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Abstract 
 
Reconciliation is generally studied from the perspective of how the process affects the 

individual. This study on the contrary, explores how an individual’s expectation of the 

reconciliation process affects its outcome. Expectations can be identified through a 

study of motives. Yet, there is a lack of research focused on understanding individual 

motives for participating in reconciliation processes and how it may facilitate 

acceptance between former adversaries. This study investigates the relationship 

between motives to participate and the outcome of acceptance towards one’s former 

adversary. It identifies two key motives, truth or accountability, and hypothesizes that 

individuals motivated by the need to tell and find the truth have a high level of 

acceptance towards their former adversaries, compared to those individuals motivated 

to participate in the reconciliation process to hold the other party accountable for past 

sufferings. Using in-depth interviews and thematic analysis of data gathered in 

Cambodia, the study finds the hypothesis to hold. The main finding is that acceptance 

is facilitated by the mechanisms of acknowledgment, including the other and 

understanding in combination with active interaction between the parties.  

 
Key words: Reconciliation, motives, acceptance, truth-telling, accountability, 
Cambodia.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Cambodia is to many known as the country of awe-inspiring temples and ancient 

historical myths with people pilgrim to experience the spectacle sunrise over the triple 

towers of Angkor Wat. However, behind this ancient treasure lies a more recent 

history of conflict and genocide. Between 1975-1979, 25% of the Cambodian 

population was brutally murdered. This painful history was not given adequate 

attention until the establishment of the national tribunal and reconciliation process the 

Extraordinary Chambers in the Court of Cambodia (ECCC) in 2003.  This also 

spurred a positive expansion for local initiatives aiming to reconcile the country over 

past atrocities. (Zucker, 2013, p. 798). The fact that survivors had to wait almost 25 

years for a process of justice is however an indicator that time does not heal all 

wounds; past events must be recognized and survivors given a voice in order for the 

country to heal. This is where this study embarks, with the aim to better understand 

processes of reconciliation and the individuals participating in them.  

 

Reconciliation is a significant concept in peace and conflict studies aiming to change 

negative attitudes and behaviour among former adversaries into constructive 

relationships for sustainable peace (Brounéus, 2003, p. 3). Studies on reconciliation 

are often concerned with how the process affects the individuals (Brouneus, 2008; 

Guthrey, 2014; Mendeloff, 2009; Shaw, 2007). The purpose of this study is to explore 

a different, complementary aspect by asking how individual motives to participate in 

a reconciliation process impact levels of acceptance between former adversaries. With 

previous research focusing on the effect the process might have on the individual, this 

study has the overall purpose to investigate the individual expectation of the process 

and how that might have an effect on the outcome. Through this academic inquiry, the 

study aims to answer the research question: What motives for participating in a 

reconciliation process enhance the likelihood of accepting former enemies? 

 

With the ongoing reconciliation processes in Cambodia, this research question is 

highly relevant, especially considering the expectation to reconcile in the aftershock 

of genocide. This study makes a necessary contribution to this current research gap. 
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The empirical data is provided from field research conducted in Cambodia during the 

summer of 2015. The data was gathered through 20 in-depth, semi-structured 

interviews with both survivors and ex-combatants. This material served as the 

primary source to investigate different motives for participating in reconciliation 

processes. The field research was guided by the research question What are the 

individual incentives for participating in a reconciliation process? Upon review, the 

interview material brought to surface two most frequently identified motives: truth 

and accountability.  It further identified a variation in the independent variable and 

hence allowed for a more comparative research question to be adopted in this study.  

This study’s research objective is to analyse material provided by individuals and to 

explore the proposed relationship between incentives and acceptance. The study looks 

specifically at reconciliation engagements between the years 2003-2015, marking the 

international agreement to establish the national reconciliation process to the year the 

field research was conducted.  

 

Using the method of thematic analysis, two salient motives to participate were 

evaluated – the motive of telling the truth or the motive of holding former adversaries 

accountable for past sufferings. Based on this, a hypothesis is proposed to assist in 

answering the research question. The hypothesis being that Truth-motivated 

participation in reconciliation processes is expected to enhance the likelihood of 

highly accepting former adversaries compared to accountability-motivated 

participation. The hypothesis is supported and the main finding reveals the 

importance for interacting with former adversaries. Interaction was further identified a 

facilitator of mutual understanding between parties. The group of truth-motivated 

participants was identified as experiencing higher levels of acceptance compared to 

the accountability-motivated group. Most truth-motivated participants revealed the 

causal mechanisms of acknowledgment, including the other party, and understanding 

of the other. On the contrary, the accountability-motivated participants seemed less 

likely to accept adversaries. Despite finding only partial support for the proposed 

causal mechanisms among the accountability-motivated participants, the result 

suggests mechanisms of absence of inclusion and no understanding to be 

disadvantageous for enhancing acceptance. The findings show support for the 

proposed hypothesis and thus make contribution to theory development. Using 

original empirical material from Cambodia this study sheds light on the causal 
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relationship between feeling acknowledged in a process, including the other party and 

understanding the position former adversaries, as facilitators of acceptance. In 

comparison, it shows absence of inclusion, and little or no understanding as barriers 

to acceptance.  

 

The study proceeds as follows. The next chapter presents previous literature on 

reconciliation, more clearly identifies the research gap and presents and defines the 

main concepts and theory. The third chapter describes the research design and 

methodology in detail, followed by the fourth chapter which portrays the conflict 

background that reconciliation processes in Cambodia stem from. The fifth chapter 

presents the main results, the empirical analysis, and a summary of the main findings. 

The sixth chapter provides an extended analysis of complementary findings for non-

participants, additional observations, alternative explanations, and critical reflections 

related to the study. The final chapter summarizes the main findings and offers 

concluding remarks.   
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Previous research  
This section presents previous research on the topic and specifies the research gap. It 

concludes by stipulating the purpose of the study and the research question that guides 

the overall research objective.  

 

Most things we do are motivated by something. As rational beings, we may find that 

humans go to school to get a job, work to earn money, and spend money to gain 

experiences. Often, motives are used for convincing us to work hard for something 

that we want. It helps setting up goals towards an expected and desired outcome and 

moves us from passively thinking about something to consider an active role in it. By 

studying motives we learn more about the connection between active participation 

and what that lies between participating and the desired outcome.  

 

Motives and post-conflict justice 

Repositioning our understanding of motives within a post-conflict setting will provide 

focus for this study. In this context, motives are specifically concerned with decisions 

on rebuilding society after a conflict. It can be found on international, national, and 

local levels of post-conflict development. On the international level, a familiar motive 

for facilitating development in a post-conflict society is the international community’s 

ambition to enhance economic development through the ‘liberal peace’ model and 

thus making the country part of the market economy, be it controversial (Belloni, 

2008, p. 41). Motives for rebuilding a post-conflict society within the national and 

local levels is illustrated in the establishment of the Truth and Reconciliation 

Commission in South Africa in 1995. This reconciliation initiative sought to rebuild 

the society after the human rights violations during the Apartheid regime. The motive 

sought to restore dignity of the victims and entice perpetrators to come forward with 

information. This was done through an investigative body with the power to both 

persecute and give amnesty to wrongdoers. (Wiebelhaus-Brahm, 2010, p. 39).  

 

Motives in post-conflict settings are complex and broad. Yet, they are crucial to 

understand what drives peace processes forwards both academically and in practice. 

Post-conflict justice is an important element to this changing post conflict setting, and 

is also referred to as transitional justice. Teitel (2003) defines transitional justice as 
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“the conception of justice associated with periods of political change” (p. 69), giving 

focus to move forward after conflict. According to Teitel (2003, p. 77), the historical 

development of transitional justice has consolidated into questions of how to heal 

societies through both values relating to the rule-of-law and those values situated 

closer to individual attitudes and perceptions of each other. Strategies for transitional 

justice are comprised of both judicial and non-judicial mechanisms that the United 

Nations Security Council outlines to include “prosecutions, reparations, truth-seeking 

and truth-telling, institutional reform, purging of former state officials, or a 

combination of such processes” (Guthrey, 2014, p. 2). These processes are part of the 

broader pursuit of reconciliation, which is the context within which the study of this 

paper is situated. 

 

Reconciliation and participation  

Within a post conflict context, reconciliation stems from procedures related to post-

conflict justice. Rigby (2001) outlines the key components of reconciliation and 

states: “At the core of any reconciliation process is the preparedness of people to 

anticipate a shared future” (12). Part of this process is the ability for societies to move 

forward and change the situation into something new and sustainable. Further, 

according to Bar-Tal & Bennink (2004), “reconciliation goes beyond the agenda of 

formal conflict resolution to changing the motivations, goals, beliefs, attitudes, and 

emotions of the great majority of the society members regarding the conflict, the 

nature of the relationship between the parties, and the parties themselves” (p. 12). 

These characteristics are particularly relevant to this study. By embarking on a closer 

investigation of the motives that guide a desired change in goals, beliefs, attitudes, 

and emotions towards the former adversary, they come to represent an instrument 

through which change can be activated.  

 

Brounéus (2003) defines reconciliation to be “a societal process that involves mutual 

acknowledgment of past suffering and the changing of destructive attitudes and 

behavior into constructive relationships toward sustainable peace ” (p. 3). This 

motivates the need for acceptance among former adversaries to move towards 

relationships that facilitates a common future. This study therefore uses Brounéus’ 

definition of reconciliation to investigate how motives for participating in a 

reconciliation process can enhance acceptance in a post-conflict setting. Based on the 
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literature review conducted for this study, there is a gap in research on this specific 

aspect of the reconciliation process.  

 

Defining the research gap  

A large proportion of research on reconciliation focuses on the relationship between 

the actual participating phase and the various outcomes related to reconciliation 

(Brounéus 2008; Guthrey 2014; Mendeloff 2009; Shaw 2007). Guthrey (2014) 

investigates the relationship between truth-telling and healing, and Brouneus (2008) 

the relationship between testifying and healing/retraumatization in reconciliation 

processes. However, it is important complement such research with an understanding 

of aspects of the initial phase on which reconciliatory aspirations are established. 

 

Mendeloff (2009, p. 593) conducted an investigation into the relationship between 

truth-telling and the psychological and emotional benefits where he found little 

evidence that truth-telling dramatically harms individuals. Shaw (2007, p. 206-207) 

looks at how truth-telling as part of the global paradigm of redemptive memory where 

she finds that some people were less successful in containing the past, as forgetting 

seems to depend on the ability to build a prosperous future. These studies originate in 

the participatory phase of reconciliation processes, and hence embarks research 

following the individual’s decision to participate and not at why the participant wants 

to be part of the process. Yet research shows that factors, occurring before the actual 

participation, have an influence.   Noor et al., (2015, p. 644) identify social factors 

that influence the visions of peace and reconciliation and find that trust and inclusive 

victim perception can be associated with visions of peace. Shnabel et al., (2009, p. 

1021) investigates how psychological identities affect reconciliation in the sense of 

accepting one another and find that perpetrators indicated greater willingness to 

reconcile after receiving a message of acceptance from the victims.  
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Figure 1: Identified research gap.  

 

Figure 1 shows the research gap of motives for participation that this study will 

address. This research gap is situated between two strands of research: a) the study of 

societal factors that lead to reconciliation and b) participatory factors that also lead to 

reconciliation. While societal factors propel participation, there is an additional factor 

of personal motives, which need to be studied as an intermediary factor which leads to 

the decision to participate. All three components are important to the successful 

process of reconciliation. The research gap seeks to reveal elements that can influence 

people’s motives to participate in reconciling processes. This study further seeks to 

connect these elements to understanding how they lead to reconciliation. By 

measuring acceptance, it seeks to study what influences people’s motives to 

participate in reconciling processes and consequently identifies societal factors as 

possible confounding variables. This will be further discussed in chapter 7 on 

Alternative explanations. 

 

The next chapter explains the two theoretical frameworks that guide the explorative 

approach to understanding the relationship between motives for participating in 

reconciliation processes and acceptance between former adversaries.   
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II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  
This section provides an understanding on previous research relating to the two 

motives that were elucidated from the interview material. It further presents theory to 

guide the causal relationship. Hence, this study is theory building. This section also 

presents the corresponding causal stories and the hypothesis, focusing on the 

relationship between motives to participate in a reconciliation process (independent 

variable) and acceptance between former adversaries (dependent variable). It firstly 

conceptualizes acceptance and motives separately before presenting the causal stories 

and the resultant hypothesis.   

 

Conceptualizing acceptance  
In this study, acceptance is seen as a requirement for achieving reconciliation and is 

characterized by three different measures significant for acceptance to be 

accomplished: indifference towards the other, mutual understanding, and interaction. 

 

According to Kelman (2004) acceptance is particularly important with regard to 

creating a sustainable future and “as the parties overcome the negative 

interdependence of their identities, they can build on the positive interdependence of 

their identities that often characterizes parties living in close proximity of each other” 

(pp. 119-120). A central component of Kelman’s (2004) argument is the assurance 

between parties that “the other is not a threat to one’s identity” and that one can 

include the other in its moral community (pp. 121-22).  

      

Philosopher Jean Hampton makes an interesting statement related to acceptance and 

claims “it is no more right when the victim tries to degrade or falsely diminish the 

wrongdoer than when the wrongdoer originally degraded or falsely diminished the 

victim” (cited in Minow, 1998, p. 12). Hampton’s statement highlights the important 

aspect of acceptance being dependent on both parties and their respective willingness 

to stop demeaning each other. This factor is adopted as a central component in this 

study.  
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Indifference 

The first concept of indifference relates to acceptance in the sense of having moved 

away from feelings of vengeance and thus from wanting to hold former adversaries 

accountable for what happened in the past. Furthermore, it sheds light on the aspect 

and consequence of how feelings of revenge can reverse the role of the victim and 

perpetrator and consequently be self-defeating (Minow, 1998, p. 13). Also Wenzel et 

al., (2008) approach, be it problematic, argues for achieving justice through the 

imposition of punishment in the form of revenge. Wanting revenge requires the 

revenging party to put themselves above the other and hence assume a position of 

superiority (Wenzel et al., 2008, p. 380). This study argues that moving away from 

feelings of revenge is positive to enhancing the likelihood of acceptance, which will 

be illustrated in their willingness to have an indifferent attitude towards the other.  

 

There are several problematic aspects with a retributive approach to restorative justice 

between former adversaries and in a post-conflict setting. The retributive aspects of 

justice “refer to the repair of justice through unilateral imposition of punishment” 

(Wenzel et al., 2008, p. 375), and might present as a contradiction to enhancing 

acceptance between parties. Moreover, bringing in the work of Jean Hampton, 

encourages the avoidance of feelings of vengeance to maintain a sensible approach 

towards the process. Psychologist Judith Herman claims that people who commit acts 

of retaliation often suffer the most severe and intractable personal disturbances. (Cited 

in Minow, 1998, pp. 12-13). Subsequently, with anticipation of mounting unequal 

power relations, it is favourable to move away from feelings of vengeance in order to 

enhance the likelihood of accepting one’s former adversary. 

 

Indifferent feelings can guide more restorative means of reconciliation, where the 

process essentially aims to “repair justice through reaffirming a shared value-

consensus” (Wenzel et al., 2008, p. 375) This in turn lies closer to how this study 

embarks on understanding of acceptance. In this regard, acceptance is more likely to 

occur when there is an absence of wanting to avenge one’s former adversary. 

However, the step between avenging and accepting is large and difficult to analyse, 

and outside of the scope of this study.  Henceforth, for acceptance to occur between 

former adversaries, this study expects that former adversaries at minimum will adopt 
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a feeling of indifference towards each other, and hence have moved away from the 

requisite to avenge the other.   

 

Mutual understanding 

The second concept central for accepting one’s former adversary is argued as 

understanding the other party, which can facilitate acknowledgment and recognition. 

This does not necessarily mean that one needs to agree with the other party’s position 

or views, but at the least show that they have understood it. This approach sits in 

commensurate with Worthington & Drinkard (2000) point of view where they state: 

“reconciliation does not imply that all differences have necessarily been eliminated, 

that conflict have completely ceased, that all disagreements have been worked out, or 

that compromise has occurred. In some reconciliations, people re-establish a working 

trust while differences between their positions are evident” (p. 94). In this statement is 

an important factor acknowledging that increased understanding for each other does 

not refer to a faultless relationship.  

 

Research that explores the concept of understanding often points to an intertwined 

relationship with the concept of forgiveness (Chapman, 2007, p. 62; Siassi, 2007, p. 

1424; Van Stokkom, 2002, p. 340). Forgiveness is to many a concept and an act that 

signals sympathy for the other and an active realization of past wrongdoings. 

Desmund Tutu (2012) acknowledges in his book No Future Without Forgiveness the 

importance of both parties wanting to meet in the spirit of forgiveness as a way of 

moving forward. Tutu (2012) argues that forgiveness “is crucial when a relationship 

has been damaged or when a potential relationship has been made impossible” (p. 

217) and clarifies that forgiveness is part of the continuum for reconciliation. It covers 

one piece of the reconciliation puzzle with regards to sincerely acknowledging one’s 

former adversary (Tutu, 2012, p. 217). In line with Tutu’s argument, this study views 

the concept of forgiveness as an important concept for reconciliation and also for 

accepting former adversaries. However, this study’s theoretical understanding of 

acceptance looks at a broader definition of understanding and the opportunity for both 

parties to be equally responsible for creating a common future. In line with Minow’s 

(1998, pp. 17-18) argument, we first need to find good reasons to forgive and 

overcome anger and hatred towards each other without heaping the burden of having 

to forgive. The most important aspect of understanding is that we move beyond the 
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bilateral way of creating acceptance and hence introduce the extended concept of 

mutual understanding between former adversaries. 

 

Drawing on literature from peace negotiations, Abu-Nimer (2001) argues that 

reconciliation reflects “a relationship state in which parties no longer harbour 

animosity toward the other” (p. 76). This statement highlights the mutual aspect of 

understanding. It further recognizes the restorative dimension of justice processes 

where mutual understanding between the parties is essential for creating new and 

trustful relationships. Richard Gula states the need to reform ones imagination of the 

other and to “generate an interpenetration of the perspective into one another’s 

respective experience” (cited in Abu-Nimer, 2001, p. 118). This claim, made in 

relation to peace negotiations, is also applicable in relation to acceptance. With 

reference to the importance of striving towards coexistence in post-conflict societies, 

Lisa Schirch argues that this is best done through initiating dialogue on who the 

parties are and how they relate to their environment (in Abu-Nimer, 2001, p. 148). 

There is a need for “rehumanizing” each other again through a process meaningful for 

all parties in order for them to start relating to and recognize each other, mutually 

(cited in Abu-Nimer, 2001, p. 152). Rituals enhancing this type of recognition are 

noted by scholars to be in reconciliation processes based on truth-telling (Corntassel, 

2009, p. 139; Gobodo-Madikizela, 2002, p. 23; Quintiliani et al., 2011, p. 506). 

Similarly, this study argues that mutual understanding is a signal of moving towards 

acceptance and thus includes it as an essential aspect for conceptualizing the 

dependent variable. Drawing on the words of the former co-chair of Canada’s Royal 

Commission on Aboriginal Peoples René Dussault: “Without mutual understanding, a 

renewed relationship is impossible” (Dussault, 2007, p. 10).   

 

Interaction 

To strengthen the measures for the dependent variable, acceptance includes the 

concept of interaction. As Worthington & Drinkard (2000) point out, reconciliation 

includes imperfect characteristics, such as not having worked out all disagreements, 

but do importantly include interaction between former adversaries: “[Reconciliation] 

involves a restoration of interaction and (eventually) interpersonal trust without 

explicitly addressing the hurt, offense, or injury that occurred” (p. 94). This is 

supported by the research by Höglund & Sundberg (2008) on sports based 
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interactions in South Africa, which they find could help facilitate reconciliation by 

promoting understanding and interaction between groups. Originating in the social 

identity theory, interaction can help construct new positive relationships through 

inclusiveness and thus help serve to end the conflict cycle (Höglund & Sundberg, 

2008, p. 812). Drawing upon Tajfel's (1974) work on social identity theory, new ways 

to socially compare and include each other in a new social construct needs to be 

established, with action aiming at inducing and preventing suspicion. Interaction 

between former adversaries thus represents an active attempt of restorative action for 

measuring acceptance in this study. Furthermore, how interaction facilitates mutual 

acceptance through the recognition of both parties is looked at by Shnabel et al., 

(2009) and is an important aspect for this study as parties through interaction can 

receive a message of acceptance. 

 

In summary 

This chapter has explained the dependent variable acceptance with reference to 

previous research on the topic as well as in context of the purpose of this study. 

Acceptance is seen as a requirement for achieving reconciliation with three concepts 

of indifference towards the other, mutual understanding, and interaction presenting as 

key to realizing this goal. The specific outline and acknowledgment of the three 

specific concepts also represents three dimensions of acceptance. This will be 

explored further in the following chapter on Research design, explaining how this 

study will operationalize the key variables. 
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Conceptualizing motives 

Motives for participating in reconciliation processes are used in this study to explain 

acceptance between former adversaries. Different types of motives will work to 

engage someone in wanting to participate in a reconciliation process. This is also 

expected to have an effect on individual acceptance towards former adversaries. In 

this study, truth and accountability are identified as the two most profound motives 

and will in this section be conceptualized in order to enable a structured analysis of 

their relationship to the dependent variable, acceptance.  

 

Truth as a motive 
The first motive to be conceptualized is truth-motivated participation in reconciliation 

processes. This motive relates to participation and the opportunity of telling the truth 

of past wrongdoings and is hypothesized to have a positive influence on accepting 

one’s former adversary. The causal story explains how truth is expected to enhance 

the likelihood of acceptance between former adversaries, through the causal 

mechanisms of acknowledgment, including the other, and understanding.  

 

Generally, truth is a well-researched realm within reconciliation research, both in the 

theoretical and practical aspects. It serves as an important concept also for this study. 

Significantly, research is concerned with participation involving aspects of telling the 

truth about what happened in the past and how it can be related to different 

characteristics of reconciliation such as healing and reparation (Brouneus, 2008; 

Guthrey, 2014; Mendeloff, 2009; Shaw, 2007). Hayner (1994, pp. 607–609) 

investigates the same logic and explains how truth-telling is a way of learning from 

past mistakes, which works in favor of preventing resumption of violence.  

 

Truth and participation 

To reconcile with former adversaries, M. Cherif Bassiouni argues that an important 

aspects involves addressing what happened, why, to whom, and what the sources of 

responsibility are (cited in Opotow, 2001, p. 162). Telling the truth of past abuses can 

from this aspect serve as the key element to enable the practical completion of the 

above statement by Opotow (2001) and is argued to have an impact also on the future 
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relationships between former adversaries. Furthermore, Mendeloff (2004) argues that 

“truth-telling removes history as a point of contention among former adversaries, 

allowing them to work together constructively in new power-sharing agreements” (p. 

360). This reasoning can be argued to be an incentive for realizing acceptance.  

 

While previous research commonly focuses on the individual experience after the 

decision to participate in a process, this study begins its investigation in the stage 

before the actual participation (See Figure 1 on research gap). From here, the study 

heads towards the theory of procedural justice, a theory focused on the process 

through which desired outcomes hopefully will be achieved. Guthrey (2014) points 

out how “experiencing a sense of procedural justice plays an important and 

beneficiary role for individuals participating in justice processes” (pp. 46-47). John 

Thibaut and Laurence Walker conceptualize procedural justice through 

acknowledging input from participants during the process. This is likely to work in 

favor of participation as it creates recognition of those involved. (Cited in Wemmers 

et al., 1995, p. 329). This theoretical aspect is further evaluated by Wemmers et al., 

(1995) who studies the factors within a criminal justice process that make it 

accountable as fair. While this study is not specifically concerned with processes of 

reconciliation, many characteristics within the theoretical framework can be related to 

such processes. Wemmers et al., (1995, pp. 332-347) finds support for the claim that 

victims are more likely to participate in a process that acknowledges public 

sentiments, such as participants feeling recognized in their role. If the process creates 

opportunities for the participant to express their views and thus can enable the feeling 

of genuinely being taken seriously, the outcome of such a process is more likely to be 

viewed as favorable by the participants (Wemmers et al., 1995, pp. 332-347).  

 

Furthermore, the theoretical aspect of motivating participation by offering inclusivity 

is supported in empirical case studies of reconciliation processes in Sierra Leone and 

South Africa where the opportunity of truth-telling worked as a motive for 

participation. Shaw (2007, p. 184) acknowledges how participants in Sierra Leone 

were encouraged to join the process through the use of posters, radio, and television 

encouraging them to “come blow your mind and vent their thoughts and feelings” (p. 

184). In South Africa, aspects of truth-telling were used to motivate people to join the 

Truth and Reconciliation Commission in the 1990s. Around the town halls of the 
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country, banners proclaimed “Reconciliation Through Truth” in an attempt to impart 

popular narratives of truth, reconciliation, and nation building (Wilson, 2001, p. 110).  

 

Acknowledgment 

Guthrey’s (2014) research also highlights the relationship between truth-telling and 

healing. Guthrey (2014, p. 47) identifies how giving voice to victims in reconciliation 

processes help empower and affirm their status. This in turn helps enhance their sense 

of dignity and assists the processes to explore mechanisms of healing.  

 

Wemmers et al., (1995) and Guthrey’s (2014) causal reasonings help find 

explanations for the causal relationship between truth-motivated participation and 

acceptance. Participation that is motivated by telling the truth of past atrocities is 

argued in this study to enhance feelings of restored status for the participant by 

allowing them to be acknowledged in the process. This in turn enables the participant 

to explore mechanisms related to a new social construction that includes their former 

adversary. Guthrey (2014) suggests that being acknowledged in a process of truth-

telling can reinforce social bonds as it may “facilitate a reconnection with other that 

can be lost in the aftermath of trauma” (p. 61). Also, Pumla Gobodo-Madikizela 

explains how truth-telling relates to new, expanded social bonds: Truth-telling “allow 

for a reflection on one’s own role in the past and the capacity to confront and 

acknowledge the wrong done and, in turn, this should lead to reaching out to others in 

the attempt to repair broken relationships” (cited in King, 2011, p. 140). Hence, 

feeling acknowledged in a reconciliation process, either as a civilian survivor or 

former perpetrator, is important in order to include each other in the new social 

construct. This is the first causal mechanism.  

 

Including the other 

Borrowing from the work of Van Dijik et al (2003, p. 369), this second mechanism 

proposes that truth-telling helps individuals to evaluate their experience, which in turn 

might help them better understand what happened and change the perception of 

themselves from being helpless victims or perpetrators. This may also bring the 

individual to become more active in the process (Van Dijik et al, 2003, p. 369). This 

study proposes that more active participation demonstrates a psychological readiness 

to acknowledge one’s former adversary in order to achieve the desired outcome of 
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reconciliation. By including the other in one’s personal realm, the individual re-draws 

the boundaries of their former social identity. Kelman (2004, p. 121) sees this as 

essential for reconciliation, as one should no longer see the former adversary as a 

threat to their identity.  

 

Understanding  

Subsequent to the second mechanism comes understanding for the other party. 

Kelman (2010) argues that a primary feature for changing identities is connected to 

the “removal of the negation of the other as a central component of one’s own 

identity” (p. 4). It is important that parties overcome patterns of negative 

interdependence to which one instead can start “admitting the other’s truth into one’s 

own narrative” (Kelman, 2010, p. 6). Related to the causal mechanism of 

understanding, Bar-Tal’s (2000, p. 357-358) framework for changing societal beliefs 

is important to consider. Bar-Tal (2000, p. 358) theorizes that facilitating a process 

that includes the adversary group (referred to as the outgroup) will help legitimize 

them as acceptable to the other party. This will grants them humanity and enable the 

other party to start seeing them as human beings and individuals. The process also 

requires a change in beliefs of the other party (the ingroup) with hope that they will be 

seen in more objective lights compared to being self-glorifying and praising. This will 

in turn “reduce monopolization of feelings of victimhood” and recognize both groups 

as having endured suffering. (Bar-Tal, 2000, p. 358). Relating this to the previous 

mechanism of including the other, admitting the other group’s existence and narrative 

into the process is essential for creating understanding between former adversaries. It 

further represents an important aspect for accepting one’s former adversary as it 

requires effort by both parties in the process.  

 

Hence, truth-telling becomes a representative tool for changing beliefs and 

stereotypes among former adversaries. The theoretical argument valid for different 

types of reconciliation processes exists in processes with more or less interrogative 

nature and do not necessarily require aspects of dialogue and interaction.  

 

High acceptance 

Based on the presented theoretical outline, this study argues that a positive relation 

between truth-motivated participation (independent variable) and acceptance 
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(dependent variable) is expected, with the causal mechanisms of acknowledgement, 

including the other party and understanding. Truth-based motives for participating in 

reconciliation processes is an important aspect of reconciliation both in theory and 

empirically where aspects related to truth-telling are studied as explanatory factors 

expected to understand why one accepts another. Through the component of truth-

telling, the participant can be acknowledged and start including the other in their 

personal realm. Thus, they begin to explore elements of understanding the other 

party, and hence achieve high acceptance towards their former adversary.  

 

 

 
 Figure 2: The causal story for truth-motivated participation.   
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Accountability as a motive 
The second motive is accountability-motivated participation in reconciliation 

processes (independent variable). This motive relates to participation in relation to 

wanting to hold former adversaries responsible for past wrongdoings. This motive is 

hypothesized to be less likely to lead to acceptance among former adversaries 

(dependent variable). The causal story describing how accountability is expected to 

lead to low levels of acceptance between former adversaries is explained through the 

steps of being acknowledged separate from the other party, absence of including the 

other party, and no understanding.  

 

Accountability is as an important concept in reconciliation. Howard Zehr’s argues 

that accountability represents a problem-solving approach where crimes are finally 

recognized. Accountability also refers to repairing social and individual injury where 

victim’s needs are recognized and the offender is encouraged to take responsibility for 

past wrongdoings. (Zehr, cited in Umbreit, 1995, p. 33). However, in this study 

accountability as a motive is argued to be problematic as it becomes a dominate 

feature and creates expectations from the beginning. This in turn will have a negative 

effect on mechanisms that facilitate acceptance between both concerned parties. 

 

Retributive and restorative justice 

In post conflict reconciliation processes, accountability is extensively debated 

between its legal meaning and more curative aspects of the concept (Bassiouni, 2000; 

Clark, 2008; Opotow, 2001; Rae, 2003; Umbreit, 1995). Much literature speaks in 

favour of the legal understanding of the concept and argue that accountability relates 

to deterrence and prevention of future crimes and victimization through the way it 

emphasizes the legal aspects of crimes against humanity and human rights abuses 

(Bassiouni, 1996, 2000; Lamin, 2003; Parmar, 2010; Rae, 2003). The standpoint in 

favour of legal accountability refers to theories of retributive justice in comparison to 

theories of restorative justice, which instead refers to achieving justice in the absence 

of legal punishment (Clark, 2008, pp. 332-339). Which aspect of accountability is 

most useful continues to be debated between the two theoretical schools. This study 

argues that there is an aspect true for both perspectives with regard to accountability 

in that both perspectives create an expectation of treating the parties differently in the 
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process. Further, one party is seen as being indebted to the other, which consequently 

is less likely to enhance acceptance among former adversaries. 

 

The more detailed explanation of this argument begins with advocates for the 

retributive approach. Kingsley Chiedu Moghalu argues that victims most likely strive 

for the type of justice that connects to prosecution of the guilty. “Experience in 

several post-conflict societies has shown that, where culprits were not prosecuted for 

a number of reasons, the banished ghost of the victims’ thirst for justice returns years 

later to haunt these societies, reopening old wounds thought to have been healed”. 

(Moghalu, cited in Clark, 2008, p. 333). In a similar vein, Bassiouni (2000, p. 410) 

acknowledges how long-term goals of reconciliation are not met because of the 

failure to provide punitive justice to perpetrators. From this perspective accountability 

becomes about the strictly legal consequences of past wrongdoings and relates to 

aspects of prosecutions and punishments.  

 

On the other hand, accountability is by others argued to have strong connections with 

the restorative approach of justice. Parmar (2010, p. 298) argues that the concept 

today has come to rely on more normative strands and core principles such as 

apology, compensation, and forgiveness. Umbreit (1995, p. 32) argues similarly 

argues that accountability from the restorative perspective of reconciliation is centred 

around admitting responsibility of past wrongdoings and take actions to make things 

right. The offender hence incurs an obligation to the victim that is both cognitive in 

the sense of understanding the impact of its behaviour on the victim, and also 

behavioural in the sense of what is needed to make up for past wrong-doings 

(Umbreit, 1995, p. 32). Furthermore, in his description of the different paradigms of 

justice, Howard Zehr defines accountability as “understanding the impact of action 

and helping decide how to make things right” (cited in Umbreit, 1995, p. 33).  

 

Hence, the concept of accountability is identified to mean different things depending 

on which perspective of justice it derives from. From the retributive perspective the 

crime is a violation of the law with the expectation of legal consequences, such as 

persecution and punishments. In contrast, the restorative justice-approach speaks to 

the obligation to search for solutions and reparations for past crimes. (Clark, 2008: 

340). Nevertheless, the theoretical differentiation between the retributive and 
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restorative aspects of reconciliation does not necessarily mean that each reconciliation 

process exclusively picks one of them. The perspectives are likely to be combined, as 

for example in South Africa where the TRC was not stated as a prosecutorial body but 

had the option to prosecute acts where amnesty had been denied if decided 

appropriate for the specific case (Clark, 2008, p. 240). However, both perspectives are 

likely to be influenced by one’s motivation to participate in reconciliation processes 

and therefore combine them into the core aspect of treating the parties differently. 

This will be evaluated in relation to this study below.  

 

Participation and separate treatment 

When accountability motivates participation in a reconciliation process, the 

participant is likely to move away from mechanisms facilitating positive 

acknowledgment of one another, as explained through the motive of truth. Instead, 

accountability-motivated participation enhances a sense of belonging to being treated 

wrongly with one party being indebted to the other. Relying on Shnabel & Nadler’s 

(2008) work it is expected that this motive is true for both parties of victims and 

perpetrators. According to Shnabel & Nadler (2008, p. 116) both parties can feel 

victimized from a conflict and as a result are deprived of psychological resources 

necessary for reconciling. However, needs are likely to be asymmetrical with victims 

experiencing anger for past wrongdoings and perpetrators feeling anxious over social 

exclusion and the threat of being rejected from their moral community (Shnabel & 

Nadler, 2008, p. 116-117). This study borrows this theoretical argument and argues 

that separate treatment will be expected in the reconciliation process if the 

participants are motivated to participate from the perspective of holding their former 

adversary accountable for past wrongdoings. Consequently, the process will become 

about the other party being acknowledged as having done wrong, which in turn is 

likely to keep parties separated. In the words of Opotow (2001) the process becomes a 

“self-serving comparison between perpetrators and victims” (p. 156), or as Minow 

(1998) concludes it becomes: “a theatre to express domination instead of justice” (pp. 

45-46).  

 

 

 

 



WHAT MOTIVATES RECONCILIATION?  
 

 27 

Absence of inclusion  

In comparison with truth-motivated participation, accountability-motivated 

participation leads to a need for both parties to be treated separately in the process 

which is expected to detach parties from each other even more. In this study, most of 

the focus of the process will be on the individual role and the ways in which they feel 

the other party is indebted to them. Hence, this makes the participant less likely to 

include the other party into their social realm and restricts what Kelman (2004, p. 

121) argues is an important aspect of re-drawing boundaries of one’s former social 

identity into something new.  

 

No understanding 

Furthermore, by excluding the other party, the parties are less likely to create 

understanding for the other. In this study it is expected that this will be problematic to 

realizing acceptance. Morton Deutsch states that showing understanding for past 

abuses and hearing the other is among the very least expected from a reconciliation 

process (cited in Opotow, 2001, p. 161). Deutsch also argues for the importance of 

showing understanding for the other party as it opens “new emotional space” (cited in 

Opotow, 2001, p. 161). Features that hinder possibilities of understanding each other 

are expected to be problematic to enabling acceptance of former adversaries.  

 

Low acceptance 

Consequently, individuals who participate with motives of accountability are 

expected to view their role as mostly self-serving. This will lead to adopting a 

expected separate treatment in the process which will be followed with no inclusion 

of the other party into one’s new social realm. This will uphold the parties as separate 

and further make it difficult for them to understand each other. Subsequently, this will 

lead to no understanding. This causal relationship therefore removes important 

mechanisms for facilitating acceptance and is outlined as the core reasons for why 

accountability-motivated participation in reconciliation processes (independent 

variable) will have low acceptance between former adversaries (dependent variable).  

Figure 3: The causal story for accountability-motivated participation.  
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Theoretical claim and causal mechanisms 
This section presents a summary of the theoretical argument and developed theory 

that will be tested in this study by the corresponding hypothesis.  

 

Truth vs. Accountability 

Truth-motivated participation in reconciliation processes facilitates feelings of 

acknowledgment for the participants, which in turn has a positive effect on the ability 

to include the other party into one’s social realm. This is further likely to enhance 

understanding of the other party. Through these three mechanisms, truth-telling 

becomes a conduit for sharing information between two parties and moving closer to 

them accepting each other. This process is defined in this study as high acceptance of 

one another.  

 

In contrast to truth-based motives, accountability-motivated participation is argued to 

facilitate low levels of acceptance between former adversaries. Accountability-

motivated participation includes expectations of separate treatment of the parties in 

the process, which are more likely to not include (exclude) the other party. This 

hinders the parties ability to understand each other, which in turn leads to low 

acceptance for one another.   

 

In line with this reasoning, this study aims to evaluate the following hypothesis: 

Truth-motivated participation in reconciliation processes is expected to enhance the 

likelihood of highly accepting former adversaries compared to accountability-

motivated participation. 

 

The following chapter presents the research design for this study in relation to the 

theoretical findings and the aim to test the proposed hypothesis.   
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III. RESEARCH DESIGN  
 
This section presents the research design and operationalization of the hypothesis in 

order to explore the research question: What motives for participating in a 

reconciliation process enhance the likelihood of accepting former enemies? This 

section outlines the chosen research design and method for collecting material, 

together with the specific case selection and interview sample. Also, opportunities and 

challenges of collecting the material will be evaluated, together with the ethical 

considerations for the chosen methodology.  

 

Case selection and sample 

The qualitative method used to investigate the causal relationship between motives 

and acceptance is based on unique empirical material. It takes on both a theory 

building and theory testing approach and the unit of analysis is the individual. The 

purpose is to investigate and evaluate attitudes of acceptance among individuals who 

participated in a reconciliation process by employing the developed theory. It draws 

on material from field research in Cambodia during summer 2015 where in-depth 

interviews were conducted with a total of 20 individuals of which 13 individuals (six 

men and seven women) participated in national and local reconciliation processes. 

The field research aimed to investigate which motives individuals had to participate in 

a reconciliation process, and from the field-based results, two motives most frequently 

identified in the interview material formed the basis of, in this study, investigate the 

potential relationship between motives and acceptance. For confidentiality and 

personal security of the interviewees, anonymized transcripts of the interviews are 

available only upon request from the author. Appendix 1 is referred to for a list of 

participants and characteristics.  

 

Cambodia was chosen as the case for this study for two reasons. Firstly, Cambodia is 

currently in an ongoing process of reconciliation initiatives after the genocide by the 

Khmer Rouge between 1975-1979. By studying an on-going reconciliation process, 

motives for participation are recent and salient in the minds of the participants. This 

addresses validity concerned with how time might influence the information that is 

shared with the researcher (Dulic, in Höglund & Öberg, 2011, p. 35). Secondly, it was 
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chosen due to Cambodia having an experience of one-sided conflict, where debated 

expectation of reconciliation is possible in the aftermath of genocide. The need to find 

ways to mutually accept each other is less likely because of the solid separation 

between victims and perpetrator.  

 

The sample of interviewees was selected from the research objective as well as on 

criteria’s based on assumed comparability between the samples. Seawright & Gerring 

(2008) note that “random sampling is not typically a viable approach when the total 

number of cases to be selected is small” (p. 294). They thus call for use of purposive 

modes of sampling. Therefore, the sampling method used to guide this study is 

purposive, where the sample unit has “particular features or characteristics which will 

enable detailed exploration and understanding of the central themes and puzzles 

which the researcher wishes to study” (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003, p. 78). Purposive 

sampling has the “purpose to represent a location or type in relation to a key criterion 

of the study” (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003, p. 78). Hence, the sample in this study is 

expected to identify relevant observations for the key criteria that motivate 

participation in a reconciliation process. This methodological approach also allows for 

identifying and doing in-depth explorations of other possible variables of motives for 

participation but also through the same population, investigate the projected outcome 

of acceptance.  

 

Three initial criteria were used to determined inclusion in the interview sample in 

relation to both the research perspective and theoretical framework of this study.  The 

first criteria is essential for the purpose of enhancing our understanding for 

individuals and participants in reconciliation processes. The study required interview 

participants to have been involved in a reconciliation process in Cambodia. This 

facilitates for an analysis of their individual motives for participation. The second 

criteria was chosen with regard to time-validity.  When establishing interview sample 

profile, it was requested that all interviewees have personal experience from the 

Khmer Rouge insurgency that they could recall. Therefore it was necessary for all 

interviewees to be at least 40 years of age. The third criteria set a control for events 

likely to have influenced people’s motive to participate. Therefore, the interview 

sample required participants of a reconciliation process after 2003. This chosen year 

controls for the implementation of the national reconciliation process through the 
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establishment of the ECCC. The ECCC is likely to have spurred a greater national 

debate on the matter and therefore may have influenced people’s motive to 

participate. Based on these criteria, this study is able to isolate its timeframe around 

recent events and more specifically between the two key events of a) the signing 

between the United Nations and the Government of Cambodia to establish the 

national reconciliation process (ECCC) in 2003 and b) the year the field research was 

conducted, in 2015. 

 

As a result of the above mentioned criteria, the validity of this research is high 

(Ritchie & Lewis, 2003, p. 273). This study relies on primary sources and provides a 

first-hand understanding of the research aim. However, since it is based on primary 

sources, it also provides a dynamic research with various interpretations and 

normative explanations of matters discussed. This affects the reliability of the study, 

as the ability to replicate the research method and getting the same results is trivial 

(Ritchie & Lewis, 2003, p. 270).   

 

Both civilians and ex-combatants from the Khmer Rouge party were included in the 

sample to provide a broad cross section of those impacted by the war and the need to 

engage in the reconciliation process with their respective adversaries. The two groups 

were included in order to represent both parties among whom the processes aim to 

facilitate acceptance. Only ex-combatants that belonged to the lower level of the 

Khmer Rouge hierarchical structure were included, as they currently share similar 

living conditions to many of the civilians and thus are more likely to share a common 

future. Therefore, the sample excludes former top leaders of the Khmer Rouge party, 

as they are less likely to live side-by-side with the affected civilians. In order to better 

visualize this division, the analysis section in chapter 5 will refer to participants as 

CIV (Civilian) or EX (Ex-combatant).  

 

The interview sample consists of individuals who have participated in reconciliation 

processes, with many having had connection to the non-governmental organization 

(NGO) Documentation Center of Cambodia (DC-CAM). The individuals who 

participated in the formal national reconciliation process, ECCC, had previously been 

interviewed by DC-CAM, representing the main organizer for civil society-

participation in the ECCC. However, individuals interviewed for the purpose of this 
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had also taken part in informal local reconciliation programs outside of DC-CAM’s 

arrangement. The interviewees that participated in local processes most times 

participated in processes outside of DC-CAM’s local arrangement, and thus belonged 

to more informal local reconciliation processes. Examples of more informal local 

reconciliation processes are the Victory Day of 7th January and The Day of 

Remembrance. During field research most interviewees did not differentiate between, 

or specify the name of the local reconciliation processes, as they did not seem to be 

categorized in the same way as the national process. Consequently, there emerges a 

limitation in the generalizability of the interview sample in this study, specifically 

when exploring reconciliation processes at the local level. This should be considered 

an adjustment and clarification for future research on the topic. 

Data access  

The material used to explore the research question was gathered through in-depth, 

semi-structured interviews carried out in Cambodia between June and August 2015. 

The study was financed by the Minor Field Study (MFS) scholarship from the 

Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida).  

 

The field research mainly aimed to interview individuals that participated in 

reconciling processes, which is a highly politicized societal matter in the Cambodian 

society. The field research was in close collaboration with the local NGO DC-CAM. 

DC-CAM’s good communal reputation and well-engaged staff was crucial for finding 

agreeable interviewees and further finding opportunities for interviewing individuals 

beyond the initial research plan. This increased the quality of the study regarding 

possible interviews and access to provinces. Interviews were conducted in four 

provinces: Kandal, Takeo, Pailin, and Kampong Cham province and the geographical 

spread enabled for a broader representation regarding personal experience of the 

Khmer Rouge insurgency and hence, varying degrees of consequences of the conflict, 

differences between societies, levels of education, and shifting professions.  

In-depth interviews  

The method used is in-depth interviews. In-depth interviews have benefits for 

empirically based research when gathering information about grass-root perceptions 

and helps provide for new insights on the topic of interest (Brounéus, in Höglund & 

Öberg, 2011, p. 8). Brounéus argues that in-depth interviews help us “learn of 
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individual perspectives of one or few narrowly defined themes” (cited in Höglund & 

Öberg, 2011, p. 130). According to Brounéus, gathering material through field 

research is helpful for reflecting the reality of the topic by improving our 

understanding of what theoretical concepts mean to the people experiencing it and 

gives the researcher a “first-hand account of the research question at hand” (cited in 

Högberg & Öberg, 2011, p. 131).  

 

The method of in-depth interviews adopted a semi-structured approach, which 

consists of a few pre-set questions and topics asked to all interviewees but also 

provide the opportunity to further elaborate on specific topics or questions. This open-

ended approach helps the researcher move away from forcing answers and enhances 

the interviewee’s willingness to talk and give its unique point of view of the matter 

(Brounéus, in Höglund &Öberg, 2011, p. 131). The interview questions concentrate 

around the main variables of interest for this study and additionally use a broader 

questionnaire in order to gain trust and enhance understanding of the interviewee’s 

experience. For all interview questions, see Appendix II.  

 
Ethics  
Brounéus emphasises how access to material depends on a trustful relationship 

between the interviewee and researcher (in Höglund & Öberg, 2011, p. 134). This was 

facilitated in this study with the help of two translators from DC-CAM. By having 

interpreters from the communities and DC-CAM, the research objective and nature of 

the study could be communicated and discussed with the interviewee in a way that 

enhanced a trustful relationship. 

 

The close collaboration with DC-CAM was important to limit the risks of threatening 

the personal security of those involved, especially due to potential political sensitivity 

of the matter and the ongoing trials in the ECCC. However, using a NGO as 

gatekeeper to interview samples increases the risk of a case selection bias through 

potential underlying interests for the NGO, which in turn might steer the accessibility 

and focus of the information towards the researcher (Brounéus, in Höglund & Öberg, 

2011, p. 134). This issue was nevertheless complemented by adopting the chain 

sampling method that refers to identifying new interviewee participants through 

participants that have already been interviewed (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003, p. 94). 
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Furthermore, using DC-CAM as the gatekeeper enabled trust among the interviewees 

and limited the risk of harm, which is a crucial aspect of field research.  The principle 

of do no harm aims to reflect on possible consequences that the research may bring 

and the concerns of potential risk of trauma or re-traumatization when interviewing 

about events brings back difficult memories and feelings. (Brounéus, in Höglund & 

Öberg, 2011, pp. 141-143). DC-CAM was a close partner in terms of advising on this 

issue throughout the field research. 

 

Using Interpreters  

Doing an interview-based study affects the objectivity of the results. One influencing 

factor is through the use of interpreters and their important role for accessing 

interviewees. There is a risk for personal or underlying interest when interpreting 

which harms the trustful relationship between the researcher, interpreter, and 

interviewee and Brounéus argues that these factors can skew the information 

translated to the researcher (in Höglund & Öberg, 2011, pp. 135-136). This was taken 

into consideration and accounted for when having preparation-meetings together with 

the interpreters, explaining the purpose and aim of the study and going through the 

interview questions together. This resulted in a close and trustful collaborations with 

the interpreters and also between the researcher, interpreter, and the interviewees. 

This could have nonetheless affected the objectivity of the process, with interpreters 

becoming too familiar with the material that they prompted or paraphrased the 

responses. Considering the primacy of thematic analysis in this study, there remains a 

risk that the themes expressed were framed within the mindset of the interpreters 

rather than from the specific words of the participants. Thus, this study does recognize 

its shortcomings with regard to objectivity and concedes that it most likely cannot be 

fully overcome.  

 

Ethical dilemmas 

Using the method of in-depth interview bring about important ethical aspects that 

need to be taking into consideration (Höglund, in Höglund & Öberg, 2011, p. 116). 

As highlighted above, the principle of do no harm was central throughout the field 

study and the policies implemented throughout the fieldwork and preparatory work 

with DC-CAM and the interpreters. For preparatory purposes of conducting 

interviews of sensitive nature meetings were conducted with staff from DC-CAM, 
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including both interpreters and experts on reconciliation processes in Cambodia for 

two main reasons. The first reason relates to being well prepared and to test the 

questions to see if or how they work for the established purpose (Brounéus, in 

Höglund & Öberg, 2011, p. 133). In this regard, the preparatory meetings were 

important and contributed to a better understanding of what type of situations that 

could occur in the field and how to deal with them. Awareness of the questions being 

of sensitive nature was something that was brought up during the meetings with the 

advised to be humble in the way they were asked. This also created a trustful 

relationship between the translators and researcher, as the need to talk through issues 

of sensitive questions and situations was necessary before embarking on fieldwork 

together. While in the field, the interpreters were helpful in reading the situation to 

see when questions were appropriate to ask or not.  

 

An issue arising during interviews relates to the ethics on people reciting their past 

and potential inconsistencies in statement. During interviews some participants 

presented behavior suggesting that they avoided sharing their true opinion. 

Confronting this dilemma was done by recalling Wood’s (2006, p. 382) work and her 

recommendation not to challenge the issue and to instead invite the interviewee to 

elaborate on his/her story or argument. Similar to Wood (2006, p. 382), this proved 

useful in the fieldwork for this study as it led to material reflecting the interviewee’s 

deeper thoughts the issue.  

 

When gathering material, Brounéus states the importance of approved consent and 

making all participants aware of their rights in the study (in Höglund & Öberg, 2011 

p. 139). During the preparatory meetings a document of consent was formed, 

translated to Khmer and explained to all participants before beginning the interview. 

The document contained important information on confidentiality and the 

interviewees right to stop the interview at any time. Most interviewees were happy to 

participate but appreciated anonymity due to the topic being sensitive both personally 

and politically. As a result of this, all interview participants have been anonymised.  

 

After each interview a debriefing was done with the interpreters to hear their feedback 

and identifying ways for potential improvement. This opened up opportunities for 

restating the research purpose as well as to continue the dialogue on how to best deal 



WHAT MOTIVATES RECONCILIATION?  
 

 36 

in situations of frustration and emotions from the interviewee. Continuous awareness 

around these issues enabled for continuing the work with regards to the do no harm-

policies and also the personal dimension for how to incorporate and make continuous 

use of the aspect when conducting fieldwork.  
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Structure of the empirical analysis  
This section will present the method and operationalization of the causal relationship 

between the variables motive (independent variable) and acceptance (dependent 

variable).  

 

Method 

This study uses the method of thematic analysis to evaluate the proposed hypothesis 

and provide an answer to the research question What motives for participating in a 

reconciliation process enhance the likelihood of accepting former enemies? Thematic 

analysis is defined as thematically “searching across a data set to find repeated 

patterns of meaning” to the research objective (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 86). This 

enables for an evaluation of the interview material in relation to the previously 

outlined theoretical interests for this study. It assists in evaluating the main variables 

and tracing the causal mechanisms in order to test the hypothesis.  

 

13 interviews conducted during the field visit in Cambodia form the core material 

used for investigate the causal relationship between the main variables. The remaining 

7 interviews of non-participants are used to complement the main analysis and 

contrast the findings. The interview material is analyzed using the instrument and 

qualitative data analysis software MAXQDA.  

 

Measuring the dependent variable – Acceptance  

This study evaluates the results for the dependent variable of acceptance in terms of 

two levels of acceptance, therefore making it a dichotomous variable, either high or 

low. Although a crude division, this approach is necessary for this study to explore the 

relationship between the identified dependent and independent variable. This also 

allows for a more in-depth study of the causal mechanisms. To be classified as highly 

accepting of one’s former adversary, the individual needs to satisfy at least two of the 

three outlined dimensions: a indifference feeling towards the other, mutual 

understanding, and/or interaction. If the participant satisfies less than two of these 

dimensions, they are classified to experience low levels of acceptance. The three 

dimensions are chosen to facilitate a multidimensional discussion on how individuals 

negotiate their relationship towards accepting each other. 
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Measuring the independent variable – Motives  

Studying the variation in the independent variable is conducted by comparing how 

different motives for participation may influence the projected outcome of 

acceptance. For this, the sample is allocated into two groups with regard to the 

theoretical framework for this study. The groups are representative for either truth-

motivated participation or accountability-motivated participation. The two groups are 

identified in the material through chosen indicators that speaks either to truth or 

accountability as the motive to participate in a reconciliation process.  

 

Truth 

Truth-motivated participation is assessed from the theoretical definition of truth, 

which “aspire[s] to uncover overwhelming material evidence – to establish an 

incontrovertible “facticity” (Avruch & Vejarano, 2001, p. 40). Drawing on this 

definition, the indicators used to identify individual participants as being motivated by 

truth to participate in a process are:  

• Collective interest of justice, where the individual indicates an interest for 

contributing to shared experiences. 

• The individual expects their participation to uncover and recognize unique 

material that helps the process move forward. 

• The individual wants to find out the truth of what happened.  

 

Accountability 

Accountability-motivated participation will be assessed from the theoretical definition 

of accountability, which refers to the aspiration to either punish or owing a debt to the 

other for past events where “the offender incurs an obligation to the victim” (Umbreit, 

1995, p. 32). Drawing on this definition, the indicators used to identify individual 

participants as being motivated by accountability to participate in a process are:  

• Self-interest of justice, where the individual’s participation indicates a less 

collective experience.  

• The individual expects participation to uncover material that can help 

recognize the wrongdoings of the former adversary.   
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• The individual wants to see the former adversary imprisoned or corrected for 

past sufferings.  

 

Linking the variables – The causal mechanisms 

To investigate the causal story, or how the different motives relates to acceptance, the 

material will also be analysed related to the causal mechanisms outlined in the 

theoretical section.  

 

Causal mechanisms  

This study aims to investigate the proposed causal mechanisms through causal-

process observations: A process that seeks to identify “a corpus of material of 

observations that support the existence of the proposed causal mechanism” 

(Sundberg, 2015, p. 84). The causal mechanisms are outlined as the connecting 

variables between the main variables, seen to be absent or present in the interview 

material for the respectively motives. Through this, it is possible to detect if the 

proposed hypothesis is supported or not. For the hypothesis to be supported in the 

empirical material specific observations must be identified for each of the two causal 

stories. For the first causal story (for truth-motivated accountability) there should be 

observations of acknowledgment, including the other and understanding. For the 

second causal story (for accountability-motivated participation) there should be 

observations of expected separate treatment, no inclusion, and little or no 

understanding of each other.  

 

For the hypothesis to be valid, this study expects the causal mechanisms to be 

observable in the material for both truth-motivated participants and accountability-

motivated participants.  

For truth-motivated participants, the expected observations in the interview material 

should include: 

• Participation enhancing the feelings of being acknowledged in a satisfying 

way. 

• The participant is observed to include the other party into their social realm. 

• The participant experiences a feeling of change with regard to understanding 

the other party.  
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For accountability-motivated participants, the expected observations in the material 

should include:  

• The participant holds expectations of separate treatment for themselves and 

the former adversary during the reconciliation process.   

• The individual appears to experience an absence of including the other party 

into their social realm. 

• The individual indicates no understanding of the other party.  

 

To ascertain these mechanisms, questions from the interviews focusing on why they 

participated, why it is important to reconcile, what their participation meant to them 

personally, and how they feel about their former adversaries now, will be reviewed.  

 

The next chapter will present a summary of the conflict background in Cambodia. 

This will provide background for the studied reconciliation processes needed before 

moving forward to present the results and analysis of the chosen case and sample.  
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IV. THE CAMBODIAN GENOCIDE  
This chapter presents a brief summary of the Cambodian genocide with a specific 

focus on the one-sided violence of the Khmer Rouge. It provides insight as to what 

the individuals participating in the on-going reconciliation processes has been 

through. Thereafter the main results and the empirical analysis will be presented. 

 

Conflict background  

In early 1962 Pol Pot took over the Cambodian communist underground and created 

the political movement Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK), known to English-

speaking journalists at that time as the Khmer Rouge. The CPK fought sequential 

wars against the ruling Kingdom of Cambodia and seized full control over the country 

in April 1975. They introduced a new regime under the name the Democratic 

Kampuchea and ruled Cambodia until 1979. The Cambodian people and the world 

have come to know these years as the years of the Cambodian genocide, when more 

that 20 percent of the population, about 1.7 million Cambodians, were killed 

(Kiernan, 2008, pp. ix–x).  
 

Beginning on April 17 1975, the capital Phnom Penh was evacuated and the Khmer 

Rouge forcibly made people walk along the national roads, away from their previous 

life towards the rural countryside. The Khmer Rouge aimed to transform Cambodia 

into an agrarian communist state and systematically seized control over the country 

by collectivizing production and the economic consumption, banning all religious 

beliefs, confiscated books and, banned formal education. (Hinton, 2004, p. 1).   

 

The Khmer Rouge had successfully recruited sympathizers from the local population 

during and in the aftermath of the heavy U.S bombardments in Cambodia in the early 

1970s (Kiernan, 2008, p. 22). After seizing control over the country, Pol Pot ensured 

the continued recruitments of soldiers stating that “We do not worry that one day our 

army may run out of men, for the local population from which we can recruit is 

unlimited” (Kiernan, 2008, p. 388). This approach resulted in both voluntary and 

forced recruitment of soldiers to the Khmer Rouge and a situation where neighbours 

and families were seen killing each other in pursuit of self-preservation (Etcheson, 

2005, p. 7).   
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Any type of Western-influenced education or profession was seen as a major threat to 

the new regime and the emerging communist state. This resulted in the regime’s 

substantial effort to imprison and assassinate whole generations of educated 

Cambodians (Clayton, 1998, p. 2). People were forced to work and live in agricultural 

cooperatives under brutal supervision with families being separated and many 

children taken away to live in camps where they were educated in the revolutionary 

socialist ideology (Clayton, 1998, p. 15). Kiernan (2008, p. 9) describes Cambodia at 

that time to be a prison camp state, with eight million prisoners serving most of their 

time in solitary confinement, and 1.5 million inmates being worked, starved, and 

beaten to death. The infamous prison of Toul Sleng served as a sluice for tens of 

thousands of Cambodians, between their previous life and the killing fields. All 

prisoners were photographed and given a new life story, purposively selected as 

speaking to communist values of life. Many prisoners were forced to confess to new 

life stories and conspiracy theories of being involved with ‘traitorous activities’ while 

being put under grave methods of torture. (Hinton, 2004 pp. 164-175). The suspicion 

towards many of the prisoners eventually created a paranoia among the Khmer 

Rouge, resulting in the leader, Pol Pot beginning to mistrust his own soldiers. Many 

combatants from his own faction were consequently imprisoned and killed, facing the 

same destiny as the civilian population. (Taum & Hum, 2005, p. 5).  

 

In late December 1978, the on-going military conflict between Vietnam and 

Cambodia reached the culmination and the Vietnamese army invaded Cambodia, 

resulting in the overthrow the Khmer Rouge in early January 1979 (Hinton, 2004, p. 

13). A trial was held against the two top-leaders, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, for genocide. 

However, the verdict of death was never issued and they both escaped their 

responsibilities. Nearly no more attempts were undertaken to trial former leaders and 

the survivors were provided no recourse for justice. (Etcheson, 2005, p. 14). 

 

However, the Khmer Rouge continued to be part of politics and many members 

gained power in the new government established after the Vietnamese invasion. They 

continued to be a part of the political process and were responsible for the resumption 

of violence in the country (Etcheson, 2005, p. 10; Menzel, 2007, p. 216). Their public 

presence was thus maintained for several decades after the genocide.   
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In this context, survivors have had to live side by side with their perpetrators and the 

concept of justice was kept just an illusion. The continued political power for the 

Khmer Rouge led to many of the younger generations of Cambodians doubt the 

conflict ever happened. This part of the result of the government quieting down all 

issues related to the conflict. (Etcheson, 2005, p. 10). It was not until 1997 that the 

two prime ministers of Cambodia sent a letter to the Secretary-General of the United 

Nations and asked for help with setting up a trial for the past crimes committed during 

1975-1979. This appeal was followed by problematic negotiations between Cambodia 

and the United Nations (UN), together with internal turmoil for the Khmer Rouge 

party. With Pol Pot dying and increased internal mistrust the party collapsed. The 

negotiations between Cambodia and the UN resulted in a dispute over whether to set 

up a Cambodian court or a genuine international court. It was not until 2003 that a 

final agreement was reached and a mixed tribunal with chambers of both national and 

international judges came to be established. (Menzel, 2007, pp. 216–217).  

 

In 2003 the Extraordinary Chambers of Cambodia (ECCC) was set up in order to 

“judge surviving Khmer Rouge leaders for genocide and crimes against humanity” 

(Hinton, 2004, p. xiv). The Introductory Submission to the ECCC held processes for 

reconciling the country at all levels, with a stance to deal with crimes against 

humanity, genocide, grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions, homicide, torture, 

and, religious persecution (Hinton, 2004, p. ix).  

 

Within the context of this broad history, survivors were provided opportunities to 

engage in reconciliation processes that included local and national reconciliation 

processes, such as the ECCC. A major part of the process brought adversaries 

together, and thus brought forward the need to have dialogue between former 

adversaries. Analysis of the process and its impact are studied by many and has been 

discussed in the earlier section on previous literature. The challenges that emerge of 

accepting one’s former adversary after having experienced genocide, and the situation 

where one’s neighbour had turned into an adversary, is substantial. This study seeks 

to unpack one aspect, that is motivation to participate, and how that could affect the 

process of acceptance.   
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The next chapter will present the main findings and empirics where an in-depth 

analysis of acceptance among former adversaries is presented in correlation to their 

differing motives to participate in the reconciliation process in Cambodia.  
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V. IDENTIFYING ACCEPTANCE AND MOTIVES  
In this section the main results for the dependent and independent variable 

(acceptance and motive) are presented and summarized. Firstly, it illustrates how 

participants were categorized as either truth or accountability motivated. Secondly, 

the main results for the dependent variable is presented, and thirdly the independent 

variable results. The material shows support for the proposed hypothesis that truth-

motivated participation is expected to enhance the likelihood of highly accepting 

former adversaries compared to accountability-motivated participation. This section 

forms the basis for the following analytical section and presents the patterns and 

results from the interview material relevant to the hypothesis.     

  

Categorizing motives  
Categorizing motives in this study is done retrospectively after the individuals 

participated in the reconciliation processes. Hence, it is possible that they have been 

influenced by their experience in the process. Nonetheless, according to the 

characteristics explained in the research design, participant motives are ascertained 

from the core interview material, and were subsequently placed in the respective 

groups of truth or accountability-motivated participants.  

 

Truth-motivated participants characterised a collective interest of justice as well as an 

interest for sharing unique material with others. The theoretical aspect highlighted by 

M. Cherif Bassiouni (cited in Opotow, 2001, p. 162) of the aspect of revealing truth of 

past abuses, is also supported empirically in the interview material. Two participants 

explicitly tell about the decision to participate and the importance of revealing what 

they carried with them all these years (CIV 08, 2015; EX 02, 2015). A civilian 

survivor tells: “[I] turned from upset to simple […] because [I] could reveal [my] 

story to other people” (CIV 08, 2015).  

 

The second group in the core interview material is identified as accountability-

motivated participants. The individuals indicates to have participated with a higher 

degree of self-interest compared to a collective interest. Examples mirroring this show 

that participation focused on identifying wrongdoings of the perpetrator, wanting 

former adversaries imprisoned or corrected for past sufferings. In line with Howard 
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Zehr’s theoretical argument, accountability is representative for recognizing past 

crimes and repairing social and individual damage (cited in Umbreit, 1995, p. 33). 

This theoretical reasoning was expressed by a civilian survivor who told how he 

participated in the reconciliation process to achieve justice for the victims and find out 

who was right and wrong for the crimes committed to his lost brother (CIV 06, 2015).  

 

On this basis the individuals have been categorized into groups of either truth- or 

accountability-motivated participation. The next section presents the main result for 

the dependent variable and how many of the respectively participants that seemingly 

experience high and low acceptance towards their former adversaries.  

 

Identifying acceptance 
The result for acceptance is evaluated in relation to the three dimensions of 

indifference, mutual understanding, and interaction and will be evaluated from the 

interview material. It shows that most respondents reported high levels of acceptance.  

 

Results 

Acceptance is theoretically argued a requirement for creating a sustainable future 

where both former adversary parties include each other in their new post conflict 

identity and begin to see value in one another (Kelman, 2004, p. 122; Minow, 1998, p. 

12). Acceptance in this study represents the projected outcome of the causal 

relationship. On this premise, acceptance is seen as necessary for the broader 

understanding of reconciliation, with the aim to create a sustainable future after 

conflict (Kelman, 2004, p. 119-120).  

 

Out of the total 13 interviewed participants from the core material, seven are 

suggested highly accepting of their former adversary and six participants as 

experiencing low levels of acceptance. As presented in Table 1 below, the results are 

evaluated from the three dimensions of indifference, mutual understanding, and 

interaction where the participants appear to allude to two or more dimensions for a 

high level of acceptance, or less than two for signifying low levels of acceptance. 
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Table 1: Concluding results for acceptance among the participants.   

 

The analysis finds nine of the 13 participants to satisfy the first dimension, 

indifference. This was found by reference to them speaking of letting go of anger or 

feeling the need to seek revenge of their former adversaries (CIV 02; CIV 05; CIV 14, 

2015). This dimension is illustrated in the below statement by a civilian:  
 

“Nearly 3 million people were killed, that’s why it is the past so we shouldn’t bring 

those thing to revenge on the perpetrator still alive today […] because it is the past, so 

it is better for us [if] it can be [left at] that” (CIV 5, 2015).  

 

Experiencing a feeling of indifference through the absence of wanting revenge helps 

us understand how acceptance can be formed under individualistic circumstances and 

suggests that the participant is moving in the direction of considering the other party. 

This also reflects a positive development for the second dimension of acceptance, 

mutual understanding. This dimension is found present among six of the total 13 

participants. An illustration of this was shown during an interview with an ex-

combatant (EX 03, 2015) who spoke of Khmer Rouge soldiers understanding 

survivors and survivors understanding in return. To the extent that he saw their shared 

humanity: ‘it means that we are completely joined or the same right now’ (EX 03, 

2015).  

 

Mutual understanding between parties suggests that they have taken an important step 

towards acceptance, by being able to consider one another’s differences or alikeness. 

It was noted that this ex-combatant’s understanding of civilians was shown to the 

extent that friendship was present with a civilian that had experienced losses due to 
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the war (CIV 07, 2015; EX 03, 2015). Such friendship seems to provide fertile ground 

for mutual understanding. This links in with the third dimension of acceptance: 

interaction. Interaction was reported among seven of the 13 participants. For most of 

the interviewees that reported high levels of acceptance, mutual understanding and 

interaction may be suggested codependent and reinforcing. 

 

The third dimension of acceptance is interaction and is identified among seven of the 

13 participants. A civilian survivor from Toul Sleng tells:  

 

“I used to share my experience with a Khmer Rouge cadre […] and when I first met 

[with him we] shake hand like friend[s]. […] And then he also share (sic) his 

experience during the Khmer Rouge regime like [how] the Khmer Rouge torture him, 

pulling out his nail [, and] had [tortured him with] electric shocks” (CIV 5, 2015). 

 

He continues to tell the importance of knowing each other’s story and revealing the 

past in order for Cambodia to develop (CIV 05, 2015). It appears that interaction for 

some participants have contributed to a better understanding of each other and can 

therefore be considered as a central factor to enhance the likelihood of acceptance.  
 

In sum, seven participants were reportedly characterized as experiencing high 

acceptance of their former adversary, and six participants as experiencing low 

acceptance. The results reveal important differences relevant for the research question 

on what motives enhance the likelihood of accepting former enemies, and thus 

confirm that individuals accept their former adversary from different aspects. To 

address the research question in more detail, the next section will present the results 

for the independent variable: motives. This will be done in relation to the three 

dimensions discussed above to measure acceptance as a dichotomous variable - low or 

high.  
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Identifying motives  
This section presents the main results for the independent variable under the three 

dimensions for acceptance. It finds a correlation based on the sample, where the truth-

motivated participants are likely to experience a higher level of acceptance towards 

their former adversaries. Inversely, the accountability-motivated participants showed 

low levels of acceptance.  

 

Truth is more accepting 

For the total 13 interviews, eight are suggested to have participated with the motive of 

telling the truth and the remaining six with the motive of holding their former 

adversary accountable for past sufferings. This result suggests that more individuals 

participated with the motive of telling the truth than with the second motive of 

accountability. In the group of truth-motivated participants, five out of the total seven 

participants experienced high levels of acceptance towards their former adversaries as 

a result of expressing two or more of the three measurements for acceptance, being a 

feeling of indifference, mutual understanding, or interaction. Of those participating 

with the accountability-motive, only two of the total six participants indicated to hold 

high levels of acceptance. The result for experiencing low acceptance further support 

the hypothesis by showing that fewer participants with the motive of telling the truth 

experienced low levels of acceptance compared to the accountability-motivated 

participants. Two truth-motivated participants experienced low levels of acceptance 

compared to four participants with the accountability-motive. 

 

Indifference  

A majority (eight) of the participants narrated the dimension of indifference (EX 01; 

CIV 05; CIV 8; CIV 09; EX 02; CIV 15; EX 04; EX 05, 2015). Two participants from 

the respective groups of truth and accountability reported that they had moved away 

from feelings of revenge. A survivor from Toul Sleng prison explained that feelings 

of revenge fix individuals in the past and that moving away from such feelings made 

him feel relieved and more prone to reconcile (CIV 5, 2015). Another civilian 

survivor spoke of the importance to forget and move on from what happened between 

her and her former adversaries who were from the lower ranked level of the Khmer 

Rouge (CIV 09, 2015). Both these participants appeared to have somewhat eased their 
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feelings towards their former adversaries on the lower ranked level and instead 

spurred support for retributive processes of justice towards the former top leaders of 

the Khmer Rouge (CIV 5, 2015; CIV 09, 2015). CIV 09 (2015) illustrates an example 

of this and explains that the lower ranked cadres “have new ideas, like us right now. 

They do not have those kind of black ideas anymore. They changed. They changed a 

lot”. She continues talking about her decision to participate in the ECCC (the 

Extraordinary Chambers of Cambodia) to see the leaders getting punished for their 

crimes.  

 
“I go there to see what they look like. Who they look like, because I feel very bitter and angry 

about that. I almost want them to be killed, to be persecuted on the trial, with the laws  […]. 

Because I feel so angry, I lost my relatives [and] a lot of people died” (CIV 09, 2015). 

 

This dimension shows to be important towards acceptance as the participant took an 

active decision to try and move away from past feelings of revenge towards 

something new. Furthermore, between the two groups, this type of narrative is found 

among three participants experiencing high levels of acceptance in the truth-

motivated group and amongst two participants experiencing high acceptance in the 

accountability-motivated group.  

 

The overall pattern among the participants that reports for the dimension of 

indifference relates to the theoretical argument by Jean Hamton. Hampton argues that 

avoiding feelings of vengeance helps the participant to remain sensible in the process 

(cited in Minow, 1998, p. 13) and can further be seen valuable for realizing Wenzel et 

al’s (2008, p. 375) theoretical claim that participants endorsing this dimension are on 

their way of forming a shared value-consensus among one another. 

 

In the truth-motivated group, an interesting pattern was identified among the majority 

of the participants experiencing high levels of acceptance. They demonstrated a 

relationship between all three dimensions of indifference, mutual understanding and 

interaction. A former ex-combatant tells how he is no longer feeling angry with his 

former adversaries and how during the process, he interacted with a civilian survivor 

and that they asked each other questions (EX 01, 2015). The realization of no longer 

holding anger is indicative of feeling indifference, which enabled the participant to 
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open up for interaction with his former adversary. This in turn enabled them to ask 

each other questions that may have positively enhanced their mutual understanding of 

one another.  

 

Mutual understanding and interaction  

The second dimension of mutual understanding is reported for five of the total 13 

individuals. It also shows to have an interdependent relationship with the third 

dimension of interaction. However, this finding is identified only among the truth-

motivated participants and none of the accountability-motivated participants and the 

two groups departed from each other when being compared from this dimension. The 

truth-motivated individuals talked about the different experiences and circumstances 

that the civilians and former adversaries had had during the years of the genocide and 

claimed that the higher ranked cadres were the ones to be blamed. A civilian survivor 

explained that the lower level cadres often were living under poor conditions and 

therefore could be brainwashed into killing their own people (CIV 07, 2015). Among 

the total five individuals that indicated for mutual understanding there emerges an 

active decision to absorb and process information that lies outside one’s own created 

truth. These individuals moved beyond the bilateral way of understanding what 

happened and why, which may be a practical representation of Lisa Schirch’s 

theoretical reasoning for reconciliation and how “rehumanizing” each other is 

meaningful for both parties (cited in Abu-Nimer, 2001, pp. 147-152). On the other 

hand, mutual understanding seems to be at the expense of understanding both the 

lower and higher ranked Khmer Rouge. By dehumanizing the elites for what they 

have done it seem that the participants can rehumanize their lower ranked former 

adversaries.  

 

All five participants identified as mutually understanding are found in the truth-

motivated group. This strongly suggests that mutual understanding is a critical criteria 

from which the two groups depart. For the accountability-motivated group, the 

narrative around mutual understanding is directed towards their own group of either 

civilians or ex-combatants. They talk about the importance of finding support and 

understanding within their own respective groups and less between former adversaries 

(CIV 02; CIV 05; CIV 15; EX 04, 2015). Consequently, the group departs from the 
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direction of mutual understanding towards each other, between civilians and ex-

combatants, and instead focus on finding support among one’s own group belonging.  

 

As mentioned, the five individuals reported for mutual understanding are found in the 

truth-motivated group. These individuals were also actively interacting with their 

former adversaries, which further represent the third dimension for acceptance. In 

accordance to theory, they had established new ways of including each other in their 

social constructs (Tajfel, 1974, p. 89) and adopted an active attempt to restore and 

create new relationships. As an ex-combatant explains:  

 

“I share my story to other survivors and always tell them what I experienced during 

the civil war in Cambodia. Many survivors decided to [come] live in Pailin province 

[which is interpreted a stronghold by former militias and combatants] because there is 

no worry about the past. The former Khmer Rouge are also Khmer so why would 

they be afraid of the Khmer [people] living in this area?” (EX 05, 2015).  

 

For the five participants that report both dimensions of mutual understanding and 

interaction, such dimensions suggest an interdependence to each other as shown 

through the element of trustful and informative dialogue that is identified in the 

majority of these interviews (EX 01; CIV 07; EX 02; EX 03, 2015). This finding 

suggest a practical exemplification of Shnabel et al’s., (2009, p. 1022) claim that 

interaction is a continuum of mutual understanding. A civilian survivor from Toul 

Sleng demonstrates this finding when stating:  
 

“I met [EX 03], who was a former Khmer Rouge cadre [and] talk and meet and meet 

and talk and discuss about our famil[ies] and things [and during] this meeting we did 

not have any fight or any conflict. […] Instead [we] just [sit] face to face [and] talk 

with each other” (CIV 07, 2015).  

 

Furthermore, the finding suggests that individuals may generate mutual 

understanding of each other by creating space for conversation during the process. 

Thus the process of reconciliation can also be a consequence rather than a motive for 

participating.  
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The group of accountability-motivated participants reveal a different behavioural 

pattern in their participation. The overall result indicates that none of the participants’ 

statements signified mutual understanding and only two reported to have interacted 

with a former adversary. A civilian survivor spoke about how she never received a 

feeling of reparation from what happened and how she could never forgive what was 

committed to her and her family (CIV 02, 2015). Her reaction is interpreted as 

creating less interest for forming new relationships with her former adversaries. Her 

need for strengthening in-group belonging is shown in her requesting the presence of 

close friends to support her during the interview. Although self-protection and 

wanting support from people with similar experience is an important element for 

psychological reparation (McCann & Pearlman, 1990, p. 271), for the purpose of this 

study the participants demonstrate hesitation towards exploring elements of 

acceptance due to the large focus on spending most time with one’s own group of 

civilians or ex-combatants. An additional example of lacking the dimension of mutual 

understanding comes from a civilian survivor saying that he interacts with ex-

combatants and shares his story with them, but despite this believes that they “tell 

nothing but lies” (CIV 5, 2015). Hence, the dimension of mutual understanding 

comes out as an important feature for enhancing acceptance as it seems to tie together 

important elements of exploring new relationships between the two parties. Without 

this dimension it appears that interaction can facilitate what Opotow (2001, p. 156) 

refers to as barriers between the parties where they risk losing important features for 

understanding each other. The fallout being that they are uninterested in exploring the 

possibilities of new relationships through the dimensions of mutual understanding 

and interaction. This is observable in the words an ex-combatant who states:  

 
“I just keep sit and listen. I do not need to share [anything] and we do not need to be 

reminded of the past, just keep the past out, just keep the past [the past] because 

everything has gone already. [Being reminded of it] may create some kind of 

problems or conflicts” (EX 04, 2015).  

 

This observation also suggests that the absence of this dimension may create distinct 

groups of civilians and ex-combatants in the mind of the individual which will be 

reinforced in their daily interactions.  
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All six participants from the accountability-motivated group show patterns of being 

uninterested in exploring new relationships with their former adversaries and three 

participants explicitly state that they would not like to meet with their former 

adversaries for reasons such as disbelief towards them and being scared of the conflict 

spurring to life again if the ideas of the Khmer Rouge is rediscovered in these 

conversations (CIV 02; CIV 15; EX 04, 2015). A civilian survivor explains how she 

prefers to meet with other survivors and when referring to ex-combatants she speaks 

of her expectations that they should start showing regret for their wrongdoings. She 

explains: 
 

 “Those [former adversaries] should [show] a noble act like if you did wrong and you realize 

that and then change it” (CIV 02, 2015).  

 

This reflects the theoretical argument put forward by Umbreit (1995, p. 32) who 

argues that restorative perspectives of reconciliation centres around the former 

adversary admitting responsibility for past wrongdoings and consequently will take 

action to make things right. Although it would be wrong to expect the individuals to 

voluntarily want to establish a relation with their former adversaries after the grave 

inhuman acts committed in Cambodia, the reported low interest for exploring the 

other group of civilians or ex-combatants do present strong barriers to the possibilities 

of enhancing acceptance between former adversaries. Nevertheless, some participants 

in the accountability-motivated group talk about the importance of religion for 

moving on (CIV 02; CIV 06; CIV 09, 2015), which introduces an additional 

dimension for what could facilitate acceptance. This aspect has not been included in 

this study but will be discussed in the section on alternative explanations. 

 

Coming back to the demonstrated importance of interaction between former 

adversaries, two individuals in the truth-motivated group did not denote for the 

dimension of interaction. These participants demonstrate similar characteristics as the 

individuals in the accountability-motivated group. Instead of exploring the 

possibilities of new relationships between former adversaries, the individuals focus on 

their own group of respectively civilian survivors or ex-combatants. One participant 

explained how she participated in the process to share the experience of the victims, 

but however not with her former adversaries. In her view finding similarities and 
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support with other civilian victims was her main focus whereas the perspective of her 

former adversaries does not seem to be a personal priority (CIV 08, 2015). The other 

participant who had not interacted with a former adversary tells that she shares her 

story only to other civilian survivors and holds resentment towards her former 

adversaries (CIV 10, 2015).  If given the opportunity to share her story with an ex-

combatant she explains how she would:  
 

“Go to the former Khmer Rouge cadre and then point [to] their face […] and tell all 

the difficulty, all the atrocity that I have experienced and all the atrocity that the 

Khmer Rouge did to the Cambodian people” (CIV 10, 2015).  

 

Both these participants experience low levels of acceptance in relation to the required 

dimensions set for this study. Nevertheless, important patterns towards acceptance are 

revealed suggesting that the dimension of interaction is critical for our understanding 

for what enhances acceptance between former adversaries. However, with this study 

relying on a fairly small sample, this finding should be adopted with caution as 

interaction may also create expectations of getting the opportunity to shame the other 

as suggested in the above quote.   

 
In summary 

The results in this section shows how the two groups present different levels of 

acceptance. The most profound result relates to the dimensions of mutual 

understanding and interaction as their presence or absence are seen as critical with a 

separation between the group, moving either towards or away from acceptance. The 

participants signifying for the dimensions of both mutual understanding and 

interaction experience high levels of acceptance compared with those who did not. 

Besides the requirement of denoting for at least two dimensions in order to experience 

high acceptance, the interview material suggest there to be an interdependent 

relationship between the two dimensions. The results also suggest that the 

interdependent relationship between these dimensions enhance high levels of 

acceptance. In comparison, the participants that did not denote for these particular two 

dimensions were identified as focusing more on their respective group of survivors 

instead of exploring new potential relationships with their former adversaries. 

Consequently, these individuals did not denote for the required amount of two 
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dimensions in order to experience high levels of acceptance and thus were categorised 

as experiencing low levels.  

 

The compared results for the respective motives are presented in Figure 4 below and 

present a summary of the individuals experiencing high and low levels of acceptance. 

The result indicate support for the proposed hypothesis as more truth-motivated 

participants experience high levels of acceptance compared to the accountability-

motivated participants.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 4: Summary of the individuals 

experiencing high and low acceptance, 

and therefore the demonstrated support 

for the hypothesis.  
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VI. ANALYSIS  
This section evaluates the proposed hypothesis that truth-motivated participation in 

reconciliation processes is expected to enhance the likelihood of highly accepting 

former adversaries compared to accountability-motivated participation, with regard 

to the main results and patterns identified for the dependent (acceptance) and 

independent variable (motives) in the previous section. Further, it will evaluate the 

proposed causal mechanisms for the respectively motives and explain how their 

presence helps determine support for the hypothesis.  

 

Main patterns and the hypothesis 
Through comparing the individuals and their respective motive, this study finds 

support for the proposed hypothesis as a larger number of the truth-motivated 

participants in reconciliation processes have high levels of acceptance towards their 

former adversaries when compared to accountability-motivated participants. A larger 

number of individuals from the truth-motivated group denoted for dimensions that are 

identified to enhance the likelihood of acceptance. More specifically, the 

interdependent relationship between mutual understanding and interaction appears as 

an important finding related to the hypothesis. It illustrates the active effort and 

attempt to move towards the creation of new relationships and contact between the 

former adversaries. An ex-combatant explains how his meetings with a civilian 

survivor involved many questions of why this happened and diverging opinions on 

whether what happened had been a conflict or genocide (EX 02, 2015). Interacting 

with each other had facilitated a new relationship that was built on mutual 

understanding for their suffering. He shares:  

 

“I try to see or imagine about the victims [who] were killed at that time and now we 

can’t leave them alone. We have to build a shelter for them […]. It is the last thing we 

could do” (EX 02, 2015).  

 

Noticeable about this finding is that the ex-combatant does not try to escape from his 

past as a combatant causing harm and suffering. Instead he acknowledges his former 

adversary and wants to help him/her. In addition, this may be a way for the former 

combatant to regain a role in the moral community that they continuously face 
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exclusion from, as argued by Shnabel &Nadler (2008, p. 117). Interaction is argued to 

help facilitate the second dimension of mutual understanding and thus also allow for 

higher levels of acceptance. As a result, interaction is identified in the sample as one 

of the most important dimensions to support the hypothesis. 

 

Comparing the results for the truth-motivated group with the accountability-motivated 

group, a second significant finding is identified. It concerns the indication that half of 

the participants in this group (three) show no sign of interest in exploring possible 

new relationships with their former adversaries (CIV 02; CIV 06; CIV 15, 2015). 

Instead they rely on support from their respective groups of either civilian survivors 

or ex-combatants and prefer deepening these relationships. A civilian survivor tells:  

 

“When I meet with other survivors we always share our experience […]. I always ask 

other survivors [questions like] ‘how are you?’, ‘how was your life during that time 

[of the Khmer Rouge]?’, and ‘what happened to you during the Khmer Rouge 

regime?” (CIV 02, 2015).  

 

The interview material shows that few individuals (two of six) denote for the 

dimension of interaction and thus suggest a difference between the groups with 

regard to their respective collective and self-centred behaviour in the process. The 

self-centred behaviour, focusing on one’s own group of either civilians or ex-

combatants, presents as a barrier to acceptance. This type of behaviour is interpreted 

as facilitating less interest for the other party and is found in the group of 

accountability-motivated participants. In comparison, the group of truth-motivated 

participants demonstrate a less clear pattern of focusing mainly on their respective 

group of civilians or ex-combatants, and although mentioning their feeling for the 

need for support from their respective groups, a majority of the participants indicate 

curiosity for their former adversaries and their perspectives (EX 01; CIV 07; EX 03; 

EX 05, 2015). A former combatant tells how he decided to join the process to search 

for ways to reconcile with the past. During one of the reconciliation sessions he 

attended, both civilians survivors and former combatants had started asking each 

other questions such as ‘Why did you join Khmer Rouge? Why did you do this? Why 

did you do that?’ (EX 01, 2015). This may indeed be connected to the fact of wanting 
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to tell their stories and the curiosity to find out possible alternative versions that could 

also challenge their preconceived ideas of their former adversaries.   

 

In summary, the proposed hypothesis finds support in the interview material mainly in 

relation to the number of individuals in the respective groups who experience high or 

low levels of acceptance.  

 

Causal mechanisms  
This section will explore the causal story for the respective groups and evaluate the 

proposed causal mechanisms outlined between the main variables. This offers an in-

depth explanation of the support for the hypothesis. Firstly, the causal mechanisms for 

the truth-motivated participants is evaluated, followed by that of accountability-

motivated participants. The findings reveal support for the proposed causal 

mechanisms for truth-motivated participation. However, the reasoning for why 

accountability motivated people did not have a high level of acceptance was not 

conclusively shown in the research sample.  

 

The two causal stories relate to the proposed hypothesis that truth-motivated 

participants are more likely to experience high levels of acceptance towards their 

former adversaries compared to accountability-motivated participants. For the 

hypothesis to be supported there needed to be support for the proposed causal 

mechanisms. The causal story for truth-motivated participation holds that truth-

motivated participation fosters a type of participation that facilitates acknowledgment 

of the participant, which in turn enables them to include the former adversary into 

their personal realm and thus facilitates understanding of the other party. This will in 

turn result in high acceptance towards former adversaries. Inversely, the causal story 

for accountability-motivated participation holds that the participants will expect 

separate treatment in the process and thus show absence of including their former 

adversaries. This in turn leads to little or no understanding of one’s former adversary. 

Consequently, we can expect that these participants will experience low levels of 

acceptance.   
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Truth-motivated participants and the causal mechanisms 

For the seven participants in the group of truth-motivated participation, five reveal the 

first causal mechanism of feeling acknowledged in the process and the same amount 

for the second mechanism of including the other. The third mechanism of 

understanding of the other is interpreted as present also among five participants. The 

mechanisms are identified in different constellations and among the total seven, with 

four participants showing presence of all three mechanisms (EX 01; CIV 07; EX 03; 

EX 05, 2015). The main reasons for the absence of mechanisms seems to be 

connected with feelings of disappointment in the process (EX 02, 2015) and being 

deprived of personal expectations during the process (CIV 10, 2015). Seemingly, the 

causal mechanisms may sometimes be subject to post process perceptions of how the 

participants recall their motives.  

 

However, the main result for truth-motivated participants in relation to the causal 

mechanisms is positive, as all three mechanisms are present for four of the seven 

participants. As a result, the suggested mechanisms are argued to facilitate our 

understanding for the relationship between the main variables, motives and 

acceptance. The next section represents the in-depth explanation for this argument.   

 

Acknowledgment 

The first causal mechanism, acknowledgment is present in five out of the seven 

interviews through various expressions. One participant tells how she felt better when 

telling her story (EX 05, 2015) and another participant refers to being trusted with 

questions from his former adversary (EX 03, 2015). The same participant, an ex-

combatant, provides an illustration of this in the below statement:  
 

“I feel relaxed [and] relieved because the first time the victims did not realize the 

truth  […] did not realize what they Khmer Rouge [did to me]. But  […] I gave 

information [and] revealed the truth, revealed the plan of the Khmer Rouge, and now 

[the civilian survivors] realize that. They also understand the Khmer Rouge cadres. 

So it seems like some kind of reparation too. I feel better right now” (EX 03, 2015). 

 

The main pattern found in relation to this causal mechanism is how four (out of five) 

participants that show high levels of acceptance, mention the importance of getting 
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the opportunity to ask questions to their former adversaries (EX 01; CIV 07; EX 02; 

EX 03, 2015). This seems to work in favour for generating feelings of 

acknowledgment early on in the process. This finding further acknowledges Guthrey’s 

(2014) research on the importance of presenting the victims voice. Nevertheless, it 

also suggests that the causal mechanism of voice can be extended to include more 

opportunities for direct responses and answers between the former adversaries. This 

would provide an opportunity for practically realizing what Maoz’s advocates for. 

According to Maoz (2000), it is necessary for an increased bilateral dialogue where 

“the sides come to construct themselves as the other differently, extending the 

boundaries of the self and including parts of the other within the self, and thus 

including the other within the realm of relational and moral responsibility” (p. 722).  

Despite relying on a very small sample, this study proposes that further research is 

needed on the benefits of exchanging questions and answers between former 

adversaries.  

 

Including the other party 

The second mechanism of including the other in the process is present among five 

participants who indicate interest for creating a new social identity. This mechanism 

is characterized by what Kelman (2004, p. 121) and Van Dijik et al (2003, p. 369) 

refer to as helping to redraw boundaries and creating opportunities to change the 

perception of being a helpless victim or perpetrator. As previously mentioned, a 

civilian survivor and ex-combatant from the truth-motivated group had become 

friends during the process (CIV 07, 2015; EX 03, 2015) and also give illustrations for 

how they include the other. EX 03 (2015) talks about his relationship with CIV 07:  

 

“I also met former [civilian] survivors. For example I always go with [CIV 07], I 

always go along with him to all the events.”  

 

This suggests a possible progress from viewing the process as being mainly about 

individual gain and instead as being more focused on what could be achieved 

together. CIV 07 (2015) further explains how they together go to different events, 

such as visiting schools to talk about the genocide. CIV 07 (2015) gives an illustration 

of what the mechanisms can be exemplified as:  
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“To stop thinking about killing each other and to stop thinking about the division 

between perpetrators and civilians. We shouldn’t do difference like you are the 

civilian and you are the perpetrator, no. Reconciliation to me means, civilians and 

perpetrators come to join together as one.” 

 

EX 05 (2015) also provides an example of including the other. She explains that her 

decision to participate provided an opportunity to learn about the situation in 

Cambodia. She was curious to learn more about the situation for both civilians and 

ex-combatants and be part of reuniting Cambodia. (EX 05, 2015).  

 

The above examples suggest that including the other into one’s new social realm may 

be a step towards a joint process of reconciliation. It may help to change the 

perception of being either a helpless victim or perpetrator (Van Dijik et al, 2003, p. 

369). Instead it helps start moving towards creating a new social construct together. 

Furthermore, by showing indication for this mechanism, it may suggest a connection 

with the second causal mechanism of understanding. All three previously mentioned 

participants (CIV 07; EX 03; EX 05, 2015) talk about how what happened in the past 

had been revealed and explained to them.  

 

Understanding  

The second causal mechanisms, understanding the other party, is studied to be 

present among five of the total seven truth-motivated participants. A recurring theme 

is how the participants talk about themselves and their former adversaries as today 

being equal in comparison to the former leaders of the Khmer Rouge party (EX 01; 

CIV 07; CIV 08; EX 02; EX 03; EX 05, 2015). This in turn seems to have generated 

curiosity for the lower ranked ex-combatants as well as for civilian survivors among 

the participants. A civilian survivor illustrates an example of this, telling that if given 

the opportunity, she would share her story to an ex-combatant so she could learn more 

about how they experienced the conflict (CIV 08, 2015). This can be suggested an 

important aspect of breaking the ad hoc moment for reconciliation where former 

adversaries are viewed as separate parties depending on whether they belong to 

groups of civilians or ex-combatants. Nevertheless, the former adversaries in this 

study seem to identify as either a civilian survivor or former ex-combatants of low 

ranking and talk about each other as equals, implying an understanding for their 
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respective positions during the conflict (EX 01; CIV 07; CIV 08; CIV 10; EX 02; EX 

03; EX 05, 2015). This suggests that the participants develop possible characteristics 

of wanting to find similarities between each other instead of reinforcing differences. 

This is in line with Tamra Pearson dÉstrée’s theoretical argument that understanding 

one another creates incentives for former adversaries to consider taking on new roles 

into which the other party is included (dÉstrée, in Fitzduff & Stout, 2006, pp. 10-114). 

However, this understanding and willingness to include the other is done in part at the 

expense of the higher ranking Khmer soldiers. This suggests that in effort to 

understand those within their social realm, a new common ‘other’ is formed that holds 

greater responsibility for causing the suffering of the genocide.  

 

In summary 

Analyzing the interview material for truth-motivated participants reveals support for 

the causal story with only a few diversions between participants. Nevertheless, four of 

the total seven truth-motivated participants indicate support for the expected causal 

story as a result of satisfying all three causal mechanisms. This is presented in Table 2 

below.  

 

 
Table 2: Causal mechanisms and acceptance among the truth-participants.  

 

The study shows support for the hypothesis: truth-motivated participation in 

reconciliation processes is expected to enhance the likelihood of highly accepting 

former adversaries. However, to provide strong support, the results needs to be 

compared with the accountability-motivated group, as provided in the next section. 
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Accountability-motivated participants and the causal mechanisms 

Of the three causal mechanisms of expected separate treatment, absence of inclusion, 

and little or no understanding, only two are identified present in the interview 

material. None of the participants indicate for the first mechanisms, whereas five from 

the six accountability-motivated participants suggest presence of the both absence of 

inclusion and little or no understanding. However, the two mechanisms do not seem 

to be depended on existing in the expected order. The results propose that little or no 

understanding of former adversaries represent the main reason for indicating absence 

of inclusion.  

 

Expected separate treatment  

The first causal mechanism of expected separate treatment was interpreted as absent 

for all six participants. None of the participants seem to demonstrate characteristics of 

positioning themselves as profound victims of the conflict in comparison to their 

former adversaries without acknowledging that their adversaries also suffered (CIV 

02; CIV 05; CIV 06; CIV 09; CIV 15; EX 04, 2015). An explanation of this may lie 

in the participants indicating understanding of the difference between lower and 

higher ranked ex-combatants. CIV 15 (2015) explains that despite all the suffering she 

has been through she does not blame the lower ranked ex-combatants (which is the 

focus of this study). This is further demonstrated by an ex-combatant telling how she 

closely follows the trial against the top leaders of the Khmer Rouge, as they are the 

ones to be blamed (EX 04, 2015). The first mechanism seems to be present among all 

participants only when speaking of the difference between the trialed leaders of the 

Khmer Rouge and the people living in society today, namely the lower ranking ex-

combatants and civilian survivors.  

 

Absence of inclusion  

The following step in the causal story is absence of inclusion. Six participants in the 

accountability-motivated group suggest presence of this mechanism. In the process 

there is little indication of the participants relating to their former adversaries. Instead 

the participants seem to relate their experience of participating to belonging to their 

respective group of either civilian survivors or ex-combatants. A civilian presents an 

example in the statement below:  
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“Even though I had the chance to share [what happened to me] to other Khmer Rouge 

cadres, I wouldn’t share to them because the things [that] happened to me is too 

much, and then they, everybody, could understand my feeling” (CIV 15, 2015). 

 

She continued speaking about the importance of ‘doing justice’ to the victims and to 

punish and imprison the higher level former combatants. Although clarifying the 

difference between the high and low level cadres: how the low level could not be 

blamed for the harm, her appearance toward them suggests little commonality with 

them in the process. Hence, being interpreted as absence of inclusion in the process. 

This may be suggested a problematic aspect of what Kelman (2004, p. 121) refers to 

as finding a way to redraw boundaries and create new relationships. By suggesting an 

absence of including the other party the participants tend to move less towards 

building a future together with their former adversary. Instead there is a possibility for 

the participants to maintain the division between one another.  

 

Little or no understanding  

The next step of the causal story for accountability-motivated participation holds the 

causal mechanism of little or no understanding. Five of the total six participants 

suggest presence of this mechanism. Most participants seem to indicate understanding 

for their former adversaries when speaking about the division between the lower and 

higher ranked Khmer Rouge, as mentioned previously. Some participants explicitly 

states how the lower ranked ex-combatants are not to be blamed or punished for the 

crimes committed as they had no choice as to follow order (CIV 05; CIV 06; CIV 15, 

2015). “If they didn’t do so [as they were told] they would be the victims” (CIV 05, 

2015).  

 

Nevertheless, when speaking about their perception of their former adversaries, not 

many demonstrate characteristics of what Opotow (2001) refers to as “opening up 

new emotional space towards the other” (p. 163).  Most participants seem to distantly 

talk about their former adversaries, which may give implication that recognizing the 

division between different Khmer Rouge opponents is what understanding is 

characterizes as. Similar characteristics found within the truth-motivated group, such 

as being curious of their experience of the conflict, are not identifiable for the 

accountability-motived participants. Hence, it can be tentatively concluded that little 
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or no understanding exists for those participants motivated by the need for 

accountability. Despite this mechanism mainly being measured as the absence of 

understanding, two participants illustrates an example of the mechanism. 

 

CIV 02 (2015) and CIV 06 (2015) indicate a preference of forming relationships with 

other survivors, avoiding their former adversaries, and during the interview there is a 

sense that they avoid talking about ex-combatants (CIV 02, 2015; CIV 06, 2015). 

These two participants also illustrate an example of the consequences of combining 

the two mechanisms of absence of inclusion and no or little understanding. By 

suggesting little interest for including their former adversaries into their new social 

realm they also seem to avoid confronting past difficulties.  

 

An additional finding in relation to this mechanism is the possible revised relationship 

for the expected causal story for accountability-motivated participants. Namely that 

little or no understanding of the other party may also be a facilitator of absence of 

inclusion, contrary to being a consequence of it. A civilian survivor illustrates this 

suggested outcome. She tells that she does not want to share her story with former ex-

combatants because she does not want them to understand her feelings. (CIV 02, 

2015). This may in turn suggest that she for some time has avoided including the 

other party in her life and hence from the beginning has held on to elements that 

facilitate little or no understanding of the other. It is important also to note that the 

retrospective nature of the material on how participants reflect on their motives. These 

interviews are conducted after they have participated in the reconciliation process. 

Therefore, there emerges the post factum problem that may shape how they dialogue 

their motives for participation.   

 

In summary 

The causal story for accountability-motivated participation finds moderate support in 

the interview material. The first mechanisms, expected separate treatment, was not 

identified in the interview material compared to the two forthcoming mechanisms of 

absence of inclusion and no or little understanding. This is illustrated in Table 3 

below.  



WHAT MOTIVATES RECONCILIATION?  
 

 67 

 
Table 3: Causal mechanisms and acceptance among the accountability-participants. 

 

An additional conclusion can also be suggested when repositioning the mechanism of 

no understanding to come before absence of inclusion, exemplifying the likelihood of 

the research correlation to be a non-linear process. It could be concluded that while 

we better understand why the truth motivated participants gained greater acceptance 

of their former adversaries, this study cannot say conclusively that we understand why 

the accountability-motivated participants are expected to experience less acceptance. 
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Summary of findings 
This section presents a summary of the findings from the interview material. The 

result shows support for the hypothesis proposing that truth-motivated participants, to 

a large extent, experience higher levels of acceptance compared to accountability-

motivated participants. However, the correlation proposed to explain this result based 

on the interview material, finds only moderate support for the causal story, with the 

truth-motivated participation found to hold but not in accountability-motivated 

participation.  

 

Results and main findings 

As presented in Table 4 below, most (five of seven) truth-motivated participants 

experience high levels of acceptance, compared to the accountability-motivated 

participants where most participants (four of six) experience low levels of acceptance.  

 

 

 
Table 4: Summary of findings. 

 

For the truth-motivated participants, high levels of acceptance appear to be a result of 

higher frequencies of interaction between former adversaries. This was identified 

among all five participants experiencing high levels of acceptance. The main 

facilitator of interaction is suggested as exchanging questions and answers, which 

was identified as a bridge for mutual understanding. The proposed causal story holds 

that truth-motivated participants feel acknowledged in the process, include the other 
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party which in turn helps facilitate understanding, and hence leads to acceptance. As 

this study relies on a small sample, future research is needed in relation to the finding 

that interacting with one’s former adversary might be a facilitator of mutual 

understanding.  

 

Moreover, the findings for accountability-motivated participants were that only two 

participants experienced high levels of acceptance, and four low levels of acceptance. 

This speaks towards one particular main finding. Although the causal story did not 

find full support in the interview material, it may be suggested a potential reasoning 

for the result. Most accountability-motivated participants indicating low levels of 

acceptance as a result of not interacting with former adversaries, thus providing a 

potential explanation for low acceptance relating to the mechanisms. There is a 

potential interdependent relationship between the two causal mechanisms absence of 

inclusion and little or no understanding, which in turn offers an explanation for why 

fewer participants interact or invite their former adversaries into their new social 

realm.  

 

The next section will complement these findings with an evaluation of non-

participants of reconciliation processes in Cambodia to facilitate our understanding of 

the suggested driving mechanisms for accepting former adversaries.  
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VII. EXTENDED ANALYSIS  

Non-participants 
This section presents the result for the remaining seven interviewees from the 

interview material. They are categorized for not having participated in a reconciliation 

process in Cambodia. The interview material from these interviewees is evaluated and 

included in the analysis in order to enhance our understanding for the previously 

presented results. It highlights two additional aspects in relation to acceptance.  

 

The section first explores the group and presents the main results for the respective 

outcome of acceptance as being either high or low on the same basis as previous 

sections. It concludes that the majority of the non-participants currently seem to 

experience low levels of acceptance. Secondly, the explanations for the results are 

presented and it is concluded that interaction seem to be a facilitator of acceptance as 

well as showing that absence of inclusion is a detrimental to acceptance.  
 

The group consists of seven non-participating individuals. Reasons for this vary 

between age-related problems to socio-economic factors and illness. One non-

participant tells how he never participated in a reconciliation process “because […] I 

am so busy and it is not appropriate for me to go. And secondly because when 

something is too sensitive I will cry. That is why.” (CIV 4, 2015).  

 

Results  

As presented in Table 5 below, two individuals seem to experience high levels of 

acceptance after suggesting feeling indifferent towards the other and interacting with 

their former adversaries. The remaining five individuals seem to experience low 

levels of acceptance. Two individuals suggest feeling indifferent feeling towards the 

other, one individual identified as interacting with former adversaries, and the 

remaining two satisfying none of the causal criteria.  
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Table 5: Concluding result for acceptance among non-participants.   

 

High acceptance and interaction 

The two individuals seemingly experiencing high levels of acceptance suggest 

presence of both indifference and interaction (CIV 12, 2015; CIV 13, 2015). They 

explain that they do not hold anger or want to revenge their former adversaries (CIV 

12, 2015; CIV 13, 2015). However, the reasons for interacting are, in comparison to 

the participants, not specified as related to reconciling purposes but still highlight 

important aspects in relation to acceptance. One of the individuals explains how she 

consciously avoids talking about the past during these meetings and instead interacts 

on more ordinary premises (CIV 13, 2015). Consequently, she seems to miss out on 

opportunities that could facilitate mutual understanding for past events. This suggests 

that acceptance emerges within coexisting former adversaries more than explicitly 

occurring during reconciliatory opportunities.  

 

The second individual explains how her interaction with a former adversary is based 

on their previous relationship and shared experience as living together during the 

conflict (CIV 12, 2015). This finding suggests an additional observation from the 

interview material. Interviewees may perceive each other as survivors despite being 

civilian or combatants during the insurgency. This additional observation advocates 

for the importance of carefully examining personal relationships as being based on 

different elements than expected. This will be further discussed in the forthcoming 

section taking into consideration religious influences for both participating and 

accepting former adversaries.  

 

Low acceptance and absence of inclusion 

Two of the six individuals seemingly experiencing low levels of acceptance reveal the 

dimension indifference and explain that they no longer hold anger towards their 
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former adversaries (CIV 01, 2015; CIV 14, 2015). However, all six participants show 

patterns of not including the other party (absence of inclusion) and seem to have 

positioned former adversaries outside their new social realm. One individual explains 

that former adversaries deserve to be persecuted: 

 
“They [the Khmer Rouge] are bad because they committed the crime to their own 

people. Even though the lower Khmer Rouge cadres get the order from the upper 

class, those Khmer Rouge cadres deserve to be persecuted” (CIV 04, 2015). 

 

Relating to low levels of acceptance, acceptance is suggested less likely to occur 

when the individual indicates an absence of inclusion even outside formal 

reconciliation processes. These findings highlight the importance of reworking and 

alleviating old perceptions of one another in reconciliation processes in order to 

realize acceptance.  

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the seven individuals of non-participants highlight two main aspects 

related to acceptance (dependent variable). The interview material points to 

interaction as a potential facilitator of acceptance together with the importance of 

alleviating old behavioural patterns and perceptions of each other. This is seemingly 

less likely when indicating absence of inclusions and can therefore be concluded 

disadvantageous for acceptance. 
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Religious reasons to participate and accept – an alternative 

explanation 
This section will present an identified alternative explanation for the studied causal 

relationship between motives and acceptance and recognizes the societal factor of 

religion as having an effect on both main variables, subsequently making it a 

confounding variable in the proposed causal relationship.  

 

Highlighted by various authors is the theoretical aspect of religion and its impact on 

reconciliation (Appleby, 1999; Chapman & Spong, 2003; Haynes, 2009; McCullough 

et al., 2001). Haynes (2009) specifically points out how “norms, values, and teachings 

of various religious faiths […] can […] inspire and encourage devotees to work 

towards resolving conflict” (p. 72). In relation to this study’s research question and 

theoretical expectation for how motives for participation are related to acceptance, 

religion emerges as a relevant theoretical construct when analyzing the interview 

material. Consequently, religion is identified as an alternative explanation to the 

causal relationship. It is identified as a confounding variable due to its effect on both 

of the main variables, motives and acceptance.  

 

Religious aspects of reconciliation and acceptance are extensively researched and 

highlighted as important components for reconciliation processes in South Africa 

(Chapman & Spong, 2003), Mozambique, and Nigeria (Haynes, 2009). In relation to 

Cambodia, Buddhism is the state religion and Haynes (2009, p. 69) explains how it 

has had an impact for reconciling purposes through its social engagement in political 

and reconciling matters. Haynes (2009, p. 69) implies that Buddhism has come to 

play an even more important role after many profound Buddhist leaders returned to 

Cambodia after hiding in neighboring countries during the Khmer Rouge insurgency 

in the early 1990s, offering support and guidance in the process of rebuilding the 

country.  

 

McCullough et al., (2001, pp. 17–22) also explains how religion helps victims to 

reframe their attitudes towards former adversaries through profound strategies of 

having little expectations of the future and renouncing the resentment towards former 

adversaries. In relation to this study’s investigation of motives for participating in 
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reconciliation processes, previous religious experiences and beliefs like this are likely 

to have influenced people’s choice to participate and thus, also their motives. CIV 02 

(2015) denotes this possibility by highlighting how much of her daily life is guided by 

Buddhist teachings and how acting for someone else’s good will bring good things 

back in return. This suggests that her participation has been influenced by her 

religious beliefs for benevolent actions. This further highlights how Teitel's (2003) 

theoretical outline of transitional justice after conflict, presented in the chapter on 

previous research in this study, is likely to consists also of religious motivations.  

 

Furthermore, religion is also likely to have an effect on the dependent variable 

(acceptance). McCullough et al., (2001) argue that Buddhist beliefs are a facilitator of 

compassion and pity for the former adversary, and by adopting these beliefs “one 

ideally comes to empathize with the suffering of the offender, and one takes steps to 

ease that suffering, even though both the empathy and the action taken to relieve 

suffering is undeserved” (p. 22). By assuming these beliefs, the three dimensions for 

acceptance: indifference, mutual understanding, and interaction are all likely to be 

positively affected as a result of this theoretical argument signifying that participants 

would be more prone to invite their former adversaries into their social realm.  

 

As a result, religious beliefs in Buddhist norms and values are suggested to have an 

effect on both main variables in this study. Kelman (2004, p. 119) argues that new 

ways that can build on positive interdependency of former adversaries must be 

identified in order for acceptance to happen. In this study religion is identified as one 

such pathway. In the words of a civilian survivor:  

 
“People need to come together and the monks […] spray water on them to make them 

feel less anger and different things for reconciliation. Yes, it can help them […] 

reconcile, or help them feel a bit better, to lose their anger” (CIV 07, 2015).      
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Saving the younger generation from recurred conflict – an 

additional observation 
This section will present an additional observation from the empirical material and 

highlight the possibility that the studied individuals may realize acceptance towards 

each other as a result of both parties wanting to save the younger generation from 

recurred conflict. This feature seems to have created a common goal among 

Cambodian society of accepting one another for the sake of saving the next 

generation.  

 

Theoretically, accepting your former adversary involves a complicated personal 

negotiation towards the other where new common aspects and aims must be 

established by both parties (Mendeloff, 2004, p. 360; Tajfel, 1974, p. 89). This 

theoretical aspect finds support in the interview material that reveals an additional 

observation related to acceptance. All 13 interviewees mentioned in relation to their 

decision to participate the aspect of participating in order to prevent resumption of 

conflict and saving the younger generation from living through the same horror. As 

highlighted in the very first interview:  
 

“No more repetition [of] history, [the Khmer Rouge can] not happen again. The 

younger generation [must] understand what was going on, [understand] the bad 

things, so they [don’t] follow the same track” (EX 01, 2015).   

 

Participating in a reconciliation process with the incentive to prevent recurrence of 

conflict is also found theoretical support. Hayner (1994, p. 607) argues that 

participation in these types of processes relates to preventive measure for repetition of 

past abuses. Interestingly, the interview material outlines a continuum of this 

argument supporting this claim empirically and also introduces the theme of saving 

the younger generation as a common aim most participants. Although the participants 

do not state this as the answer as to why they participated in the process, it does occur 

as being an important aspect both in terms of motive for participating in a 

reconciliation process (independent variable) and acceptance of one’s former 

adversary (dependent variable). As a result, the aim of saving the younger generation 
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from recurred conflict is important to both parties and is thus argued a crucial 

additional aspect to the theoretical outline of this study.  

 

Furthermore, the theme of saving the younger generation observed in the interview 

material reveals an empirical example of the interdependent relationship between the 

three different dimensions outlined for acceptance. Enhancing understanding for what 

happened during the Khmer Rouge insurgency among the younger generation reveals 

as an incentive to interact with one’s former adversary. Two participants explains 

how they often visit schools telling the children about their different experiences (CIV 

07, 2015; EX 03 2015). This does in turn facilitate mutual understanding between the 

former adversaries and may help to remove the requisite to avenge each other and 

hence stimulating a feeling of indifference towards the other. When asked about his 

feeling towards ex-combatants, a civilian participant explained how his wish to tell 

the younger generation in schools of what happened during the Khmer Rouge 

insurgency brought him closer to the ex-combatant who accompanied him during 

these talks (CIV 07, 2015). The participant mentions how this event helped him 

understand the position of the ex-combatant. He concludes:  

 

“[We must] stop thinking about killing each other” and in order “to develop our 

country today [we should] think about [the] present rather than holding anger 

[towards each other]”.  “When one becomes one […] Cambodia will develop like 

other countries.” (CIV 07, 2015) 

 

This statement concludes the argument for how interaction with an ex-combatant may 

facilitate mutual understanding of both parties’ situation, which in turn can facilitate a 

feeling of indifferent towards the other. Consequently, new relational bonds between 

former adversaries may be created from the common aim of saving the younger 

generation from experiencing conflict. It is therefore concluded an important 

additional observation for future studies on acceptance and reconciliation. 
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Critical reflections and potential biases 
This section outlines critical reflections and potential biases, which may have 

influenced the results, and further provides responses to these shortcomings.  

 

Research design  

The research design for this study aims to, as accurately as possible, operationalize 

the research question. However, the shortcoming of not being able to provide an 

accurate definition of local reconciliation processes in Cambodia consequently affects 

the ability to identify which motive is more likely to lead to the respective processes. 

This study would have benefited from researching this aspect. It would have provided 

for a stronger analysis on personal preference for participating. Nevertheless, by 

including the perspective of non-participants and assuring a variation on the 

independent variable (motives), valuable insight on personal preferences for 

participating in reconciliation processes have been provided. This further underlines 

how religion and protection of the younger generation are likely to have influenced 

the proposed relationship.    

 

Theoretical reflections 

With this study aiming to be theory testing and theory building, the theoretical 

assumptions outlined for the two causal stories were proven difficult to measure in the 

interview material. The chosen terminology of, for example, understanding and 

acceptance is understood differently among the interviewees and was proven also a 

consequence of language barriers when conducting the interviews. A response to this 

shortcoming would be to improve the definitions of these broad contexts for any 

future research on the topic, as well as being more aware of issues related to language 

barriers and challenges in using an interpreter during field research.   

 

Generalizability  

An additional critical reflection for this study is the aspect of qualitative in-depth 

research as being less generalizable in comparison to quantitative research. The case 

of Cambodia was chosen with the purpose to study individuals in reconciliation 

processes and concludes its findings from data of on-going reconciliation 

engagements. The chosen method of thematic analysis aimed to search “across a data 
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set to find repeated patterns of meaning” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 86), and provided 

valuable guidance for this study with regard to generalizability. This because the in-

depth guidance to the extensive interview material helped reveal important elements, 

such as the opportunity to exchange questions and answers, in the processes, which 

can be transferred to other contexts undergoing processes for reconciling purposes.  

 

Further regarding generalizability and bias it is important to acknowledge the fact that 

the participant’s motive is being conducted after they have participated in the 

reconciliation process. This may have had limitations to this study as their motives 

had been influenced by the fact of experiencing the process.   

 

The next chapter will present the concluding remarks for this study and based on the 

main findings offer recommendations for future research.  
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VIII. CONCLUSION 
This section presents the concluding remarks for this study and provides an answer to 

the research question from the demonstrated support of the hypothesis. This section 

also provides implications for future research together with two recommendations 

related to future work with reconciliation processes.  

 

In conclusion, this study has evaluated the potential relationship between individual’s 

motives to participate in a process and the outcome of accepting one’s former 

adversary. This purpose is demonstrated through the systematic investigation of the 

different motives of truth and accountability and their respectively causal stories in 

relation to the outcome of experiencing either high or low levels of acceptance. Using 

the method of thematic analysis, this study finds support for the hypothesis proposing 

that truth-motivated participation enhances higher levels of acceptance for one’s 

former adversary compared to accountability-motivated participation. It could be 

concluded that while we better understand why the truth motivated participants gained 

greater acceptance of their former adversaries, we cannot say conclusively that we 

understand why the accountability motivated participants are expected to have less 

acceptance. This as a result of the findings supporting only one of the two proposed 

causal stories. This investigation provides a suggested answer to the research question 

What motives for participating in a reconciliation process enhance the likelihood of 

accepting former enemies? The two motives are in the interview material moderately 

showing how they can lead to different outcomes for the studied individuals 

depending on the causal mechanisms. For the truth-motivated participants the 

mechanisms acknowledgment, including the other and understanding the other party 

is demonstrated to lead to high levels of acceptance among the participants. On the 

contrary, the mechanisms proposed for accountability-motivated participation, 

expected separate treatment, absence of inclusion and little or no understanding, were 

found only moderate support for. Expected separate treatment were not found for any 

participants but a potential interdependent relationship is possible between absence of 

inclusion and little or no understanding. This potential relationship may be an 

explanation as to why more participants in this group experience low levels of 

acceptance.  
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Furthermore, the finding for the truth-motivated group found that the majority of the 

participants who experience high levels of acceptance had interacted with their former 

adversaries, revealed the importance for dialogue between the parties. It may further 

be connected to the proposed causal mechanisms of acknowledgment, including the 

other and understanding. On the contrary, the accountability-motivated participants 

indicated little interest for exploring a potential relationship with their former 

adversaries as a consequence of denoting for two of the proposed causal mechanisms, 

absence of inclusion and little or no understanding.  

 

Despite having done an in-depth investigation of the case of Cambodia and 

individuals, the findings from this study are generalizable to other contexts within 

peace and conflict studies that aims to better understand the behavior of former 

warring parties. The generalizable findings are summarized into two 

recommendations:  

1) Facilitate interaction in informal settings. This enables for exchange of 

questions and answers between the parties, which may help stimulate both 

parties towards acceptance. 

2) Research motives. It seems important to study motives as it reveal 

expectations of peace processes and brings the researcher closer to the reality 

of the people of interest. Motives may help identify local needs and priorities 

and can work as a guideline for building locally based procedures for peace.  

These recommendations are foremost suggested for future establishments and ideas 

for reconciliation processes but may also be generalizable to other contexts of conflict 

resolution, such as mediation and negotiations. 

 

By studying motives for participating in reconciliation processes using empirically 

unique material from Cambodia, this study makes contribution to the field of peace 

and conflict. It gives voice to individuals and presents empirically unique results for 

the theory on accepting one’s former adversary. As presented in Figure 5 below, this 

study’s contribution to our understanding of what thrives and obstructs acceptance 

can be connected to Dr. Karen Brounéus definition of reconciliation, aiming to 

change behaviour and attitudes towards one’s former adversary (Brounéus, 2003, p. 

3). This study finds that when participating with the motive of telling the truth, the 

participant is more likely to feel acknowledged in the processes, include the other 
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party, and open up for increased understanding for their former adversaries. As a 

result, the participant’s has ability for high levels of acceptance. This by showing 

results for interacting with the other party and mutually understand each other. As a 

result, the participant may change both their behaviour and attitudes against the other 

party, and have thus taken an important step towards the broader understanding of 

reconciliation.    

 

However, this study represents an explorative attempt to enhance our understanding 

of participation and acceptance and would subsequently benefit from future research 

on the topic. Based on the conclusions drawn in this study, future research can aim to 

investigate the ability to change attitudes and behaviour towards former adversaries, 

possibly through the opportunity of exchanging questions and answers in informal 

settings.  

 
Epilogue  

Accepting one’s former adversary does not mark the end of the process. It is to be 

regarded a fundamental pre-condition in a successful reconciliation process. The 

Cambodian citizens are guided by unique patience in this extensive process of justice 

despite living with heavy psychological scars. I am forever grateful for having had the 

opportunity to personally encounter with some of these individuals. They showed me 

more than anything that these things take time but also that they truly are achievable.   

Figure 5: The studied causal relationship and the results linked to the broader context of 
reconciliation. 
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APPENDIX  

I. List of interviews  
 
 
 

Name in 
study 

Date Time Location Ag
e 

M/
F 

Lengt
h 

From  Other 
Details / 
Commen
ts 

EX 01 2015.07.04 9:30 fm Wat Snuon 
Pich 

53 M 01:23 Phnom 
Penh 

Victim & 
Former KR 
cadre 

CIV 01 2015.07.04 11:45 fm Wat Snuon 
Pich 

 -  F 00:21  -  Snowball 
sample. 
Estimated 
Age 80 

CIV 02 2015.07.04 2:30 em Residence, 
PP 

51 F 01:29 Phnom 
Penh 

Orphan; 
Survivor 

CIV 03 2015.07.04 3:30 em Residence, 
PP 

51 F  Phnom 
Penh 

Survivor 

CIV 04 2015.07.04 4:30 em National 
Museum, PP 

52 M 01:35 Phnom 
Penh 

Orphan; 
Survivor 

CIV 05 2015.07.05 8:30 fm Café near 
Tuol Sleng, 
PP 

83 M 01:19 Phnom 
Penh 

Survivor 
S-21 

CIV 06 2015.07.05 10:15 fm DC-Cam 
Office, PP 

 -   M  01:11 Kampong 
Cham  
Province 

Survivor; 
Brother 
victim of 
S-21; 
Estimated 
Age 60 

CIV 07 2015.07.05 2:15 em Café near 
Tuol Sleng, 
PP 

45 M 01:30 Phnom 
Penh 

Child 
survivor  

CIV 08 2015.07.06 3:10 em DC-Cam 
Office, PP 

55 F 00:55 Province 
outside PP 

Survivor 

CIV 09 2015.07.06 4:10 em DC-Cam 
Office, PP 

54 F 00:55 Province 
outside PP 

Survivor - 
snowball 
sample 
from 
village 
chief 

CIV 10 2015.07.07 8:20 fm DC-Cam 
Office, PP 

68 F 01:29 Province 
outside PP 

Survivor; 
snowball 
sample;  
 

CIV 11 2015.07.07 9:45 fm DC-Cam 
Office, PP 

78 M 01:29 Province 
outside PP 

Survivor - 
snowball 
sample 
from 
village 
chief 

CIV 12 2015.07.08 8:30 fm Residence, 
PP 

70 F 01:25 Phnom 
Penh 

Survivor 
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CIV 13 2015.07.08 10:30 fm Joma Café, 
PP 

55 F 01:25 Phnom 
Penh 

Survivor 

CIV 14 2015.07.08 2:30 em Residence, 
PP 

59 F 01:44 Phnom 
Penh 

Survivor 

EX 02 2015.07.11 8:30 fm Kandal 
Province 

 -  M 01:17 Sambo 
Prek Po 
Village 

Former KR 
Cadre, 
Estimated 
Age 60 

EX 03 2015.07.11 12:50 em Residence, 
Kandal 
Province 

57 M 01:31 Kandal 
Province 

Former KR 
Cadre 

CIV 15 2015.07.11 6:00 em Residence, 
Takeo 
Province 

 -  F 00:47 Takeo 
Province 

Survivor; 
Estimated 
Age 60 

EX 04  
2015.07.14 

 
9:45 fm 

 
DC-Cam 
Office, PP 

 
65 

 
F 

 
00:42 

 
Province 
outside PP 

 
Former KR 
group chief 
- snowball 
sample 
from  
village 
chief 

EX 05 2015.07.14 11:55 DC-Cam 
Office, PP 

57 F 01:42 Pailin 
province  

Former KR 
militia;  

 

II. Interview questions  
 
 
For participants  
Introduction: 

- What’s your name?  

- How old are you?  

- Where do you live?  

- If you feel comfortable telling, we are curious to know about your experience 

during the Khmer Rouge.  

 

Independent variable (X)-questions: 

- Did you take part in the reconciliation process?  

- When was this?  

- Why is it important to participate?  

 

Dependent variable (Y)-questions:  

- How did you feel after participating?  
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- Have you shared your story with a former adversary (former Khmer Rouge 

cadre or civilian? 

- If no: Would you do this if given the opportunity? Why?  

- How do you perceive your former adversary today?  

 

Conclusion:  

- If you could set up your own reconciliation process, what would it look like?  

- What did you feel that you needed the most after the conflict ended (in 1979)?  

- What are your hopes for Cambodia?  

- What do you wish our research would contribute to?  

 

 

For non-participants  
- What’s your name?  

- How old are you?  

- Where do you live?  

- What did you feel that you needed the most after the conflict ended (in 1979)?  

- How come you did not take part in a local reconciliation initiative? 

- Why do you think people take part in the process?  

- Is reconciliation important? Why? Why not?  

- If you could set up a local reconciliation process, what would it look like? 

(Future aspect for processes)  

- What are your hopes for our research? 
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