end the 
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Occupation and provide resources to embattled Palestinians. I had the honor of 

meeting both founders, along with several of their colleagues, when I visited the Holy 

Land in November of 2021. CFP is one of the two sponsors of Israel’s Joint Memorial 

Day Ceremony and has marshaled activism along many fronts, most notably a water 

campaign to publicize the untenable situation around lack of access to water in the 

Occupied Territories. CFP participants are active in advocating for the rights of 

Palestinians and Bedouins through hands-on advocacy including acting as de facto 

security guards to ensure safe passage for Bedouins grazing their sheep near the 

Israeli settlements and protecting Palestinians during the olive harvest. 

 

EcoPeace is unique among the group in its approach to peacebuilding through 

environment programs. EcoPeace works in environmental justice and has been able to 

forge partnerships among Jordanians, Palestinians, and Israelis on several projects 

aimed at conservation sustainable regional development. Its strategy of “cross-border 

environmental cooperation” is executed through a powerful message of 

“environmental peacebuilding.” (Eco Peace, n.d.). Environmental protection and 

climate security are major concerns within the Middle East. As the group’s web site 

so wisely states: “The Middle East water crisis knows no borders.” (Eco Peace, n.d.). 

EcoPeace (n.d.) has commissioned multiple studies (Eco Peace And Friends Friends 

of the Earth Middle East (FoEME), 2014; Sarig et al., 2010) about these issues 

drawing upon expertise from sources in Jordan, Israel and Palestine. These academic 

collaborations further advance cooperation among societies with ongoing conflicts. 
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My interviews were limited to a board member and two staff members. I was not able 

to speak with volunteer participants. 

 

Holy Land Trust (HLT) is a non-profit Palestinian organization committed to 

“fostering peace, justice and understanding” in the Holy Land by “exploring the root 

causes of violence and seek to develop solutions to address them.” (Holy Land Trust, 

n.d.-a). Sami Awad, the founder of this organization, is revered throughout the region 

as a courageous visionary. His organization promotes non-violent activism though a 

series of creative programs built upon the recognition that transformation can only 

occur through “the deep work of discovering, exposing, and resisting the foundational 

reasons (of) fear and conflict.” (Holy Land Trust, n.d.-b) HLT’s innovative programs 

include its Friends Across Borders initiative, which helps civil and activist leaders 

address common issues. Because Friends Across Borders recognizes the power of 

inherited narratives to perpetuate trauma at the societal level, it uses dialogue as 

primary strategy to start the process of healing and reconciliation between group 

members with longstanding histories of conflict. The Borders program has extended 

beyond Israelis and Palestinians to include German participants.  Research related to 

its success confirms its effectiveness as an alternative to violence (Dyer, 2013) and a 

beacon for other groups in the region. In the conclusion of her comprehensive study 

of HLT, Dyer (2013) found the following: 

Nonviolence has the potential to unite the people under a just cause 
without threatening their opponent. With continued uncertainty in the 
region, the leadership of Sami Awad and the work of all who serve for 
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HLT provide the encouragement, training and support to maintain 
hope through steadfastness. (p. 204) 
 

Interfaith Encounter Association (IEA) was one of the pioneers debuting dialogue 

groups in the Holy Land with an appreciation that bringing together people of 

different faiths and backgrounds was a first step in breaking down the barriers of 

“otherness.” The group has operated since 2001 and has been the subject of several 

research studies initiated by faculty at Bar-Ilan University in Israel (Schwartz, 2009) 

and DePaul University in Chicago (Furman, 2011).Findings from those studies 

complement much of the research on identity, narrative and rehumanization cited 

elsewhere in this dissertation. One particularly succinct description of IEA’s approach 

notes: “Sustainable peace and reconciliation endeavors address conflict at a grassroots 

level, using strategies that encourage the development of people’s trust and sincere 

understanding across divides; in short, conflict specialists increasingly direct their 

attention at ‘citizen’ diplomacy” (Furman, 2011, p. 1). By design, IEA groups focus 

dialogue away from polarizing topics and instead encourage members to share views 

and experiences on subjects that bridge their differences. IEA discussion topics 

include how different faiths celebrate life cycle events and discussions about the 

environment. The groups are facilitated by a volunteer coordinator and that role 

rotates among Jews, Christians, and Muslims. A sample report from a recent meeting 

is included in the Appendix. Over the past 20 years, IEA has facilitated 117 groups 

reaching 4,000 individuals though these encounters and related events. Even through 
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the pandemic, IEA reported an increase in the number of groups, and the dip in actual 

encounters in 2020 rebounded in 2021 (Figure 11). 

  

Figure 11. IEA Year-to-Year Activity 
 

The groups meet throughout Israel and Palestine (as conditions allow) and have spun 

off special interest to appeal to specific populations, including Women’s Interfaith 

Encounters and Youth Interfaith Encounters (Figure 12).  
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Figure 12. IEA meeting locations 
 

Because IEA’s primary focus is on encounters, the inclusion of the map is an 

important artifact to demonstrate the breadth of its reach. Participants face many 

obstacles in merely attending these meetings. IEA’s ability to successfully host 

encounters throughout Israel and the Occupied Territories is a testament to the 

organization’s reputation and the fortitude of its members. 

 

Friends of Roots/Judur/Shorashim in one of the more controversial non-governmental 

organizations working in the peacebuilding domain in that its Israeli volunteers reside 

in the settlements. The settlements themselves are highly contentions on a number of 

fronts, which are too numerous and complex for this thesis. The fact that settlers are 
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joining with Palestinians to promote “understanding, nonviolence and 

transformation” (Friends of Roots, n.d.) is remarkable. Its main activity revolves 

around mobilizing Israelis to respond to acts of violence against Palestinians that 

occur within proximal communities. Like some of the activities of CFP where 

activists show up to protect Bedouins and Palestinian farmers from attacks, Roots 

members offer assistance to neighbors who have faced some form of violence or 

intimidation. They also hold youth groups bringing together 20 local Israeli and 

Palestinian high school students to participate in recreational activities as well as 

facilitated discussions to explore and challenge narratives. Because many of its Israeli 

participants live in the highly controversial settlements, Roots does not enjoy the 

same popularity or objectivity of the five other groups I studied. However, the 

interviewees themselves contributed meaningful insights about the nature of positive 

peace, even as they took what could be considered contradictory and hypocritical 

actions.  

 

Through its summer camp experience and leadership development programs, Seeds 

of Peace focuses its efforts aimed at teenagers and young adults. Seeds of Peace is the 

one organization in my study that spans multiple geographies. The organization’s 

model rests upon sponsoring summer camps where teenagers from different ethnic 

and political backgrounds engage in an intensive three-week experience aimed at 

challenging narratives and developing future peace leaders. Trained facilitators use 

dialogue as the primary tool to encourage –and, at times, strongly urge—participants 
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to challenge legacy narratives about the other. In most cases, the teens have never met 

or talked with a member of the other group, which is classically considered to be an 

enemy. According to the organization’s web site, 90–94% of the participants report 

having no contact with members of the other prior to attending the camp. Like IEA, 

the Seeds of Peace program has been well researched by academics, including a 

longitudinal study of the program conducted from 1993 to 2004, which addresses 

some of the challenges faced by alumni upon their re-entry back home (Maddy-

Weitzman, 2005).  

  

In consultation with my Committee, I opted to chiefly focus on organizations 

operating in the Middle East rather than attempting to represent a more global sample. 

However, one of the groups, Seeds of Peace, draws participants from both the Middle 

East and South Asia thereby suggesting some of my findings may be transferable to 

other contexts and settings.  

Research design 
As part of my initial study design, I spoke with several scholars and practitioners in 

the field, including Dr. Andrew Campbell, Dr. Robert Enright, Dr. Herbert Kelman, 

Dr. Whitney Miller McIntyre, Dr. Saliba Sarsar, Dr. Josefina Alvarez and leaders 

from The Carter Center, U.S. Institute for Peace, Humanity United and Taps Institute 

for Hope and Healing. These informational interviews were instrumental in helping to 

ground me as a practitioner scholar. The academics confirmed the value in my 

studying reconciliation to advance scholarship. The leaders working in the field 
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encouraged me to pursue a qualitative study to examine best practices more closely 

from the perspective of local actors.  

 

As qualitative study, interviews were the primary data collection strategy. With my 

background as trained journalist and former reporter, I have conducted thousands of 

interviews over the past four decades so gravitated to a qualitative process. I found 

the Gioia method of theory building (Gioia et al., 2013) using coding to be more 

compatible with my study design than approaches developed by the other giants in 

the field: Eisenhardt and Langley (Gehman et al., 2018).  

 

At the outset, I planned to interview founders, leaders, and staff members of the six 

organizations as I was unsure whether I would have access to the actual participants 

in the programs. Fortunately, I was able to talk with and meet with dozens of 

individuals who are directly involved in peacebuilding activities in one of two roles:  

1. Founders or professional staff members associated with one of the six 

organizations, and 

2. Individuals who are involved in some manner, whether as a volunteer, an activist, 

or simply as a participant (which is case with most IEA members). 

 

In some instances, the interview subjects self-identified as volunteers without a larger 

agenda beyond learning more about people from other cultures and religions who 
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historically have been considered enemies. In other cases, participants self-identified 

as activists engaged directly in conflict resolution and peacebuilding.  

Interview protocols 
Due to the generosity and fortitude of study organization founders and staff members, 

I was able to connect with at least three and as many as 12 individuals from each of 

the six groups. By the conclusion of the research phase, I had completed 60 

interviews (not including the initial fact-finding conversations with subject matter 

experts working directly in the field).  

 

The interview guide (Table 6) was approved by the IRB, and I was faithful to it 

without making any changes for the first handful of conversations. It bears noting the 

initial conversations tended to be with organizational staff or in two cases, founders, 

so question three seemed relevant at the time. As I shifted from interviewing the 

official representatives of these organizations to the actual participants, question three 

was not as relevant. Instead, I added question five upon hearing repeatedly about the 

risk to the peacebuilders and the real dangers they faced. 

Table 6. Interview Guide 
  

Question 
Number 

Text Modifications 

1 Tell me about your personal story and how 
you became involved with this group 

 

2 Within what context do you use any of 
these terms when describing or 

Over time, I would ask 
about dialogue and 
narrative before the 
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Question 
Number 

Text Modifications 

implementing your programs?   
Reconciliation, forgiveness, healing, 
apology, narrative, dialogue 
 

others. I stopped asking 
about forgiveness after 
interview 27, unless the 
interviewee mentioned 
the term. 

3 How do you measure progress?  
Metrics, anecdotal, survey, time based? 
Can you share a story or anecdote about 
your impact? 
 

Over time, I did not ask 
the question about 
progress of volunteer 
participants. It was not 
as relevant to my data 
set. I did ask every 
interviewee to share 
stories and anecdotes 
about their experience. 
Very subtly, this 
question focused on 
individual motivation 
rather than tracking 
progress. 

4 Can you identify any common obstacles or 
challenges you have faced in achieving 
your program’s goals? 

 

5 How have you dealt with or prepared your 
participants to deal with ostracization ~ or 
worse repercussions ~ when they return 
home? 
 

 

6 Is there anything else you would like to 
share with me about your work or 
involvement with this organization or 
related peacebuilding activities? 

A handful of individuals 
were active in more than 
one group. Or, started 
with IEA and then 
joined CFP.  

 

These specific questions were designed to investigate the nexus between theory and 

practice; to better understand opportunities to scale and replicate positive outcomes; 

and to identify best practices used to foster productive interactions and relationships. 
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Three topics piqued my interest and were salient in the development of the formal 

interview guide based on relevant scholarship as noted in the citations below. 

• What is the impact of narrative and identity in building bridges and fostering 

compassion among adversaries (Kostić, 2007)? 

• Why is dialogue such a powerful and requisite peacebuilding activity ( Atkinson, 

2019; Baskin & Al-Qaq, 2004; Maoz et al., 2004)? 

• Are there new leadership qualities needed by peacebuilders (Satterwhite et al., 

2015), particularly those individuals facing ostracization or worse fallout from 

participating in these activities (Sarsar, 2020a)? 

Interviews 
More than 60 informants participated in virtual interviews conducted in 2021. Of the 

60, 10 held some type of formal or paid role within the organization; the remaining 

subjects were active participants in programs and other activities. Table 7 summarizes 

the interviews by name of organization, interviewee identified numerically and by 

role, and the date of the interview. The interviews of activists on the dual narrative 

tour were done in person. In some cases, they were recorded on my cell phone using 

the Otter application. In others, I took handwritten notes. 

 

Informants were located throughout Israel, Palestine (the West Bank), India, and 

Pakistan. Approximately 60 percent were female, and 40 percent were male. Many of 

the informants self-identified as activists, both within the context of explicit 
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peacebuilding actions (such as attending a protest against the Israeli occupation of the 

West Bank) and more broadly to tackle inequities that continue to perpetuate the root 

causes of the conflict (such as advocating for access to water or the right for 

Palestinians to keep their homes). This broader context is consistent with Galtung’s 

notion of positive peace, which encompasses an expansive agenda including gender 

equality, human rights, and the rule of law (Galtung, 2012). Many of their activities 

also support the GPI’s pillars of positive peace, particularly in the case of Seeds of 

Peace alumni who are involved in many meaningful professional and volunteer 

pursuits aimed at creating a more just and inclusive society.  

 

Interviews were held in two stages: from March to September, interviews were held 

via Zoom or Facetime. Every interview was recorded and transcribed using the Otter 

platform. In addition to relying on the transcriptions, I also took my own notes during 

the interviews. I used my own note taking to capture insights and identify emerging 

themes in situ. When hearing a particularly moving or compelling quote, I highlighted 

the text in yellow. As I began to detect patterns and themes, I added comments in red 

font directly on my document. This process yielded two artifacts for every interview: 

raw verbatims supplemented by my reflections, which eventually fed into my memos. 

 

In November, I participated in a “dual narrative tour” sponsored by Combatants for 

Peace. The tour took place over 10 days in Israel and Palestine. During the visit, I 

interviewed an additional 22 activists and several local residents affected by the 
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Israeli occupation of the West Bank. These interviews were recorded via my cell 

phone and transcribed. I did not take secondary notes during those conversations; 

however, I did capture visual data in the form of photographs taken at several of the 

sites we visited. This additional form of reference material adds even greater nuance 

and depth to my findings. One such image appears below as Figure 13. Additional 

samples from my portfolio can be found in the Appendix. 

  

Figure 13. Scenes from a Refugee Camp in the West Bank 
 

With one exception, all interviewees requested anonymity. I tracked individual 

conversations by the name of the organization, the date of the interview, and a 

numeric symbol. I used a translator for three interviews when the participant’s ability 

to speak English was minimal. A complete list of interviews is included in Table 7. 
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All transcripts have been archived in three places: the Otter online platform, 

MAXQDA software and as word documents on my laptop. 

 

As a final process step, I circled back to re-interview three senior staff members 

associated with the organizations where I had the most contact: Seeds of Peace, 

Interfaith Encounter Association, and Combatants for Peace. In those discussions, I 

shared my preliminary conclusions with these leaders to test my thinking. They 

independently validated and reinforced my conclusions, which provided another layer 

of quality control and efficacy to my process. Subsequently I learned journalists often 

use participant verification (Shapiro et al., 2013) as a method of fact checking. 

Table 7. Interviews 
 

Organization Participant Numbers 
S=Staff / P=Participant 

Corresponding Interview 
Dates 

Combatants for 
Peace 
 

1P 
2P 
3P 
4P 
5P 
6S 

7/8/2021 

7/7/2021 
4/13/2021 

8/26/2021 
9/12/2021 

  6/20/21, 12/3/21 

Dual Narrative 
Tour – IN 
PERSON 

1P 
2P 
3P 
4P 
5P 
6P 
7P 

11/5/2021 

11/5/2021 
11/5/2021 

11/5/2021 
11/6/2021 

11/6/2021 
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Organization Participant Numbers 
S=Staff / P=Participant 

Corresponding Interview 
Dates 

8P 
9P 
10P 
11P 
12P 
13P 
14P 
15P 
16P 
17P 
18P 
19P 
20P 
21P 
22P 

11/6/2021 
11/6/2021 

11/8/2021 
11/8/2021 

11/8/2021 
11/9/2021 

11/10/2021 
11/10/2021 

11/10/2021 
11/10/2021 

11/10/2021 
11/10/2021 

11/10/2021 
11/11/2021 

11/11/2021 
11/11/2021 

11/11/2021 
 

EcoPeace 
 

1S 
2S 
3S 
4 Board member 

8/25/2021 

9/1/2021 
9/5/2021 

8/6/2021 
 

Holy Land 
Trust 

1S 
2S 

8/16/2021 

8/23/2021 
 

Interfaith Encounter 
Association 
 

1S 
2S  
3P 
4P 
5P 
6P 

4/6/21, 12/29/21 

 
4/21/21 
 
6/2/2021 

6/3/2021 
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Organization Participant Numbers 
S=Staff / P=Participant 

Corresponding Interview 
Dates 

7P 
8P 
9P 
10P 
12P 

6/23/2021 
6/24/2021 

7/21/2021 
7/28/2021 

8/1/2021 
8/4/2021 

8/5/2021 
8/23/2021 

 

Roots 
 

1P 
2P 
3P 

7/22/2021 
7/29/2021 

8/16/2021 
 

Seeds of Peace 
 
12 of the 13 
participants identified 
as Indian or 
Pakistani. One was 
an Israeli. 

1S   
2P 
3P 
4P 
5P 
6P 
7P 
8P 
9P 
10P 
11P 
12P 
13P 
14P 

3/29/21, 12/17/21 

6/7/2021 
6/28/2021 

7/6/2021 
7/21/2021 

7/23/2021 
7/26/2021 

8/3/2021 
8/3/2021 

8/12/2021 
8/13/2021 

8/14/2021 
8/16/2021 

8/17/2021 
 

Subject Matter 
Experts 
 

Andrew Campbell  
Saliba Sarsar 
 
Whitney McIntyre 

1/12/2021 
10/30/2020, 2/4/2021,  
6/25/2021 
4/19/2021 
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Organization Participant Numbers 
S=Staff / P=Participant 

Corresponding Interview 
Dates 

Tom Crick/ Carter Center 
Dr. Herbert Kelman/ Harvard scholar 

Dr. Robert Enright/U of W/scholar 
Ted Baartmans/People to People 

Ann Phillips/ US Institute for Peace 
Dr. Elizabeth Freidman/prof  

Jesse Eaves/ Humanity United 
Dr. Josefina Alvarez/Ray Kroc Peace  
Studies prof 
Uki Maroshek / Conflict resolution  
expert 
 
Dr. Dean Bell at Spertus/ Educator 

 

1/28/2021 
1/20/2021 

11/17/2020 
4/19/2021 

4/19/2021 
11/16/2020 
11/16/2020 
12/2/2020 
 
4/20/21, 4/27/21, 
5/4/21, 5/11/21, 
6/1/21, 6/8/21 
4/1/2021 

 

Additional data points 
While the transcripts from my study participant interviews were my primary source of 

raw data, there were three additional channels of critical information inputs 

contributing to my methodology: 

• Informal conversations with the 12 subject matter experts I interviewed as the 

front end of my research. Among the interviewees are four well-regarded scholars 

(Campell, Enright, Kelman, and Sarsar). Their insights and comments were 

instrumental in establishing a baseline for the study. 

• I participated in an eight-week virtual seminar on Conflict Resolution offered by 

the Adam Institute for Democracy and Peace located in Tel Aviv. The Institute 

was one of the organizations I had initially vetted to include in my study; and its 

director, Dr. Uki Maroshek, developed a unique facilitation tool (Betzavta), which 
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is used in peace facilitation scenarios. Conversations with Dr. Marosek further 

contributed to my own growing sophistication and understanding of the nuances 

involved in trying to achieve positive peace. 

• I spent 10 days in Israel and Palestine on a dual narrative tour in November of 

2021. The tour was organized by Medji Tours, a company with a global 

reputation for its stewardship and innovation in designing these very unique 

experiences. Founded by an American Jew and a Palestinian who have 

unabashedly shared their hope to win the Nobel Peace Prize, the company was 

recently featured in the New York Times (McClanahan, 2022) for its approach of 

providing two guides to share often contradictory—and sometimes quite 

searing—narratives in areas besieged by longstanding conflict. During the tour, I 

had access to more than 20 peacebuilders and activists. While their interviews are, 

indeed, included in my data set, the personal transformation I experienced during 

this taste of ethnography no doubt influenced my own processes in what I paid 

attention to as I took notes, wrote memos and curated the codes. 

Immersion in this abundance of data with what I hope was some degree of 

“methodological self-consciousness” (Charmaz, 2017, p. 36), revealed what I believe 

is a defensible conclusion: Through a set of documentable processes, the 

organizations I studied are helping participants reconcile their world views and 

emotional states in order to work with former enemies and adversaries to achieve 

positive peace. Reconciliation is occurring in both identified aggregate themes 

(talking and acting), a claim I will further elaborate on in Chapter 5.  
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Data analytics  
At the completion of my interviews, I had several data sets: 

• Transcriptions of recorded interviews 

• Handwritten notes taken during live interviews completed on the dual narrative 

tour 

• Recording of the 2021 Joint Memorial Ceremony (which I listened to in real time) 

• Recordings of two CFP virtual presentations by activists (which I listened to in 

real time) 

All the transcripts were imported into the MAXQDA software platform, which is 

where I coded the transcripts. I used the Gioia method (Gioia et al., 2013) to organize 

hundreds of codes and proceeded to analyze my data during an eight-week period. 

Additional details related to this process are included in Chapter 4.  

Themes 
Through the firsthand stories of more than 60 interview subjects as well as my own 

participation in a dual narrative tour, I was able to identify common experiences of 

individuals who are cooperating with their traditional enemies to create the conditions 

for positive peace in their communities. 

 

In this section, I will discuss my data analysis protocols; review how I employed 

coding to determine two aggregate dimensions; and begin the discussion of how my 

findings bring greater clarity to my research questions.  
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The Joy of Gioia 
I coded 60 transcripts stored in MAXQDA. In most cases, I coded the transcripts 

within a few days of the interviews to maintain clarity and rigor in this phase of data 

consumption. In terms of protocol, I relied on Gioia’s approach to understanding my 

data by identifying first-order concepts, second-order themes and aggregate 

dimensions (Gioia et al., 2013). My first-order concepts were gleaned from more than 

500 in vivo codes, which I parsed through axial coding as developed by Strauss and 

Corbin (1990). 

 

In vivo codes were a mix of sentences and single words, as seen in the sample below 

(Figure 14). 

 

 

Figure 14. Sample In Vivo Codes 
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In developing the next level of second-order themes, I often referred to the original in 

vivo quote to access a longer excerpt. By doing so, I made sure the context 

transferred along with the verbatim to preserve the integrity of the themes.  

 

MAXMDA facilitates this access seamlessly. Figure 15 below illustrates the interface 

between individual codes and a longer segment of text to allow the researcher to 

continuously check for accuracy, and context and, at times, to curate new quotes that 

better tell the story that is being revealed during the analysis. 

 

 

Figure 15. Confirming First-Order Concepts with Second-Order Themes 
 

Charmaz (2017) noted a constructivist scholar must “provide methods for theorizing 

action” (p. 38). During this phase of data review, I introduced color-coding to sort 

and group words and statements into themes (Figure 16). Particularly compelling 

quotes were exported for inclusion in the dissertation itself. By building in a second 
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(or in some cases third) look at the text surrounding the code, I began to engage in 

preliminary theorizing about why certain actions were more or less influential in the 

interviewee’s experience. The color coding also served to assist me study “emergent 

meanings and actions and how each affects each other,” another one of Charmaz’s 

conditions for constructivist grounded theory development (Charmaz, 2017, p. 38). 

 

 

Figure 16. Color Coding to Identify Themes 
 

During this phase of analysis, I also expanded upon my interview notes through the 

use of memos. MAXMDA is an excellent tool in that it allows the user to move back 

and forth from blocks of copy for the purposes of coding, memo writing, and 

exporting selected excerpts into word or excel files for later inclusion into the 

dissertation (Figure 17). 
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Figure 17. Sampling of Memos 
 

In total, I captured more than 500 individual codes, which funneled into seven 

themes. After weeks of reflection and revisiting the data, I designated two aggregated 

dimensions, as shown in Figure 18, talking and acting. As I continued to process, I 

became convinced there are two additional aggregate level dimensions: cognitive and 

emotional processes. This maturation in my thinking makes sense as I bifurcated my 

findings on two levels: external organizational initiatives aimed at reconciliation 

paired with internal experiences felt by individuals. Two levels, and two sets of 

aggregate themes: This insight is further explored in the next section below. 
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Figure 18. Coding Taxonomy 
 

I found evidence in the second order themes of individuals coming to terms with their 

past histories and entertaining a newfound sense of humanity with former adversaries. 

The aggregate dimensions speak to the organizational activities (talking, acting) as 

well as the individual processes (cognitive, emotional and behavioral). The coding 

exercise informed the development of two frameworks that are presented in Chapter 

4. 

 

My interest in exploring reconciliation as a component of peacebuilding was well 

placed, as was the decision to examine the phenomenon from two levels. Through the 

lens of organizational programs geared towards one or more of the four activities 

(dialogue, contact, advocacy, partnership), I was able to find evidence of how 
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individuals experience reconciliation. While the term reconciliation primarily has 

been used to describe phenomena between groups, my findings suggest a deeply 

personal type of reconciliation occurs within individuals at a cognitive and emotional 

level, which then leads to the capacity to resolve differences at the group level. I use 

the term reckoning to describe this process and am making the claim internal 

reckoning is the precursor to subsequent forms of reconciliation between individuals 

and at the group level. 

Limitations 
I studied six organizations and only one of them, Seeds of Peace, is active outside of 

the Middle East. As such, there are limits as to claims I am making based on regional 

or geographic factors. 

 

In the case of the Middle East, conflict is ongoing. Within two weeks of my return 

from Jerusalem, there were two violent outbreaks in the Old City, just steps from our 

tour destination. The situation between India and Pakistan is tense, but not volatile. I 

do not know how these different scenarios may have affected participant experiences, 

attitudes, or decisions.  

Conclusion 
This chapter provides transparency into the methodology I employed to conduct my 

research. In keeping with my research interests, I identified a short list of non-

governmental peacebuilding organizations aligned with the concepts and practices of 

positive peace. Organizational staff members connected with me actual participants in 
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their programs, and those individuals agreed to be interviewed for the purposes of my 

research study. In addition to completing dozens of interviews through Zoom, I was 

able to meet more than 20 volunteer peacebuilders during a dual narrative tour of 

Israel and Palestine sponsored by one of the study organizations. 

 

During my study, I slightly modified my interview questions to pursue emerging 

themes. This practice is consistent with constructivist grounded theory. In addition to 

recording the bulk of the interviews to collect complete transcripts, I also took notes 

during the interviews. These notes included annotations made during the interview 

and immediately following each discussion. When I reached the coding and analysis 

stage, I had already completed this first pass at data consumption. These personal 

reflections captured during the interviews served as early memos as well. 

 

Coding was instrumental in sifting my data into the three levels suggested by Gioia 

(Gioia et al., 2013), resulting in the two aggregate dimensions of talking and acting. 

The additional second-order concepts or themes that surfaced, such as identity and 

backlash, suggest opportunities for future research. Those experiences are powerful 

and meaningful and contributed to my understanding and respect for peacebuilders. 

However, they fall outside the boundaries of this studies.  
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Chapter 4: Findings  
Ever since I was a kid during the first Intifada, I wanted to do 
something. I have a big power in my soul. I have energy inside me. I 
said to myself, I should work hard and see what kind of message I can 
send from Palestine…that we can pray together, eat together, and have 
fun together. (IEA #2) 
 

Introduction 
My research explores the experiences of individuals who are participating in positive 

peacebuilding efforts alongside and often on behalf of legacy enemies. The specific 

dynamic under examination is reconciliation. The literature has chiefly focused on 

reconciliation efforts aimed at achieving justice and restitution for victims of conflict 

orchestrated through political means. My research illuminates how reconciliation is 

achieved at a personal and interpersonal level, which transforms the relationships 

between former combatants making possible their ability to partner together to reach 

some form of positive peace. In this chapter, I present three frameworks to illustrate 

how reconciliation is manifesting based upon the empirical data. 

• Table 8 describes the transformative shifts that occur at an individual level which 

mirror Lewin’s theory on change as a three-step process (Lewin, 1947). 

• Figure 20 traces those shifts in concert with accompanying activities and events 

sponsored at the organizational level. 

• Figure 21 depicts the process through which individuals reconcile with self and 

others to successfully work towards positive peace.  
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Individual transformation 
As individuals participate in peacebuilding activities, they grapple with shifts in 

perception and identity of self and other. As reported during interviews, their 

emotions range from confusion and fear to rage and revenger. In some instances, I 

heard stories of spiritual awakenings. In others, shame, and anger. The empirical 

evidence suggests these may be common phenomenon among peacebuilders, and not 

necessarily limited to or merely representative of the individuals associated with the 

six groups I studied.  

 

For example, the reflections shared by a former member of the Israeli Defense Forces 

(IDF) 5 echo the sentiments of many Israeli soldiers who became more active in 

peacebuilding after spending time in the West Bank: 

There are different levels of knowing. Knowing something up close 
and seeing it with my own eyes. I became involved first as on an 
onlooker. Then, I became more involved emotionally when I realized 
things that are taking place over there, are taking place in my name 
and I am responsible for them. I was ashamed at what I saw there. 
(CFP #1) 
 

Many interviewees reported experiencing a similar type of epiphany as they engaged 

in dialogue and personal contact with the individuals they deemed as being affiliated 

with the other side. In the case of Israelis and Palestinians, the shifts can be profound 

                                                
5 With two exceptions, the interviewees asked to be quoted without attribution. The quotes appearing 
through the remainder of the dissertation are referenced by the organization’s abbreviated title 
followed by the participant number (which is based on the date of the interview). The complete list of 
interviewees is included in Chapter 3, pages 72-74. 
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as depicted in the table below which contrasts several shifts in the areas of identity, 

narrative and motivation that are activated through dialogue and contact.  

 

I suspect what is happening was described by Wirth as he compared Lewin’s three-

stage model of change with Schein’s cognitive identification (Wirth, 2004). As 

individuals participate in the peacebuilding activities, they appear to experience a 

type of unfreezing, which allows for the formation of the new state (Burnes, 2004, p. 

985). As much of Lewin’s work was grounded in group dynamics, I think is a fair 

speculation that he likely would make the same connection. 

 

Table 8. Pre and Post Reconciliation Conditions 
Inherited state New state 

Self as a victim Self as an agent of positive 
change 

Single narrative Dual/Multiple narratives 

Other seen as enemy Other seen as ally 

Driven by fear from the 
past 

Motivated by vision for 
the future 

 

A further association between these paradigm shifts and a greater capacity to take a 

more active role in peacebuilding can be found in the literature about crucible 

experiences and momentous events in shaping one’s identity and strengthening 

leadership competency (Hemingway & Starkey, n.d.; Stouten et al., 2019; Thomas, 

2009). Aha moments sparked by consequential events are common among the 

participants in the groups I studied. It is conceivable attempts to bring communities 
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together to work for peace must follow a process through which the individual 

participants are able to first identify, challenge and come to terms with their own 

internal conflicts before they are ready to participate in shared activities. 

 

Managing these cognitive and emotional shifts is outside the realm of the Peace Inc. 

ecosystem described by Autesserre (2021). The desire and capacity to do so lives in 

the individual, as is poignantly articulated in the comments below:  

I think it (Seeds of Peace camp) was completely life changing in every 
way. I developed a much, much broader notion of what the world is. I 
remember distinctly that we had a couple of Afghan kids who were my 
age who had bullet shell wounds in their legs from the Taliban years 
and that was just crazy to me. As a boy in Bombay, I had heard of 
violence. But to see two out of 10 folks who showed up from 
Afghanistan had bullet wounds in their legs….that was nuts to me.  I 
think the big realization for me for the first time was that there was a 
lot more wrong with the world than I could ever imagine. (SOP #1) 
 
I had never been to refugee camp. It was an eye-opening experience. I 
have never spoken with a Palestinian. It was tough to hear from one of 
our participants that they get water (only) twice a year. (EcoPeace #1) 
We all do go through this: the moment where how you grew up 
clashes with the reality you’re facing. And being there, you can’t 
ignore it. (SOP#4) 
 
There is this the idea, which I think Seeds of Peace got in my head, 
where I am grappling with privilege, and everything just got me more 
and more and more down that lane of peacebuilding. I started 
questioning how do I interact with the conflicts around me and how 
can I help others around me who might have not had the privilege that 
I have had? (SOP #5) 
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The Power of Dialogue 
This section expands upon the significance of dialogue, contact, and agency as three 

salient factors impacting efforts to reconcile. 

 

The role of dialogue in peacebuilding efforts has largely been understood to be 

important because it facilitates discourse (Maoz et al., 2004; Steinberg & Bar-On, 

2002b), which is a fundamental component for promoting understanding between 

individuals on different sides of a conflict. This approach is widely used, as 

evidenced by groups, such as Interfaith Encounter Association (n.d.), which focus 

chiefly on “building bridges between Christians, Muslims and Jews” in a meaningful 

way through its stated mission: “Prejudice, hostility, and suspicion are transformed 

into direct acquaintance, mutual respect, and friendship.” 

 

Among peacebuilding organizations, dialogue is considered a good first step towards 

activism, but is also sometimes criticized for not in itself being a tool for action. As 

one participant stated when reflecting on dialogue groups, “Real peace is not just to 

talk.” Her view was shared by other activists who at times discounted dialogue as a 

trivial part of peacebuilding—almost to the point of scorning its use. 

• “Real peace is not just to talk.” (IEA #6) 

• “We are not here to make friends with each other, or eat hummus together, or 

dance together.” (CFP#3) 
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This view is countered by IEA Founder, Dr. Yehuda Stolov, who believes making 

friends with each other is one of the cornerstones of sustainable reconciliation. IEA 

has convened more than 1,000 encounters since 2002 between people of different 

faiths. According to Dr. Stolov, friendship is an important manifestation of these 

encounters, and often the key to opening a door to create trust and cooperation. In the 

quote below, which is attributed to him with permission, he expounds on the many 

outgrowths coming out of dialogue: 

I mean, these people think themselves to be activists, they say, okay, 
dialogue is all nothing or maybe the first step and then when you go 
more advanced, you go to protests and when you’re more advanced, 
you’re going to work with the Palestinians against someone against the 
army against the settlers against this against that. And my own 
thinking, if someone feels like they need to protest let them protest, but 
I don’t think it will have any impact on the reality. It doesn’t create 
peace. 
 
And dialogue where we are just eating hummus together also is not 
very effective. If we focus on a very superficial level of some kind of a 
nice experience that hides nearly everything. Then again, I agree. I 
mean, nothing happened. We had a nice experience. because for many 
people the ability to sit together, eat hummus with someone from the 
other community is a breakthrough. But it is not lasting.  
 
But if we have a conversation that is deep and touches on the 
fundamentals of the existential level of the participants, we share 
things that are very dear to us. The encounter is very intimate, and we 
discover similarities, and we are able to discuss differences. Then this 
is something completely different. And when you add to that, having 
these dialogues happen over time, they are not a one-time event, but 
having them consistently over time. You talk about developing 
relationships, not only getting to know something about the other but 
connecting and when we connect, we care for the other and this caring 
will have some impact. (Y. Stolov, personal communication, 
December 19, 2021) 
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Dialogue serves as a mechanism to reduce the threat of harm, and, in fact, begins a 

process of deeper connection and, ultimately, trust. In the preface to The Nature of 

Prejudice, Allport (1954) stated, “imaginary fears can cause real suffering” (p. ix). In 

peacebuilding, the fears are not imaginary. They are all too real.  

 

The following example was shared by a participant in IEA. 

There’s just so much suspicion and fear, built up over the time that, for 
example, in this previous evolution of this group one of the 
Palestinians invited my husband I out to meet at a cafe. My first 
reaction was, oh my God, does he want to lure us into a trap and we’re 
going to get killed? That was like our first reaction which is totally 
normal. And so, we told our children, okay, if we don’t come back, 
like you know within a few hours, call the police. So, we get of course 
to the cafe and he’s just sitting there and waiting for us and telling us 
about his family and it was a perfectly normal encounter. But your first 
reaction is a suspicion and fear, and that’s going to be very, very hard 
to break down. (IEA #6) 
 

The fear she recalls is its own lethal weapon, which is so poignantly and darkly 

expressed by both sides in a conflict. 

Two sides to every story 
Dialogue achieves another objective. Past studies indicate dialogue is often the 

process through which narratives can be revealed, challenged, and modified (Ganesh 

& Zoller, 2012; Maoz, 2011). Research on narrative clearly makes the case that 

entrenched narratives cement and often perpetuate conflict (Bar-Tal et al., 2014; 

Beach, 2018; Steinberg & Bar-On, 2002). So those who are skeptical of dialogue 

groups might reconsider the catalytic nature of discourse in dismantling those 

narratives.  
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Kelman’s body of work looking at reconciliation and identity formation help make 

meaning of my own findings. As articulated in the excerpt below, the process of 

reconciliation occurs in phases. An individual must first remove the negative view 

before s/he/they can adopt a more friendly posture to the other. The organizations in 

my study are taking actions to catalyze this move from hatred to compassion and 

from fear to trust.  

 

The third process, reconciliation, presupposes conflict resolution of the type that I 

have described: the development of working trust, the transformation of the 

relationship toward a partnership based on reciprocity and mutual responsiveness, and 

an agreement that addresses both parties’ basic needs. But it goes beyond conflict 

resolution in representing a change in each party’s identity. 

The primary feature of the identity change constituting reconciliation 
is the removal of the negation of the other as a central component of 
one’s own identity. My main empirical reference point here is the 
Israeli-Palestinian case, in which mutual denial of the other’s identity 
has been a central feature of the conflict over the decades. (Kelman, 
2010, p. 116) 
 

To be sure, more than a catalyst for additional or future action, dialogue serves the 

crucial purpose of exposing the underlying narrative that sustains and even fuels 

violence and conflict (Leshem & Sagy, 2020). Hearing directly from members of 

peacebuilding groups reveals the significance of narratives as a root cause and also a 

barrier to actualizing peace and moving towards a new future. In almost every case, 
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interviewees referenced how their narratives shaped their realities. Several quotations 

expound upon this idea: 

Narratives put us in a box. We can’t create a mutual future because we 
are stuck in the past. (HLT #2) 
 
What I heard at home was definitely not the ultimate truth, right, like 
there was definitely other narratives out there. I saw there were a lot of 
people from like the other side who were very much as much victims 
as we were. We always talked about how much we had been wronged 
by Muslims, but like it’s not like anyone on my side had any bullet 
wounds, and that was like a moment of clarity, you know that they are 
the greatest victims. (SOP #8) 
 
If you’re reading in the newspaper, you believe that almost all your 
problems are because of the Zionist enemy, then, yeah, of course 
you’re going to grow up and hate Israel. I think that the people that 
know each other on the ground, for example a Palestinian working in 
your home, they know I’m just a normal person. I’m not out to kill 
anybody or to hurt anybody. The more you have these on the ground 
relationships, people will become smarter and also not believe 
everything that they hear. (IEA #3) 
 

One of the former participants in the Seeds of Peace organization made this point 

vividly as he explained how narratives from the past function to perpetuate violence 

and prejudice in the present. When describing current tensions between Muslims and 

Hindus stemming from the partition of Kashmir in 1947, he attributes the friction to 

entrenched narratives:  

Today, there’s this sort of resentment that you guys (Hindus) chose to 
leave and I’m sure that that’s the narrative that they got. They 
probably did not experience what my mom or my maternal grandfather 
saw which were the threatening letters that to his dying day, my 
grandfather kept with him as proof of the fact that they were actually 
forcibly removed, and they did not choose to leave their own homes. 
(SOP #8) 
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Narratives are challenged and modified through these dialogue groups and exchanges. 

With a new reality about the past, peacebuilders can conceive of a new future.  

 

When describing the motivation to participate in peacebuilding efforts alongside 

individuals for whom they grew up fearing and hating, many interviewees spoke of 

their commitment to reject inherited narratives. More than once, I heard the phrase: 

“We cannot continue like this,” and yet, prior to participating in the group, the only 

options available were violent protest or futility.  

Contact encourages cooperation 
As individuals reckon with their own stories and start to dismantle the psychological 

barriers to reconciliation, they are more open to intensifying their connection with the 

outgroup. Wohl et al. (2012) found that when a victim group “sees the transgressing 

as capable of secondary emotions such as anguish” (as cited in Enright et al., 2020, p. 

3) they are more likely to forgive, which sets the stage for reconciliation.  

 

Within the study group, two organizations have had great success bringing groups 

together to confront and address the horrific experiences they have had at the hands of 

the other.  

 

Holy Land Trust convenes “Healing Hatred” workshops focused on healing, trauma, 

and transformation. Groups are comprised of Palestinians and Israelis who are given 
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the opportunity to share their stories and through what one staff member described as 

a “deeply vulnerable process,” are able to develop mutual trust and respect.  

 

Combatants for Peace sponsors a Joint Memorial Day Ceremony, which invites both 

Israelis and Palestinians to commemorate what had traditionally been a solely Israeli 

ceremony to honor fallen soldiers and victims of terrorism. Several people I 

interviewed attributed their growing levels of activism to their participation in the 

Joint Ceremony. 

 

In fact, the transformative power of the collective sharing of pain is a tipping point for 

many people. It is confirmed in two studies of Israelis who participated in The Joint 

Memorial Ceremony (Shnabel et al., 2018). This event profoundly demonstrates the 

stultifying impact of collective memory on efforts to forgive (Bar-Tal et al., 2014; 

Wagoner & Brescó, 2016).  

 

The Joint Ceremony provides a forum for bereaved families on both sides of the 

conflict to share their pain. Several of the people I interviewed had attended one or 

more of these ceremonies and spoke of the difference it made in how they approached 

and thought about the conflict. Most profound are the examples of family members 

who are able to pursue reconciliation versus revenge: 

The (IDF) soldiers killed many members of my family, my brother and 
three cousins. My first thought was of revenge. I lost my brother, but I 
didn’t lose my head. When you seek revenge, you have to build two 
tombs: one for your enemy and one for you. This group has shown me 
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that both of us, the Israelis and the Palestinians are victims of the 
occupation. Our tears have the same salt. Our blood has the same 
color. We are the only forum in the world that doesn’t need more 
members. (CFP #6) 
 

Research by Savaş and Stewart (2019) on the role of consequential events serving as 

catalysts for activism was echoed in the experiences of my participants as poignantly 

expressed in the quote above. These sentiments also strongly support and reinforce 

Allport’s findings regarding the impact of cathartic events on creating a space for 

friendship (Gordon & Allport, 1945). They also bring to mind the breakthrough ideas 

surfacing from the Robber’s Cave experiments (Fine, 2004; Sherif et al., 1961) 

regarding diminished hostility between adversaries.  

 

While my study did not address this observation in detail, it seems individuals 

struggling with healing at a more acute level tended to spend more time in the first 

two phases of the process model before being ready to move to advocacy or 

partnership. This possibility is meaningful when considered within the context of 

related research indicating a definitive connection between the degree or nature of 

personal injury one experiences (including inherited trauma passed down from prior 

generations) and the subsequent decision to participate in activist activities (Curtin & 

Mcgarty, 2016; Rosler & Branscombe, 2020; Shnabel et al., 2018).  

 

An American woman who immigrated to Israel and is now an Israeli citizen 

participating in dialogue groups articulated this idea with compassion and insight: 
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The native Israelis had to deal with the conflict longer than people who 
move to Israel at a later stage, they had parents and grandparents who 
fought in wars, and were injured and killed and so for them, the wound 
goes back further, and is deeper and more personal, and for us to come 
from other countries, maybe you don’t have a personal attachment. It’s 
easier. You know it’s easier to look at it objectively and say look, this 
is a crazy situation, and we have to do something to try to solve it, 
whereas a lot of native Israelis feel very fatalistic. (IEA #60) 
 

Agency and Activism 
Once they had learned more about the outgroup’s experiences, several interviewees 

commented on their growing sense of duty to do something to disrupt the status quo. 

This sense of obligation strengthens as they move from dialogue to other types of 

activities, which spark newfound agency and personal conviction to act:  

I realized one of the key issues that really needs to be worked on, that 
you cannot get away from it, this will have to be solved because you 
have two peoples here, and neither of them are going anywhere. So, I 
decided that I would become involved and once you go to one 
meeting, you kind of break that barrier and you realize, no, these are 
just people like me. They become your friends, and, you know, your 
Facebook friends, and of course once you go to one or two meetings, it 
becomes much easier. When they asked me if I would be the 
coordinator, I was like, oh my god I have so many things on my plate 
already. How am I going to, but I agreed to do it. (IEA #3) 
 

Further exploration around agency and activism was beyond the scope of this 

exercise. And yet, I suspect there are links between them. 

 

Figure 19 captures my attempt at understanding what is happening with individuals as 

they move through a process of personal reckoning, group reconciliation and 

ultimately a shared commitment to moving to a state of positive peace, together. My 

characterization of “reckoning” builds upon the extant studies looking at reckoning as 
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an element of transitional justice (Crocker, D. 1999). While Crocker (1999) explored 

eight goals for reckoning at the societal level, I detected a deeply personal type of 

reckoning that happens at the human scale. 

 

 

Figure 19. Flow of Reconciliation 
 

Figure 20 portrays a parallel view of this process by outlining moving from the 

intrapersonal, to the interpersonal, and then to the system-level of reconciliation. This 

model showcases the two dimensions of reconciliation revealed by the data: 

• Reconciliation as a phenomenon manifesting in three domains: cognitive, 

emotional, and behavioral. 

• Reconciliation occurring internally and externally. 
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Figure 20. Conceptual Model of Moving from Personal to Intrapersonal to 
System Reconciliation 

 

Research has documented each of these three phenomenon as independent processes. 

My findings indicate a sequential relationship exists among them. 

Peacebuilding is a risky business 
The stories told by the participants were heroic, searing, hopeless, and hopeful. Most 

conversations were held on a confidential basis for fear of retribution, which comes in 

many forms including mild ostracization from family members who reject any form 

of fraternizing with perceived enemies to violent retaliation by extremists on both 
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sides of a conflict who oppose what they perceive as normalization or “unpatriotic” 

behaviors.  

 

This backlash, where the peacebuilder is considered a traitor by his or her 

community, has been well documented (Dyer, 2013; Pundak, 2012). It is one thing to 

read others’ accounts of this type of treatment (Sarsar, 2020a) and quite another to 

hear personal experiences of it. More than half of the individuals interviewed shared 

personal stories of some form of retribution they faced by virtue of participating in 

the activities of the respective organization:  

I’ve been called into for questioning over and over and over again. 
Projects like ours can be easy picking for the Palestinian Authority 
because they see is as a kind of normalization and they need to prove 
they are tough against it. (Reference removed to protect confidentiality 
of the interviewee) 
 

In one particularly gruesome example, a female activist stated she is certain she will 

eventually be imprisoned—or worse–by the authorities.  

There are huge issues for me in my activities with my Israeli 
colleagues. I am accused of being a normalizer. Am I traitor? Is 
someone paying me? The authorities have interrogated me many 
times. They threatened to put me in jail, to take me underground. I 
know it will happen soon. I will not come back. (CFP #38) 
 

When pressed to explain why she continued to volunteer with the group, her response 

reflected what I heard from so many others: “What other way do we have?”  

A similar sentiment was expressed by an activist who was questioned as to his ability 

to stay hopeful in the face of ongoing violence in the areas where he works: “I don’t 

have the luxury of giving up hope” (CFP #9). 
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While the risk to peacebuilders in the Middle East is more deadly, interviewees in 

Pakistan and India also face backlash as they partner together. In some cases, the 

repercussions are personal as family members question their newfound tolerance and 

acceptance. In others, there are more sinister consequences in the form of government 

crackdowns on their efforts.  

 

One Pakistani describing the quandary he faces noted, “I can befriend an Indian and 

still be loyal patriot to my own government.” 

 

Given the very real threats to peace activists, leaders must take special care to protect 

their colleagues and prepare them to handle potential retaliation and ostracization in 

their home communities.  
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Chapter 5: Analysis and Synthesis 
Hearing is the first step. When you speak to them, it is a second step. 
Then you can build peace between you and yourself. (CFP #8) 

Introduction 
The empirical evidence I found came from peacebuilders in two forms: self-reported 

reflections about their individual journeys and their engagement in some form of 

peacebuilding as well as a cataloguing of the specific actions they are taking by virtue 

of their involvement in the six organizations I studied. 

 

The personal stories I heard reinforced decades of scholarship about the dynamics 

between in-groups and out-groups (Allport, 1954; Halpern & Weinstein, 2004; 

Schroeder & Risen, 2016; Steinberg & Bar-On, 2002a) and broke new ground in 

underscoring the catalytic power of dialogue as a mechanism to humanize the Other. 

(Esses et al., 2021; Ganesh & Zoller, 2012; Riabov, 2021)  

 

These phenomena appear to be instrumental in strengthening individual and group 

agency and frequently stimulate a deeper level of commitment on behalf of an 

individual to actively disrupt and positively impact the systemic conditions that 

perpetuate conflict. This sense of individual agency permeates the qualitative data I 

collected and is heard in the reflections shared by participants (the names are 

anonymized per footnote 5). 

If I didn’t build a bridge between these people, we will not do 
anything. I am trying to change the minds of the Palestinian people. 
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My job right now is to find new ways, to wash the minds so that 
Palestinian people can contact Israeli people without fear. (IEA #1) 
 
There is this idea, which I think Seeds of Peace got in my head, about 
grappling with privilege and everything just got me more and more 
and more down that lane of peacebuilding and how do I interact with 
the conflicts around me and how can I help others around me who 
might not have had the privilege? (SOP#2) 
 

These ruminations point to a type of awakening process that seems to result in a form 

of reckoning of the past leading to conviction to create a new future. This newfound 

sense of reality about self and others is an important component in the larger process 

of reconciliation. 

Implications & Applications 
My findings are supported by research in three theoretical domains:  

1. Gordon Allport’s Group Contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954; Maoz, 2011; 

Pettigrew, 2008; Schroeder & Risen, 2016) and related studies regarding in-

groups and out-groups (Halpern & Weinstein, 2004; Schroeder & Risen, 2016; 

Weder et al., 2010);  

2. Saliba Sarsar’s notion of peace actualization (Sarsar, 2008, 2020b); and  

3. The many studies investigating how groups process differently than individuals in 

many of the most critical aspects of reconciliation (Ariely, 2019; Enright et al., 

2020; Savaş & Stewart, 2019; Wagoner & Brescó, 2016).  

 

Peacebuilding organizations that engage in dialogue play a critical role in the 

landscape of peace actualization and positive peace. Individuals should not be so 
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quick to dismiss “eating hummus together” as easy or trivial. As one leader noted, 

“You can never spit in the dish you have eaten from.” (HLT #1) 

 

Furthermore, bearing witness to and jointly experiencing suffering is a cathartic 

experience that often fosters reconciliation at the individual and group levels. This 

finding is fascinating as it provides additional support for the approach taken by 

groups such as Combatants for Peace and Holy Land Trust. 

 

Shnabel et al. (2018) have documented the positive emotions induced between in-

group and out-group members after attending the CFP ceremony during two events, 

in 2015 and 2017. Acknowledgment of suffering in the form of collective 

participation in the ceremony appears to have a more significant impact than a formal 

apology (Shnabel et al., 2018).  

 

My study validates the benefit of inducing group contact. There are substantial social 

and psychological benefits of orchestrating encounters offering individuals the chance 

to see and internalize the pain and loss of their opponents in the conflict. Offering a 

slight caveat to a possible overreach of Allport’s theory, Pettigrew (2008) stated the 

following: 

Specialists in intergroup contact have never claimed that contact 
constituted a panacea for macro-level conflict. Indeed, they have 
explicitly rejected such claims (e.g., Hewstone, 2003). But to argue 
that prejudice has little or nothing to do with intergroup conflict is an 
extreme position, to say the least. Rather, extensive findings to date 
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reveal that intergroup contact is a necessary but insufficient condition 
by itself to resolve intergroup conflict. (p. 196)  
 

Conflict cannot be fully resolved merely by contact as noted above; however, without 

it, parties are condemned to continue destructive patterns.  

 

Activism and agency are symbiotic. As individuals make even gradual overtures to 

befriend members of the outgroup, they seem to awaken or activate a latent sense of 

duty to act. One participant reinforced several of these themes when he proudly noted 

that “we had lunch in the garden, not hidden in the house” (IEA #5). 

Applications for Change Agents 
During my analysis, I was struck by similarities between the transformation 

experienced by individuals and the essential construct developed by Kurt Lewin 

(1947/1951). Lewin’s notion that human beings need to unlearn as part of a process 

of change (as cited in Wirth, 2004) as characterized by unfreezing, moving, and 

refreezing in his three stage model (Lewin, 1947/1951) was observed in my study. 

Every participant reported a personal experience or observation of another colleague 

mirroring the Lewin model.  

 

In dialogue with the other, narratives are challenged, thus unfreezing legacy, 

animosity, and fear. Additional contact, particularly when that contact involves some 

type of “catharsis,” as described by Allport (Gordon & Allport, 1945, p. 4), allows the 



 

108 

individual to shift (or move, as described by Lewin [1947/1951]) and refreeze in a 

new position of advocacy or partnership, as noted in my Reconciliation framework.  

 

 

Source: Adapted from Lewin (1947/1951) 

Figure 21. Lewin Applied to Reconciliation Process 
 

Future research 
There are several compelling and even provocative themes I extrapolated as part of 

data analysis. Each one merits further exploration as every kernel of new insight will 

contribute to this most precious and life-giving field. 

  

Unfreeze 

Participate in 
dialogue groups 

Move 

Experience	contact	
and	other	cathartic	
events	

Refreeze 

Advocate	for	and	
partner	with	
former		
adversaries		on	
cooperative	
projects	



 

109 

Table 9. Future Research Areas 
Topic Research Questions Scholarship 

Agency How do peacebuilders 
experience growing levels 
of agency as they move 
through reconciliation 
processes? 

Gilmore & Moffett, 2021; 
Thiessen & Darweish, 
2018 

Forgiveness When applying Enright’s 
recent studies on 
individual and collective 
ability to forgive, how 
would his findings affect 
peacebuilding strategies? 

Enright et al., 2020; 
Sutton, 2012 
Forgiveness process 
included in Appendix D 

Backlash Would the literature on 
spoilers be advanced 
through greater 
understanding of the 
repercussions faced by 
peacebuilders?  

Maney et al., 2006 

Peace Actualization Would the participants in 
my study identify with the 
idea of peace 
actualization? Would the 
construct provide them 
with additional pathways 
and tools to realize their 
vision? 

Sarsar, 2005, 2008, 
2020a, 2020b 

Identity What has been learned 
about how individuals 
shift their identity of the 
Other? Does 
rehumanization capture 
the entire process or are 
there other phenomena in 
play when a peacebuilder 
reframes the Other from 
enemy to ally? 

Anicich & Hirsch, 2017; 
Kelman, 2010; Savaş & 
Stewart, 2019; Shnabel et 
al., 2018 
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In chapter 3, I address limitations to my methodology. Future research, as suggested 

in Table 9, could bridge the gap on limitations I faced in tackling such a massive 

topic through a finite scope. For example, I cannot reliably say if the peacebuilders I 

interviewed would agree they are, in effect, manifesting peace actualization. I do not 

know if there is more than rehumanization occurring to transform someone to be 

feared into someone to be trusted. Do peacebuilders need to be better equipped and 

protected to face threats of ostracization (or worse) for their valiancy? And, while the 

people I met did not require the elements of forgiveness to reconcile, is this an 

aberrant finding and one that might neglect critical steps on the pathway to peace? 

Concluding thoughts 
Knitting together the insights from my findings with the seminal research referenced 

above, the implications for peacebuilders are twofold:  

• Efforts to forge peace in communities where conflict has been longstanding must 

include direct contact among those members. In contrast, traditional peacemaking 

and peacebuilding approaches often fail to include those most affected by the 

conflict and are negotiated through purely political channels. 

• Dialogue is an effective intervention to shift perceptions and begin a process of 

trust and relationship building; however, talking alone will not produce 

sustainable peace. 

Peacebuilding requires courage, conviction, vision, and an unrelenting willingness to 

lay down one set of arms and open another. These same traits unlock the door to 

reconciliation. Going forward, peacebuilding organizations must continue to invest in 
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a process that includes both dialogue and meaningful contact. It is through these 

painful and often traumatic encounters that individuals see the humanity of the other 

and join together to advocate for peace.  

 

At the conclusion of the dual narrative tour, my husband who accompanied me on the 

journey, turned to me with a dejected face and whispered, “I have no hope there will 

ever be peace in this region.” Given what we saw and heard, he reached a reasonable 

conclusion.    

 

However, I believe he missed the point, and one of considerable nuance. There may 

never be negative peace in the region within the context of permanent conflict 

resolution. Israelis and Palestinians may fail to lay down their arms. Settlers will 

likely continue to harass shepherds. Hamas and Islamic Jihad may well send rockets 

from Gaza into Israeli towns. And in response, IDF solders will respond by roughing 

up teenagers, or worse, as they meander in East Jerusalem. And, at the same time, 

there will be others who are also fighting, different battles, for a different future. A 

future where Palestinian children can freely go to the Hadassah Ein Kerem Hospital 

in Jerusalem for cancer treatment; when the protestors prevail in their efforts to get 

water supplied to the territories; and when I can have dinner with my new friend Aziz 

without going through a checkpoint.  
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To be sure, this study does not deliver hope to the default construct of peacebuilding 

as noted in Figure 22 below. This illustration, which represents a common 

understanding of how peace is achieved, reinforces a notion that conflict must end as 

a prerequisite for positive peace to flourish.  

 

 

Figure 22. Peacebuilding as a Linear Process 
 

My study draws another conclusion: Positive peace efforts can and do take place at 

every stage of this construct. There are pockets of positive peace nested in the midst 

of conflict. The tenures of the six organizations in my study unequivocally prove that 

point, as they have been active over a 21-year period. During that time, many efforts 

to end the conflict have failed and hostilities have flared. And yet, the 60 people I 

interviewed have continued cross borders in their own psyche to press ahead. Based 

upon their experiences, I offer this view of positive peace: 
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Figure 23. Positive Peace Efforts 
 

Time and again during the interviews, I was overwhelmed by the faith, conviction, 

and sheer resiliency of the participants. In the case of the South Asians, their efforts 

are focused internally to cultivate positive peace conditions in the respective countries 

of India and Pakistan through education and legal reform. In the Middle East, efforts 

are far more visceral and urgent. The framework illuminates an inspiring metaphor 

expressed by one the Muslim leaders of the Interfaith Encounter Association, who 

said: “All of these activists, we build a small peace island here and a small peace 

island there. We dream that all these small islands may one day make a continent.” 

(IEA #11)	
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My conclusions are neither naïve nor overly optimistic. They reflect the lived 

experiences of peacebuilders on the ground. When asked how he could persevere 

under such difficult conditions and in the face of seemingly unrelenting failure to 

maintain sustainable peace with his neighbors, one interviewee made the following 

observation: 

I can assure you and assure people like you that I will never, never 
give up. Because this is our destiny: the two people live together as 
human beings. Not to kill each other, but to promote understanding of 
each other. 
 

Inshallah. 
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Appendix A: Allport’s Contact Theory Schema 
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Appendix B: Sample IEA reports 
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Appendix C: Enright’s Forgiveness Index  

 

Source: Adapted from International Forgiveness Institute (n.d.) 
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Appendix D: Dual Narrative Tour Gallery 

 

Figure 24. Scenes of Occupation 
 

 

Figure 25. Scenes of Positive Peace 
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