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Abstract  

The field of reconciliation literature has grown substantially since the 1990s, and the concept of 

reconciliation is now associated with many different definitions and actions in the peace building 

process. In the diverse field of literature on reconciliation authors highlight different aspects as most 

important which complicates the knowledge of what a successful reconciliation process really is. To 

have a better understanding of the field of reconciliation and what affects an author, to argue for 

their specific theory this study will, through the approach of abductive reasoning, research whether 

the background of an author affects what they research. To represent the field of reconciliation 

literature an expert sampling of five authors who are all highly referenced and influence the field 

will be used. To answer the research objective an analytical frame work together with a hermeneutic 

text analysis will be applied to each authors text to highlight their arguments. Finally the authors 

arguments and background will be analyzed to find patterns in the texts which could be compared 

with possible connections or patterns in the authors background. Based on this study the result 

shows that authors with a background, which is not only academic might have another approach to 

understanding the reconciliation process but their arguments show no clear patterns which can be 

connected to the authors background, however understanding why an author argues is important to 

understand what kind of people are affecting the actions of reconciliation. This study looked at five 

authors who all represent a very similar background and arguments which can show a tendency in 

reconciliation literature that the most distinguished authors all share the same background and 

therefore might not provide any new insight to the field.  
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1. Introduction 
1. 1. Research Problem  

Reconciliation is generally accepted as an important part of post conflict peace building, however 

there is still disagreement about what reconciliation really is or which aspect is the most important 

to achieve a successful process (Bloomfield, 2006). The verb “To reconcile” has a several 

linguistics definitions in the English language and refers to the interaction between individuals. 

However when it comes to reconciliation which is considered to be an upscaling of the word “to 

reconcile”, it becomes even more complex to try and differentiate between the original definitions 

and apply this to a process involved with countries, nations and international society (Pankhurst 

1999). As Bloomfield (2006: 4) explains “ …it has become customary for almost every text on the 

subject to begin with an acknowledgement of the lack of consensual understanding, and use, of the 

term” Even though there is confusion around the term, reconciliation is still considered by 

academics and international NGO´s to be highly important, both as a theoretical term and use in the 

peace building process (Bloomfield, 2006).  

 The concept of reconciliation is often believed to have its roots in religion. J. Lewis 

Rasmussen (2001:114) links reconciliation to the Christian concept metanoia: “A change of mind or 

a change of heart” Rasmussen (2001) understands this as a metaphor for the process of 

reconciliation, however Rasmussen also acknowledge that the practical process requires more than 

a change in self and the divine. Jens Meierhenrich (2008) connects the concept of reconciliation to a 

few background concepts: Equilibrium, and conciliation. The first is an old African concept of 

restoration of old relationship after a conflict instead of focusing on guilt and punishment, the 

concept means working on ending the feelings of threat between disputing parties. Meierhenrich 

(2008) links this to the concept of conciliation in the western world, which means ending conflict 

with acceptable terms instead of needing revenge. Conciliation has its roots in the Christian faith 

and early Europe as well, and the focus is on keeping the status quo in the society and this sparked 

the idea of mediation and arbitration when handling disputes in the eighteen century.  

 However as Lerche (2000) explains, even if the concept of reconciliation has been a part of 

society for as longs as society itself, in the international discourse it only started to become 

prominent after the end of the Cold War, when the need to address the reconstruction of peoples 

relationships after a war was acknowledged. During the 1990s the concept of conflict 

transformation started to arise in the international debate around conflict resolution and peace 
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studies, and as later discussed this concept of conflict transformation is the heart of reconciliation 

and authors such as Kriesberg and Lederach was the forerunners of the notion (Botes, 2003).  

 In the literature there is a wide range of conceptualizations of reconciliation. For some 

reconciliation is an outcome that can be achieved. For others the process towards reconciliation is 

the most important, it is considered to be, a process which will be ongoing and aimed at a utopia of 

complete reconciliation which might never be achieved. Whether the focus is on the process or on 

the outcome the condition to reach this is still diverse and researchers still bring in new elements to 

be considered (Avruch, 2010). For some researchers the focus is on creating structural agreement 

and having an environment that supports the reconciliation process for example Yehudith Auerback 

(2005) who focus on which kind of conflict benefits and supports the need for reconciliation. Other 

researchers emphasize more personal efforts with a focus on mental changes within the 

individual(Bar-tal, 2000, Kelman 2008). This disagreement and different focus create a literature 

discrepancy on which approach and definition is best. Furthermore, the discrepancy continues 

regarding which approach is one that can be of use, and should be applied in nations or further 

developed on. To better understand why an author chooses a certain approach or theory to research, 

this study will try to give an explanation for the authors argument and their background with 

research and can help further research and help to understand the diverse field of reconciliation.  

 To find a possible explanation for the discrepancy in the literature, a connection can be 

drawn from the authors background and the argument they make on reconciliation.  This is to show 

whether the possible explanation of their differences in research can be related to what theory they 

choose and their background. By understanding if there is any difference to how an author with a 

more personal experience tries to understand the process of reconciliation, compared to the authors 

who only looks at reconciliation with more academic research approach for example with 

interviews and a set hypothesis. This can help create a better understanding into why authors still do 

not agree on a certain definition or approach for the peace building process. To understand if the 

most referenced authors in the field of reconciliation agree on the understanding of reconciliation 

and whether this can be connected to anything in their background will help to understand whether 

the field of reconciliation could benefit from having a more nuanced understanding of who is 

writing the theories. Creating a better understanding of why an authors chooses a certain focus or 

theory will influence the understanding in the debate about why certain theories are the main focus. 

Getting a better understanding of this connection and whether it affects the literature of 

reconciliation, an abductive study will be done to highlight the connection, between an authors 

background and their chosen research and if this affects the current literature of reconciliation.  
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1. 2. Research Objective 
 

This study aim at giving an understanding of the existing literature on reconciliation and show 

whether patterns exits which can be connected to the background of the authors who is considered 

to be an influence in the field and practices of reconciliation today. The objective is finding a 

possible explanation for the difference in the current literature on reconciliation by connection the 

authors´ background to their arguments and conclusions.  

1. 3. Research Questions   

In order to reach the objective the study will aim at answering these research questions: 

• Is it possible to explain the differences in the reconciliation literature with the differences in 

the authors background? 

• What are the authors background or experience with reconciliation? 

• How do some of the main authors in reconciliation literature explain the process? 

• What aspects are highlighted as important for the reconciliation process for each author?  

• Are there any patterns in the authors arguments which can be explained with similarities in their 

background? 

1. 4. Method  

The aim of this study, is through abductive reasoning, to determine if there is any connection 

between the authors´ background and their research on reconciliation. Abductive reasoning is 

constructed in a way to find the best possible explanation for a set of interesting observations 

(Timmermans and Tavory, 2012). Abductive research first look at the observation, then find, any 

patterns or connections, which could help develop a new idea which can be the best possible 

explanation. In this study the observation was made on the field of reconciliation literature, which is 

diverse but still do not provide any answers to how reconciliation is defined or what the most 

important aspects of a successful reconciliation process is. This study will, try and analyze whether 

the authors different backgrounds could be a possible explanation for the differences in the 

literature to help find a new meaning to the reconciliation field. This will be done by applying an 

analytical frame to the analysis, which will make the analysis more coherent and will create a way 
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to compare the literature in the best possible way. The hermeneutic analysis approach together with 

the analytic frame will be the method used to analyze the selected literature. This will create a 

separate analysis of each author on reconciliation, then the analysis´ will be compared to each other 

to find similarities in their arguments and whether this is connected because of a similar 

background. The abductive research can then be concluded on whether an authors background is a 

possible explanation for what they argue about reconciliation, and therefore why there is such a 

large amount of disagreement in the literature on reconciliation. 

1. 5. Analytical Frame  

Each text will be analyzed using a common frame to break down the authors arguments, Kriesberg 

(2007) provides the frame with his conceptualization of reconciliation. Kriesberg is considered as 

one of frontrunners on conflict resolution who has shifted the focus to a transformation of conflict. 

He has been part of the process to precise the field of post conflict management with a more 

appropriate overall term, which can be to extended to entail more than just management of a 

conflict but also work to transform the conflict and relationships between actors (Botes, 2003). This 

has empowered research on the concepts of forgiveness and truth as part of the conflict 

transformation and not only focus on post conflict management (Auerbach, 2009). Kriesberg is seen 

as a researcher who focus on more interpersonal efforts in post conflict situations, and Kriesbergs 

criticize that a top-down approach alone are not adequate in the post conflict process(Avruch, 

2010). Instead Kriesberg sees reconciliation efforts on several levels in the society and, as several 

different actions such as workshops, war trials, and public apologies, all to help the healing and 

reestablishment of relationships (Lerche, 2000). Lerche (2000) points out that only focusing on 

rebuilding relationship seems to dismiss the importance of a political dimensions, Lerche (2000) 

argues that the efforts seem to be deliberately apolitical and ahistorical while trying to deal with a 

political past. However Lerche critique what he calls the reestablishing of a relationship of harmony 

which in some conflicts may never have been there. Instead Lerche agrees to a certain extend with 

Kriesberg, that the reconciliation instead has to be a transformation of the relationship aimed at 

changing the previous political situation (Lerche, 2000).  

 Kriesberg (2007) offers a definition, which is based on the idea that reconciliation is not 

wholly zero-sum and that there is way for both parties to gain something from the political process 

(Auerbach, 2009). For this study Kriesberg is relevant because of his focus on the transformation in 

reconciliation, it gives a frame which is based on the transformation character of reconciliation on 
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several layers. The frame offers the texts five aspects to be analyzed with but still leaves freedom 

for each author to have their own arguments. Specifically Kriesbergs (2007) becomes relevant when 

working with expert sampling, since his work is part of a branch in the field, which tries to create a 

more holistic view of reconciliation, and is therefore highly referenced and used by other 

distinguished authors. In the study Kriesbergs frame will be used to analyze each text by using a 

hermeneutic text analysis, this method will help to bring in the authors own arguments and text in a 

contextual way but still within the framework to later compare with. Kriesbergs frame is based on 

four concept in reconciliation that Kriesbergs calls aspects: Units, dimensions, degree, and 

symmetry, and these four aspects will be the concepts which each text will be compare with. Using 

Kriesbergs definition of each aspect and dimension, the text will be analyzed to find the arguments 

each author make on the aspects. It is possible the authors will have another concept or term for an 

aspect but to be able to compare the authors to each other the concept used will be based on 

Kriesbergs frame. 

1. 6. Structure  

The structure of this study will be set of as following: chapter 1 is the introduction, which presents 

the research relevance, the object and problem, the research questions and, an introduction to the 

method and analytical frame in the study and the limitations. Chapter 2 starts with a 

conceptualization of the term successful reconciliation, and further presents and explains the 

analytical frame by Kriesberg. Chapter 3 starts with an explanation about abductive research and 

the relevance to this study. Furthermore the method will be explained in the order, which it has been 

done in the study. Firstly the sampling method will be explained, and then the selection criteria used 

in the sampling, and then an explanation for the use of text analysis, and finally background 

information that will be used. The text analysis of each author will be done in chapter 4. Finally, 

chapter 5 involves the analysis, and comparison of the different authors arguments. Chapter 6 will 

then finish the study with a conclusion.  

1. 7. Limitations 

For this study to be able to represent, the field of reconciliation literature, I have chosen to research 

specific aspects of reconciliation, by trying to find different branches in the literature. I choose 

authors which is considered to be experts in the different branches, which will help give a broader 
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image of the field, and the different stands on the reconciliation process. It would have been 

reasonable to have conducted a broad literature analysis of the big field of reconciliation with high 

amount of text, however, for my level of study I choose to focus on five specific authors which has 

been referenced throughout the literature and therefore each represent a certain branch in the 

literature. This way the study will represent the most distinguished authors in the field, and will 

show what similarities and patterns authors who are considered to be main contributors in the field 

has and how this affects the debate. Further explanation on the selection of authors will be 

presented in the method chapter.  

 For this study the text analyzis will be delimited to books, and articles in academic journals. 

This will ensure the study is focused on the current literature debate and other authors have had a 

chance to respond to the text. Furthermore, by using books and academic articles in journals it 

ensures that the text have been corrected and somewhat worked through professionally to achieve a 

certain level of validity to the texts and research.  

  In this study, there is a linguistic limitation, because reconciliation research is done in many 

countries, and by many authors. I am limited with my language since I will only be able to work 

with English or Danish books and articles, which will limit the access to a number of texts, which 

could be included in this study.  

 Further arguments and limitation on method, analytical frame, and selection will be 

discussed in the relevant chapters.  
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2. Analytical and Conceptual Frame  

2. 1. Conceptual Frame  

The study will be focused on how the current literature tries to understand the road to successful 

reconciliation, therefore an understanding of successful reconciliation will be constructed. As David 

Bloomfield (2006) writes in the beginning of his book, there is no agreement on how to define 

reconciliation, and almost every text dealing with the issue, starts their work by acknowledging the 

lack of general definitions in the literature. As Bloomfield (2006) argues, there is some confusion 

whether the term should be seen as a process or an end goal.In this study successful reconciliation 

will be based on Johan Galtung´s (2001) definition. Galtung sees reconciliation as a process 

following a war, and may never have a true end goal but can still be seen as successful. There are 

different ways, which successful reconciliation can be considered to be achieved, however, Johan 

Galtung´s use of positive and negative peace is a favorable definition when working with 

reconciliation. It is understood as a process, which can be progressively improved and not an end 

goal. In the literature Galtung´s concept of negative and positive peace is highly accepted as a way 

to define the concept, and therefore he is seen as one of the main scholars for conceptualizing peace 

and reconciliation which makes his definition relevant for this study. Johan Galtung (2001) explains 

the reconciliation process as a way to coexist. Galtung (2001) explains active coexistence as 

positive peace, and defines positive peace as “the capacity to deal with conflict nonviolently and 

creatively” (Galtung 2001:3) whereas passive coexistence is considered to be negative peace 

defined as: “the absence of violence”(Galtung 200:3). Based on Galtung´s definitions, 

reconciliation can be achieved as a process of coexistence, however, for reconciliation to be truly 

successful the coexistence must be active, meaning the structures in the society brings security and 

safety with equal means and helps the society develop in a process towards greater positive peace.  

2. 2. Analytical frame  

An analytical framework will be applied when analyzing the literature on reconciliation to ensure 

the analysis will have a coherent and similar result and to be able to compare the literature more 

clearly. Louis Kriesberg (2007) offers a way of looking at reconciliation with a frame, based on the 

aspects, which he thinks reconciliation consist of. Kriesberg breaks up reconciliation into four 

aspects: Units, dimensions, degree and symmetry. These four aspects will be the frame, which the 
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literature, through hermeneutic text analysis, will be analyzed with, and shows how the literature 

differ in the aspects compared to each other. Kriesberg´s construction of reconciliation is based on 

breaking down the term to better understand how reconciliation might be defined differently 

depending on the aspect in focus, which makes it relevant for this study.  

2. 2. 1. Units 

Kriesberg explains that units are the term, which is used to represent which groups are involved in 

the reconciliation process. The reconciliation process can happen on different levels, by ranging 

from national level to a grassroots level, for example by reconciling political parties with military 

uprisings. The reconciliation units can be represented by larger groups, but the actual reconciliation 

actions are done at the individual level, where a process consist of one person which reconcile with 

another person. 

2. 2. 2. Dimensions 

Kriesberg (2007) has four dimensions, which he argues are relevant and have subjective qualities, 

and this study will look at how the current literature argues for the different combinations of these 

four dimensions and how they relate to each other. At the end of this chapter, there is a visual 

illustration of how the aspects and dimensions are connected as frame.  

Truth 
Truth is defined as creating a common understanding of who is considered the victim and the 

perpetrator. Truth should help to create a support, so both the victims feel they are recognized and 

the perpetrator acknowledge the violation they have committed. 

Justice 
Kriesberg explains justice as something the victims seek as amends for the suffering, however, 

Kriesbergs also sees justice as a complicated dimension and argues that justice can be done both 

retributive and restorative. The justice dimension also entails avoiding future injustices by 

protecting discrimination in the reconciliation process.  

Respect 
 The respect dimensions is about forgiveness, how the units can start humanize the other 

again, and gain a level of respect for each others lives. Respect is about overcoming the feelings of 

hatred towards the other unit and instead start to understanding the other unit and their actions.  
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Security 
 Last, the security dimension is about insuring the rule of law is being kept. This will help 

ensure the victims start feeling safe again, and make sure the perpetrators knows how their crimes 

will be handled. Therefore security is largely about reestablishing government institutions, so they 

are able to secure safety and the rule of law.  

2. 2. 3. Degree and Symmetry  

In the analysis, the last two aspects will be analyzed together, since they are connected and the 

authors arguments on both are often intertwined.  

 The degree aspect of reconciliation is related to the extent and level of each dimension, it 

shows how the dimensions can be combined and should be fulfilled to help the reconciliation 

process. The degree can be indicated by the level, which the whole unit decide to commit to each 

dimension.   

 The symmetry aspect, Kriesberg argues, is a side to reconciliation, which is not discussed 

explicitly in the debate. However, the reconciliation process goes forward one side often has to 

forgive or accept more losses, or one side has more atrocities, which they need to accept as part of 

their truth thus creating asymmetry. The symmetry aspects also involves the dimensions, within 

each dimension the symmetry might vary, moving towards higher symmetry in most dimensions 

means moving toward stronger reconciliation by creating greater equity between the units. 

 Below is a visual representation of Kriesbergs (2007) frame, there are four aspects presented 

however degree and symmetry is strongly connected and for the text analysis they will be presented 

together. The dimensions aspect is also divided into four dimensions and each author will therefore 

be analyzed based on what they argue on the dimensions they bring up. It is not all authors that 

bring in every dimension and therefore, not all dimensions will be part of every text analysis. 

Furthermore, each author has a different construction on the dimensions and how they are 

connected and the analysis will, therefore, follow the authors structure of dimensions instead of a 

set structure.  
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3. Methodology and Selection 

3. 1. Abductive Reasoning  

The approach chosen for this study is a qualitative abductive desk study. The focus of the study is to 

evaluate and analyze the current literature on reconciliation, which makes it suitable to conduct with 

a desk study and gather the information through online research. The aim of abductive reasoning is 

to find the best possible explanation for an observation, by creating a new meaning, which makes it 

the best method for this study.    

 Deductive research method starts with a rule and the aim is to test if hypothesis is true, this 

kind of reasoning is used to test an already know theory and change the circumstances and test the 

rule, the approach does not bring anything new but helps convey the truth (Research Methodology, 

2016a ). Inductive reasoning is based on a set of cases, and through patterns found in the cases, the 

aim of an inductive approach is to create a theory or a general rule. The approach is used to extend 

from a sample into a probable rule, which then can be tested through inductive method (Research 

Methodology 2016b). Unlike inductive research, the abductive reasoning, focus on finding new 

logical connections and patterns for a possible better explanation for a phenomenon, but not create a 

new theory (Riechertz, 2010). Abductive reasoning has less focus on creating a truth, but provides 

more freedom to find new creative explanations (Timmermans and Tavory, 2012). Abductive 

approach precedes both deductive and inductive methods, since the process involves finding a new 

rule. The process starts with a set of surprising facts or observations, and then through abductive 

reasoning a mental process begins to come up with a new idea or explanation for the observations. 

Therefore, abduction is understood as a more creative process of going against existing theories to 

find a new possible explanation and new meanings and thereby removing what is surprising about 

the facts. Abduction starts with a result, and then tries to create a rule and case to find the new 

possible connection, which then can be extending into a rule with induction, and by deduction, test 

the new idea, and establish a theory (Riechertz, 2010).  

 For this study the process began with an observation about the discrepancy in reconciliation 

literature, then a mental process to explain this, developed into an idea to connected the difference 

in the literature to the differences in authors background. The idea was to test whether authors who 

have more personal experience with reconciliation has different arguments on the concept, 

compared to authors who only looked at the process through research projects. The study starts with 

an observation on the current literature on reconciliation and through sampling methods choose to 
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analyze a selection of main scholars´ material on reconciliation. To answer whether a possible 

explanation is based on the authors background, the study will then analyze the material with the 

analytical frame and hermeneutic text analysis. The analytical frame will create a structure to the 

analysis and with the hermeneutic approach the authors arguments will be contextual and show 

what they highlight as important based on their own premises. The arguments found in the analysis 

will then be compared to each other to find patterns which could be explained by patterns in their 

background. This way the study will through an idea based on abductive reasoning create a new 

meaning to the order of literature on reconciliation.  

3. 2. Sampling  

To be able to answer the research question and have reliable material, the method for selecting will 

be based on purpose non-probability sampling. Probability sampling is any method used to have 

random selection while still making sure the sampling is valid, so every member has the same 

probability of being selected. Probability sampling can be done in few different ways, but the 

difference between probability sampling and non-probability is that the latter is not based on a 

random selection. With non-probability sampling not every member has the same chance of being 

chosen, instead, the sampling method is based on information and the relevance. The objective is 

not to have a generalized sample of the members, but instead a sampling with a specific aim 

(ZeePedia, 2014). For this study, the sampling of journals and books is chosen to representative 

specific branches in reconciliation literature, based on Kriesbergs (2007) dimensions and, therefore, 

will be chosen based on their relevance to the study and the research question and not on a random 

probability sampling.  

 The method used to find the authors is a mix of the two sampling methods, which is called 

snowball and expert sampling (Research Knowledge Base, 2006). The expert sampling method is 

chosen because it helps to give an idea of the current field in reconciliation. By using authors, 

which is considered to be experts and are highly referenced in the field the sampling will provide an 

overview of the authors which have a strong influence and voice both on theories and practices. 

Kriesbergs (2007) frame presents four dimensions and to ensure the study includes a diverse 

sampling the focus was on finding distinguished authors from these dimensions to each represent a 

branch. To find each author in the branch the snowball method was used to ensure they are 

considered a well known respected author in the reconciliation debate. Using online databases, 

relevant articles and books will be identified on the specifics branches of the reconciliation field, 
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then through the articles references, the authors which is mentioned in numerous different articles 

will be identified as key representative for this specific branch. This sampling method is chosen so 

the study will have a method to select the most relevant material, which can help represent the 

larger field of literature on reconciliation. Since the study aims to explan for the general field of 

literature on reconciliation having a sampling, which can represent the larger field of literature, is 

favorable.  

3. 3. Selection criteria  

Even with expert and snowball sampling finding relevant articles and books requires certain 

selection criteria to precise what kind of reconciliation, the study will be dealing with. To find the 

literature on reconciliation based on the different authors, the material needs to be similar to be able 

to make a relevant comparison and this requires certain selection criteria. The literature used in the 

study will only be based on published material, since the study will be about the current literature 

field, and, therefore, will unpublished material not be relevant. To ensure the literature has been 

through a process of editing, this study will only include material from books or articles in journals.  

 To narrow the literature down the study will be focusing on theories and aspects of 

reconciliation theory, which deals with reconciliation after violent conflict; meaning material 

dealing with reconciliation between indigenous people of a land trying to reconcile with new people 

will not be part of the study. The reason for this delimitation is to make sure the material is related 

to the same nature of reconciliation, and the literature has the same underlying understanding of 

how reconciliation should be working.  

 The argument for selecting authors based on their work and the via the snowball method 

instead of having a specific selecting of authors with different backgrounds, is that study is suppose 

to create a representation of the most referenced authors which this way is understood to be the 

authors which are the most listened too and are the authors who influence and shape the 

reconciliation work, and how these authors might have patterns and in their arguments which can be 

related to a common background, and how this might create a biased or unnuanced field of authors.  
	  

3. 4. Method for Analysis  
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After selecting the material, text analysis will be used to analyze the literature based on Kriesbergs 

(2007) frame. The method for analyzing will be the hermeneutic text analysis. The analysis will be 

set up to try to understand the authors arguments, and their theory around central issues in the 

reconciliation debate (Mckee, 2005). A hermeneutic text analysis is relevant because it will provide 

information about how researchers sees the world, and, in this case, how researchers make sense of 

reconciliation. Comparing the different hermeneutic analysis´ of the material gives the study a way 

to see the sense-making practices from the different authors and show how this might differ 

compared to their background or focus of research. This sets the text into a context of how the 

author chooses to see the world, and expands the previous assumptions about the literature. 

Together with Kriesbergs frame, which sets the structure for the study, the comparison will show the 

patterns in the literature and help conclude the abductive study with a possible explanation for the 

differences in the literature based on the authors background (Arteology, 2007).  

3. 5. Authors Background 

In order to get the same information about the authors, certain aspects are chosen to represent the 

meaning of the authors background. To clarify what is meant with the authors background both an 

academic and personal aspects will be considered. First, the academic background means; what 

kind of education and academic research has the author done? How much time, if any, has the 

author spend working in the field, and not being part of a research project, but for example working 

with an organization or government institution in a country in a reconciliation period? Was the 

material written as a reflection on personal experience in reconciliation process, or was it 

constructed as a scientific research from the beginning with a specific research aim? 

 Some personal information will also be relevant to see if there is any connection to their 

personal background. Here the focus will be on: Gender, nationality, age and if possible religion. ´ 

This will help to show if the authors previous knowledge and background affect how they consider 

the aspects of reconciliation, so this study will help to understand if the personal or academic 

background might be a factor to how reconciliation is researched and understood, and whether there 

are some aspect which is not being considered in the current literature. 

 It is a possibility that there will be no patterns and a comparison will conclude that there is 

no connection between the authors background and their research focus, however, with an abductive 

study the focus is more on the analytical reasoning and creating new knowledge than ending with a 

final truth. Therefore working from an abductive methodology means the findings presented in the 
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end could be based solely on the reconciliation condition set forward in the analysis, and conclude 

that no connection was found and reconciliation is solely contextual and based on subjective 

conditions, which still can be highly relevant as a basis for future research.  

 For the analysis to have a clear structure each author will first be presented with their 

background information and then their specific text will be analyzed with the hermeneutic method 

and based on the frame provided by Kriesberg (2007).  
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4. Presentation of Authors Arguments  

Each main scholar found will first be presented in a random order with a recap of their background, 

to provide the relevant information about their personal background, their academic life and work 

with reconciliation. The sampling of authors represents several branches in reconciliation literature, 

so each authors arguments and research are constructed somewhat different and, therefore, each 

analysis will be constructed different, but with the same overall frame and aspect presented by 

Kriesberg. The analysis aims at finding the authors main arguments on what is most important for 

successful reconciliation and, therefore, not all the aspect presented by Kriesberg will be in every 

analysis, only the dimensions or aspects, which the specific author base his argument on.   

 The first author, James L. Gibson, has an almost quantitate approach to his research, which 

focuses on answering the question whether truth lead to reconciliation? Gibson uses the case of 

South Africa post apartheid, and whether the truth and reconciliation commission improved the 

reconciliation process, to answer his research questions and conclude on the process.  

4. 1. James L. Gibson  

James Gibson was born in 1951 in America. Gibson received his political science Ph.D in 1975 

from the University of Iowa and has since dedicated his life to research and teaching. Gibson has 

published over 100 articles and chapters in national and international political science journals. He 

has also published eight books, including what is called his “overcoming trilogy”, which is three 

award winning books about the evolution of the South Africa democracy after the apartheid system, 

which has been Gibson main focus for a large period of his career (Washington University St. 

Louis, N/D).  

4. 1. 1. Overcoming Apartheid: Can Truth Reconcile a Divided Nation? 

The second book in Gibson´s “overcoming trilogy” is about the Truth and Reconciliation 

commission in South Africa and the national truth the commission published as part of their work. 

Gibson (2006) has published an article “Overcoming apartheid, Can truth reconcile a divided 

nation?”, which summarize his main arguments and research from the book, with the same title, and 

will be the material in this study. Gibson´s almost quantitative approach to the truth commission has 
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been used as reference for example by Jens Meierhenich (2008) to explain how reconciliation can 

be measured and how the concept might not have to be so complicated, when it is broken down to 

specific elements and aspects.  

Units 
Analyzed with Kriesbergs frame the units Gibson (2006) believes needs to reconcile in South Africa 

is on two levels. On micro-level units consist of victims and perpetrator, understanding the truth 

around what happened to them and forgiving someone for their crime on an individual level. 

However based on Gibson´s argument on a macro-level the units which need to reconcile is the 

people who profited and the one who was injured by the apartheid system. For Gibson the units 

consist of more than forgive an individual for human rights violation but also rebuilding the 

relationship between master and slaves.  

Respect 
Gibson´s (2006) study is centered on trying to clarify whether the truth commissions results has 

helped reconciliation. This is done with a survey with thirty-seven hundred South Africans in 2001 

to test the hypothesis: Do truth leads to reconciliation. In order to have a clear way to measure 

reconciliation Gibson has set up parameters for what reconciliation is. Therefore, when analyzing 

his arguments the parameters will be considered as the dimensions Gibson sees as being 

reconciliation. For Gibson respect is measured by interracial reconciliation, all South Africans must 

accept all as equal, extend dignity and respect to all races of South Africans. The other part of the 

respect dimension Gibson measures as political tolerance, by accepting that someone has different 

views, and their willingness to coexist, and this way humanize each other and accept that people are 

more than their political view. 

Justice 
The justice dimension is for Gibson (2006) a measure by human rights culture, a culture where the 

legal system is respected and the law is seen as more important than solving the problems without 

the government, therefore respect peoples human rights to democracy and a well-functioning legal 

system to benefit all equally.  

Security 
Gibson (2006) measures institution because he sees this as the backbone of democracy, and the 

institution functions as the security dimensions in the society. Legitimate institutions help to enforce 
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the political tolerance and human rights culture. The institutions should be accepted by all South 

Africans to be able to serve the rule of law and will be based on equal rights for all.  

Truth 
For Gibson, truth is the collective truth from the Truth and reconciliation commission (TRC) work. 

An official truth, which is more than a chronicle description of who did what, but also an analysis of 

the history, to understand whether apartheid was a crime and why it was a crime. To test whether 

the collective truth from the TRC leads to reconciliation, Gibson asked a few simple questions in 

his survey based on the result from the TRC. Gibson argues, based on his results, that the truth 

provided by the TRC did contribute to changing peoples understanding of the events, and this way 

changing people think about each other by making people acknowledge that all sides committed 

crimes and everyone was both victims and guilty of atrocities.  

Degree and symmetry 
When it comes to the degree of each dimension, Gibson (2006) has based it on his survey. He asked 

people a few specific questions relating to each dimension, and based on how many they agreed or 

disagreed with, Gibson calculated a percentage of how reconciled each unit was. However, when it 

comes to how the dimensions can be combined to lead to reconciliation Gibson has a few arguments 

based on his study. His survey shows, that truth does lead to reconciliation, the units, which had 

accepted the truth from the TRC, was more reconciled than the groups which was lower on the truth 

index. In his conclusion Gibson explains how the South African TRC might have been successful 

based on several factors and, therefore, Gibson acknowledge that there is more to reconciliation 

than truth. Gibson believes the success of the TRC, to create a collective truth was because the TRC 

was willing to blame all units. The TRC showed that all sides had experienced violations and once 

people accepted that the other side was victims too, it became easier to acknowledge the new 

political regime. Another important element of the TRC is the connection to what Gibson calls the 

“justice deficit”. The South Africa TRC was based mostly on non-retributive justice and granted 

amnesty to perpetrators, who came forward to tell their story. When victims told their story it was 

both healing and it, allowed people to believe the truth process and feel like there was no need for 

distributive justice, because the procedural and restorative character of the TRC overcame the 

justice deficit.  

 The next authors also works with the idea of truth, however, with a very different approach 

to the research, Ignatieff´s main focus is on the individual and the importance on not up scaling the 

approach to reconcile individuals to work with whole nations.  
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4. 2. Michael Ignatieff  

Michael Ignatieff was born in Canada in 1947 and has a master in history by the University of 

Toronto and a Ph.D. from Harvard University in 1976. Ignatieff spent a few years teaching at 

universities, but in 1984, he started working as a writer for several large newspapers and as a 

broadcaster, where he hosted political talk shows for BBC television. In 2005 Ignatieff returned to 

Canada after living in England, and went back to the University of Toronto as a professor and senior 

fellow for the Center for International studies (Historica Canada, 2015). In 2006 Ignatieff was 

elected to the Canadian parliament for the liberal party, and after 5 years in parliament Ignatieff 

stepped down and returned to Toronto and Harvard University as a professor. Since 2012 Ignatieff 

has held the Centennial Chair on the Carnegie Council for Ethics in International affairs (Michael 

Ignatieff, 2016) and has kept writing freelance for newspapers and journals throughout his career.  

4. 2. 1. Articles of faith  

Ignatieff´s (1999) view on truth, justice and reconciliation is one, which is referenced in many 

different reconciliation literature, for example in previous mentioned work by Gibson (2006) or 

many other academic articles on the subjects (Christodoulidis 2000, and  Stanley, 2001). As of May 

2016, Ignatieff´s article Articles of faith was the most cited article from the online magazine Index 

of censorship (Sage Journals: Index of Censorship,2016). Ignatieff is often mentioned for his 

different angle on the idea that truth automatically leads to reconciliation and how this means 

adding one identity to a whole nation, which is not possible. Breaking down Ignatieff´s argument 

based on Kriesbergs aspects shows that Ignatieff mostly focus on units, truth, justice and how these 

are not as connected as other research for example Tutu (1999) or Gibson (2006) argues.  

Units 
Ignatieff (1999) argues that the important part of the process is the units. Ignatieff believes that 

when normal forgiveness procedures between people are enlarged to work for a whole nation the 

reconciliation process will fail. Creating a common truth is related to a national identity and it is not 

possible for a nation to have only one identity to build the truth on. Therefore, for Ignatieff the 

units, which needs to reconcile are individual towards individual and not whole nations. 
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Truth 
Ignatieff´s (1999) argument on the truth dimension is that truth commission can benefit the 

reconciliation process, but one shared truth itself is not the most important aspect to reconciliation 

and, therefore, should not be the primary focus. A truth commission can be successful in reducing 

lies and changing the discourse around the atrocities that happened, but they cannot solely be the 

process, which brings people together. Ignatieff´s argument is on the narrative, he believes that is it 

not possible to create one shared truth, because truth is related to identity, and people create a truth 

based on their own idea of who they are and who they are not. This truth will be more moral or 

interpretive by the people and their identity, than a shared truth is, and a truth commission cannot 

change the myth around a moral truth, which people have constructed themselves. Instead, Ignatieff 

believes that if a truth commission are used as the only process needed for reconciliation, the 

process can lead to what he calls false reconciliation. False reconciliation can be compared to what 

Galtung (2001) would call passive coexistence, and means, that on the surface the truth commission 

brought a common truth but the same people are still in power and nothing has actually changed, 

other than on the surface where it seems like people have accepted the truth.  

Justice 
Truth can be connected to justice, in the way that war trials can help to disconnect the collective 

guilt into individual fault, and can make sure that the guilt is based on the individuals crimes. Trials 

are based on individuals, who committed crimes and the truth can help to show that people are to 

blame instead of holding a whole nation responsible. However, justice in the way of war trials is 

also not the only process needed to reconcile a nation, but as Ignatieff (1999) recognizes, leaving 

warcrimes unpunished and unrecognized is worse than trying to create truth and justice. Ignatieff 

arguments on the dimension is, that it is important to separate the dimensions, justice is somewhat 

connected to truth, but reconciliation is not based solely on these dimensions. 

Degree and symmetry 
To create reconciliation and an active coexistence on the individual level people themselves need to 

awake from the nightmare, as Ignatieff (1999) puts it. People, who have been through horrible 

experience, they keep living through it, and the experiences stays in the present instead of the past. 

This means that for a reconciliation process based on a shared truth and justice does not work until 

the nation has awoken from the nightmare, and realized it is in the past, and begin to heal from it. 

The way for a whole nation to awake is through individuals, only individuals can reconcile, be 

awoken and put the past behind them, but authorities can have a strong influence to help people in 
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the process. The language, which authority use around the former enemies and the symbolic events 

towards healing, can help to show the people that reconciliation is a possibility and, therefore they 

can begin to put the past in the past.  

 The next author is, Wendy Lambourne, who research has been focused on justice, and 

context specific practices. She brings in the element of different approach to justice and how this 

can be incorporated with the reconciliation process.  

4. 3. Wendy Lambourne  

Wendy Lambourne has a Ph.D from the department of Sociology and social policy at the University 

of Sydney, furthermore Lambourne has a graduate diploma in international law and information 

services. Lambourne has worked for the Center for Peace and Conflict studies at the University of 

Sydney for more than 20 years, and currently has the position as Deputy Director, as well as being a 

senior lecture. Lambourne has been a part of several commissions and was co-convenor of the 

International Peace Research Association and she is currently part of the WUN transformative 

justice network(University of Sydney, 2013). Lambourne explains, that the past 20 years her 

research has been focused on analyzing and evaluating transitional justice, peace building and 

reconciliation from the local perspective (Lambourne, 2016). 

4. 3. 1. Justice and Reconciliation: Post Conflict Peacebuilding in Cambodia and 
Rwanda  

This is the title of Wendy Lambourne´s (2001) chapter in the book, “Reconciliation, justice, and 

coexistence: Theory and practice”. It is in second part of the book which is about reconciliation 

justice and coexistence in practice based on case studies. The book has been referenced as a 

relevant compilation of skilled researchers and respected activists. The book offers some deep 

explanations about the themes and the focus on understanding peace as more than the hard politics 

of “law and order” as Sarah Alldred´s review puts it (Alldred, 2001). Wendy Lambourne has, with 

her 20 years in research, proposed a new model to transformative justice and she is referenced for 

her work by other distinguished scholars in the field of peace research for example Kevin Avruch 

(2010) and Jens Meierhenrich (2008). 
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Units  
Lambourne´s (2001) chapter deals with the tension between the terms justice and reconciliation and 

she bases her reasoning on her fieldwork in both Cambodia and Rwanda. These are two cases, 

which are both different when it comes to reconciliation work but also have similarities. Lambourne 

does not explicitly explain in her chapter what groups she understands as being the units in the 

reconciliation process. When analyzed based on her arguments, reconciliation efforts and actions, 

are mostly on with the national institutions and the government, or the involvement of the 

international society, as well as the relationship between victims and perpetrators.  

Justice 
Lambourne (2001) starts her chapter by breaking the justice dimension into seven different 

concepts. These are all important elements in peacebuilding, and they are all somewhat connected 

and hard to separate completely. In the western world, justice is mostly build on the concepts of 

retribution and restitution. Retribution refers to the act of settling the account mostly done with 

punishment or revenge. Restitution is done in the form of compensation and recovery of loses. 

However, some systems also includes the concept of restorative justice, the Gacaca courts in 

Rwanda is often seen as a good example, because the restorative justice includes rebuilding the 

relationships and having the parties recognize each others humanity. For Lambourne procedural 

justice, which relates to the fairness in the making and implementation process, is an important 

element after conflict, but can be very hard to achieve for the war torn nations since the institutions 

often have been broken by the conflict.  

Security 
Lambourne´s (2001) arguments on economic and social justice can be closely linked to the security 

dimension when analyzed with Kriesbergs frame. Lambourne explains the social justice, as 

initiative for groups, which have been disadvantaged for many years for exampl as in the case of 

South Africa´s Apartheid system. So to create a sense of security, fair institution should be 

established with a focus on creating equality by providing the same means to everyone. Social 

justice links closely to the economic justice which is about ensuring programs which helps poor 

disadvantage groups to be lifted out of poverty.  

Truth 
The last concept of justice provided by Lambourne (2001) is symbolic justice, which can be linked 

to Kriesbergs dimension of truth. Lambourne explains that the symbolic concept can be achieved 

PAGE !22



when victims sees authorities acknowledging the injustice which happened, even if there is no other 

action towards another kind of justice, this kind of social justice can be a powerful tool to help 

reestablish relationships. 

Respect  
Lambourne (2001) conceptualizes reconciliation in her chapter, and here she mostly refers to what 

Kriesberg would define as the respect dimension. For Lambourne reconciliation is about two groups 

interaction in apology and forgiveness, which can be described as a spiritual transformation and 

acceptance of a new relationship with the other part. Lambourne recognizes that even though 

forgiveness is an important part of reconciliation, is it often hardest to do when it is the most 

needed. The act of forgiving is essential for the victims in order to move on from what happened. If 

the victims after a crisis are expected to ever reconcile, it is crucial they understand why the 

perpetrators did what they did and forgive them for it. At the same time, it is important for the 

perpetrators to acknowledge their actions, and express remorse for the hurt they have caused, in 

order for peace to have a chance to last.  

Degree and symmetry  
The combination of the dimensions in the peace building process is, as Lambourne (2001) explains, 

different depending on each country. In the aftermath of a conflict the symmetry of the dimensions 

are hard to manage, there is a strong need for retributive justice by punishing the perpetrators, 

however, if there is only a focus on legal trials, the act of acknowledging and healing between the 

groups is forgotten. Therefore, Lambourne argues that the symmetry between the respect, truth and 

justice dimensions are very important in order to have a more successful reconciliation process. 

Lambourne believes that to be able to achieve a successful reconciliation process, justice in all 

forms must be considered. For her important parts of the justice concepts include: time to heal, 

rebuilding trust, public acknowledgement and expressions of remorse. These can be achieved as 

part of truth commissions, workshops, war trials and authorities apologizing. However, for 

Lambourne, what is most important is to ensure the approach chosen is based on the needs of the 

people and not chosen by the official authorities or the international community. Lambourne, which 

has an interest in culture specific reconciliation processes, also argues that there are similarities in 

the overall needs for people after a conflict and this include a strong need for justice, healing and 

reconciliation. However, if the efforts to heal is completely ignored for the purpose of focusing 
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solely on coexistence it can get a stage of impunity or false reconciliation, and the nation will never 

reach active coexistence.    

 Desmond Tutu, the next author presented, is a high profile Arch bishop from South Africa. 

He was head chair of the Truth and Reconciliation commission after apartheid and is recognized for 

his Christian and spiritual approach to the ideas of truth and forgiveness. Based on his personal 

experiences Tutu offers a different argument on the relations among victims and perpetrators doing 

peace building processes.  

4. 4. Desmond Tutu   

Desmond Tutu was born in 1931 in South Africa, and spent the first 27 years of his life focused on 

being a teacher. However, when the South African government chose to decrease the quality of 

black africans education, Tutu decided to change his focus to theology. In 1976 he was appointed 

bishop of Lesotho, and later became general secretary of the South African Council of Churches. 

Tutu became the Archbishop of Cape Town in 1986 after receiving a Noble Peace Price in 1984 for 

his work against human rights violation in the South African Apartheid system. When the apartheid 

system came ended Tutu stepped down as archbishop, and the newly elected president Nelson 

Mandela made Tutu head of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) (biography.com, 

2016). 

4. 4. 1. No future Without Forgiveness  

Desmond Tutu published the book “No future without forgiveness” in 1999, which is Tutu´s own 

words and reflection on the Truth and Reconciliation Commissions´ work in South Africa. It entails 

a way at looking at reconciliation and forgiveness from a Christian lens based on his personal 

observations and theological background. Tutu has written several books on different topics, 

however, for this study, the focus is on Tutu´s (1999) arguments about forgiveness, reconciliation 

and the work of the TRC and, therefore, “No future without forgiveness” is favorable. The book 

includes Tutu´s concluding thoughts on forgiveness, and reconciliation, which has been quoted and 

used as a reference in various other academic reconciliation literature.  
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Units 
Starting with units, Tutu´s (1999) arguments and observation are based on his work with the TRC in 

South Africa, which aim was to reconcile the division between black and white Africans. However, 

Tutu´s arguments on forgiveness is based on units, which are represented as individuals, families or 

small groups of 5-10 people, and opposing units consisting of individuals, or government 

institutions or people representing the government. This means the units needed for reconciliation is 

on an individual level, which can be affected by the national level by authority efforts.  

Truth 
Tutu (1999) sees truth as the cornerstone of forgiveness and reconciliation. Before forgiveness can 

happen, the perpetrator needs to realize their wrongdoings and take responsibility for their crimes, 

which as Tutu says, often is one of the hardest things in life. People rather want to make excuses for 

their actions and put the responsibility on someone else, however, for the perpetrator to show true 

remorse for their actions they must first accept their past crimes. Otherwise, if truth is not 

considered and the perpetrator is forgiven without having remorse, the healing will be superficial 

and old grievances can arise later. As Galtung (2001) would argue, it would be a passive 

coexistence were the root of the problem is still present.  

Respect 
If the truth is accepted by the perpetrator and the victim agrees, the perpetrator can show regret and 

remorse and ask for forgiveness for the crimes. For the victim forgiveness is not about forgetting or 

accepting what happened, but instead try to show empathy by understanding the perpetrator. Then 

the victim can choose to let go of their right to retaliation by forgiving. For Tutu, (1999) the respect 

dimension is understood as forgiveness and this can be enforced with the Christian faith, Tutu 

argues how people have found the strength to forgive unforgivable actions and how this brings the 

society closer to something divine.  

Justice  
To ensure the forgiveness process will last, a compensation for the wrongdoing is also important 

and this can be seen as Tutu´s (1999) justice dimension. Tutu argues that even if forgiveness happen 

there will never be full trust before compensation has been done to the victim to ensure justice.  
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Degree and symmetry 
Tutu´s (1999) arguments on reconciliation is centered on the dimensions and the degree by which 

the dimensions are combined. Tutu´s primary focus is on truth, respect which he calls forgiveness 

and a bit on justice. Tutu argues that these dimensions are linked and depending on the symmetry of 

these, reconciliation can happen between the two groups. Tutu sees the degree and combination of 

the dimensions as such: truth is the start, respect and forgiveness are the process and compensation 

is the final step to ensure reconciliation. Tutu´s arguments about the importance of both parties to 

engage can be sees as the symmetry aspect. Tutu argues that in each dimension it is very important 

that all steps towards reconciliation is symmetric, meaning both units engage and are willing to 

work for reestablishing a new relationship. This way the reconciliation process has the highest 

chance of succeeding. Tutu´s Christian based narrative towards reconciliation is that people 

ultimately want peace and are willing to take small steps towards improving broken relationships. 

This should be done with small symbolic events towards reconciliation from both the people and 

the authorities in a country, to help ensure the active coexistence and a more divine society.  

 The last author, Herbert Kelman, comes from the field of social psychology and, therefore, 

offers a view on reconciliation, which is focused on identity for a nation and the idea of personal 

change in identity attitudes towards the other. 

4. 5. Herbert C. Kelman  

Kelman was born in Austria in 1927, but moved to the United States in 1940, where he received his 

master and Ph.D in Social Psychology and Personality from Yale University. Kelman had the 

position of Richard Clarke Cabot Professor of Social Ethics, at the department of Physiology at 

Harvard University, as well as being the director of the program on International Conflict Analysis 

and Resolution (Kelman, 2016). During his many years of research Kelman has been part of many 

professional associations for example the International Society of Political Psychology, and 

International Studies Association. Kelman has also received several awards for his work, in 1981 

Kelman was presented with the American Psychological Association's Award for Distinguished 

Contributions to Psychology in the Public Interest. Kelman´s interest lies with the development of 

interactive problem solving, with a focus on the Israeli-Arab conflict and for a third party approach 

to resolution for international conflicts (Harvard University, 2016).  
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4. 5. 1. Reconciliation From a Social-Psychological Perspective  

Kelman´s (2008) research on the approach to reconciliation with a focus on identity change has 

been highly referenced by other distinguished authors for example Jay Rothman (2001), Yehudith 

Auerbach (2009) and Daniel Bar-tal (2000). For this study a chapter from the book “The social 

psychology of intergroup reconciliation” edited by Arie Nadler, Thomas Malloy, and Jeffrey D. 

Fisher will be used. It represents Kelman´s, a view on reconciliation and offers a perspective based 

on a social-psychology approach. The chapter concentrates on the main aspects of reconciliation 

and which processes and physiological changes need to happen before two groups can be 

reconciled. 

Units 
Kelman (2008) sees the units in a peacemaking process as being a pair of actors, and Kelman´s look 

on reconciliation is focused on the relationship between these actors, and this can be between both 

individuals and two larger groups. For Kelman the focus is on the identity of these two actors and 

he does not differentiate between individuals or collective identities.  

Respect  
Kelman (2008) believes there are a set of condition, which can help the units to reach a readiness to 

change their attitude and identity for successful reconciliation to begin. The first condition Kelman 

brings up is mutual acknowledgement of the others nationhood and humanity. This can be analyzed 

from Kriesberg frame as the respect dimensions, and for Kelman this is the most important 

dimension which brings the central element of identity change into the process. Therefore, it is 

important to have steps, which leads the parties to accept the other as being an authentic nation even 

if they do not agree with their political standpoint. This includes a level of humanization of the 

other, with respects towards the others dignity empathy in the form of concern for their welfare and 

a sense of value for their lives.  

Truth  
Kelman (2008) proposes two conditions which can be understood as the truth dimensions. First it is 

confrontation with history, this means coming to terms with the truth, by looking at the narratives in 

the past conflict and reevaluating the myths based on these narratives. However, Kelman also points 

out that he believes it is not possible to create one common national truth and to strive for this is 

unrealistic. Instead of creating a common understanding it is important to recognize that each group 
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has their own individual truth, and therefore, the efforts should aimed at having the groups 

acknowledging each others different sets of truth. The other condition, which is part of the truth 

dimension, is the acknowledgement of responsibility. Each side has to acknowledge what has been 

done, and this can only be done symbolically with apologies and through compensation. For 

Kelman this connection between symbolic and material recognition of the wrong, which has been 

done is necessary, and it has to be done with a dialogue about which types is needed for the other 

side to accept the apology.  

Security  
In the security dimension, Kelman´s (2008) condition involves an establishment of patterns and 

institutional mechanism of cooperation. Cooperative activities can help create crosscutting ties and 

personal relations, as long as they are helpful for both sides and must be focused on creating equal 

opportunities. The institutions must bring a sense of security by focusing on equal problem solving 

which works constructively to ensure the future conflict are settled in a reasonable manner for both 

parties.  

Justice 
Kelman´s (2008) last condition is development of a common moral basis for peace, which is about 

creating way for peace to continue with both sides having a reason to keep the peace that is based 

on fairness and justice. Here Kelman mentions fours ways, which justice can be fair for both sides. 

Substantive justice to create an agreement, which meet the basic needs of both sides, future justice 

done by building joint institutions, and relationships, procedural justice to have a fair process to 

achieve the agreement, and last the emotional justice, which can be succeeded through the feeling 

of having a just outcome of the agreement.  

Degree and symmetry 
For Kelman (2008) reconciliation happens when there is a mutual acceptance of the others identity 

and humanity. This can be done, when the parties begins to internalize their own identity, and 

remove the other party from their own identity. The parties have to stop defining themselves by the 

fact that they are not the opposing party. One example is Palestinian, who might define oneself by 

the fact that he is not Israeli, here it is important that the Palestinian starts realize that the core 

identity is based on more than not being Israeli. The parties must make room for the other in a 

positive coexistence especially if the parties are closely linked like the Tutsi and Hutsi in Rwanda. 

For Kelman, this change of identity in reconciliation builds on the readiness for the parties to 
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internalize their identity, and this can only be done, if the previous conflict settlement and resolution 

in the conflict has been aimed at creating this readiness. This change in attitude will bring the 

process from being a passive coexistence to an active one with mutual respect.  

 All five authors have now been presented and their arguments analyzed. To understand 

whether there is any connection to their background, the next chapter will analyze and compare the 

authors arguments. The chapter will start by going through every aspect of Kriesbergs (2007) frame, 

and comparing the authors arguments and analyzing any patterns, and finish with a general analysis 

that will answer the research questions. 
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5. Analysis of Authors Arguments and Background 

The analysis will be construed with a comparison of the authors on each aspects and dimensions, to 

find what each author highlights in each aspects. Then finish with investigating if there is any 

connection with the authors background, by comparing the authors background and arguments to 

look for similarities. 

5. 1. Units  

Ignatieff (1999) and Tutu (1999) both argue that reconciliation happens between individuals, they 

define the units as consisting of two people or a little group interacting with another individual or 

representative of the government. The whole process of reconciliation efforts should, therefore, be 

mainly focused on efforts aimed at the individual, even though both authors argue that an authority 

can have an impact on improving the healing among the individual people. Furthermore for Tutu 

(1999) there is an important element to notice when relating to his background, his religious belief 

could be seen as part of why he argues people are able to forgive anything. Tutu based on his 

ontological views believes in the divine in humans, and by reconciling two individuals after 

atrocities the society itself can be connected to something more divine. This religious belief is a 

strong contrast to Ignatieff who mostly sees the individual action as the only action. Ignatieff (1999) 

argues that it is not possible to have reconciliation efforts aimed at a whole nation. Instead it is 

important to aim the effort at healing the individuals and having everyone awake from the 

nightmare as he calls it. Tutu focus mainly on the process between the individual but also argues for 

efforts made on a more general scale, and this way agree with Gibson´s view of having both a micro 

and macro level. 

 The three other authors all primarily focus on the relationship between groups. Gibson 

(2006)  argues that there is both a microlevel, which is between the victim and the perpetrator, and a 

macro level, on which he bases his main research and arguments. For both Lambourne (2001) and 

Gibson´s macro level the process is aimed at the people who were injured and the people, who 

profited by the conflict. This means the units consist of the representation of groups, who were seen 

as victims and perpetrators. Kelman (2008) also focus primarily on the relationship between the 

units and brings in the problem of upscaling psychological efforts to large groups. Kelman argues 

that it is a way for reconciliation to deal with the identity of large groups, and, therefore, bases his 

arguments on group identities.  
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5. 2. Dimensions  
5. 2. 1. Security  

Security is the dimension which only three authors mentions and brings in as part of their 

arguments. No authors highlights this dimension as the most important or see this as playing a vital 

role, however, it does bring in the element of ensuring the peace is lasting. For both Gibson (2006), 

Kelman (2008) and Lambourne (2001) security is seen as institutions, this means establishing 

institutions which are equal to all, help support a fair process and treatment of the people after the 

conflict, and ensures that no new grievances occur. The security dimension focus on creating 

institutions that the people trust and believe will benefit the new situation and does not keep the old 

structures in place. All three authors see security and institutions this way, as Gibson explains it as 

the backbone of the democracy and should benefit all.  

5. 2. 2. Justice  

All authors have the dimension of justice as part of their arguments. Lambourne´s (2001) primary 

focus is on the elements of justice and she argues that even though there are tension between the 

concept of reconciliation and justice the two are still highly connected. Kelman (2008) set up 

several conditions for reconciliation one of which is the common moral basis for peace consisting 

of four components, which is quite similar to Lambourne´s seven concepts of peace. Both authors 

emphasize the need for a procedural justice, to ensure a fair implementation, and they both mention 

the need for a substantive justice, which falls under the idea of meeting both parties needs. Kelman 

also mention having an emotional elements, so both sides feel a fair justice will help the process.  

 Lambourne (2001) explains three ways, which justice can be achieved, and this can be 

compared to Gibson´s (2006) idea of eliminating the “justice deficit” by having both retributive and 

restorative justice. This is also aligned with Tutu´s (1999) idea of justice, he believes compensation 

is an important element, to ensure that the grievances do not occur again. Gibson´s measurement for 

a human rights culture, is built on the same concept as Tutu, to ensure a fair environment and to 

eliminate new grievances, though Gibson relies on achieving a common human rights culture for 

this. Lastly Ignatieff (1999) believes that justice is important and leaving atrocities unpunished is 

not an option, but he argues that there is no direct connection to reconciliation. Instead, justice is a 

way to break the collective guilt, and individualize the crimes committed to ensure that the guilt is 
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connected to the people and not to whole nations. Ignatieff argues that war trials are important to 

achieve retributive and restitutive justice, but should not be connected with an effort to achieve 

reconciliation.  

 All authors agree that justice is important, and, except for Ignatieff, (19999) they all see 

justice as an important element in the reconciliation process. There is some differences, but all 

authors agree justice is based on the form of creating retributive and compensation for the victims. 

Lambourne (2001) emphasis the need to keep a culture specific justice and to understand that needs 

are different in the groups and, therefore, a diverse process is important, which highlights 

Lambourne´s interpretivist ontological perspective on reality, she believes and have dedicated her 

work how people construct realities and how these differ depending on their culture and own 

understanding.  

5. 2. 3. Respect  

For Tutu (1999) and Lambourne (2001) the respect dimensions means the interaction of forgiveness 

and apologies. Lambourne argues that it is about creating a spiritual transformation and reestablish 

a new relationship. This also includes humanizing each other, as Kelman (2008) believes is done 

with a mutual acknowledgement of each other, based on empathy. The same way Gibson (2006) 

sees respect as the accepting of the other, and having interracial political tolerance for the other 

groups. For both authors, it is about changing the attitude and knowing that the people are more 

than their political beliefs and identity.  

 Tutu (1999), Lambourne (2001), Kelman (2008) and Gibson (2006) have a similar view on 

the respect dimensions. It involves changing the understanding of people to see the other side as 

more than a collective group, who commits crimes, but instead as humans who are coming to terms 

with the same conflict. The respect dimension for Lambourne, Kelman and Tutu is important in 

order for the victims to try to understand why the perpetrators did what they did, and in this way 

accept it, and forgive them for it. However, as Tutu (1999) points out this does not mean forgetting 

what happened, it is simply a way of moving on, and begin the humanization process. For Gibson 

(2006) and Kelman (2008) the focus is mostly on the recreating of new relationships, and even 

though this is also essential for Lambourne her main focus like Tutu is on the forgiveness and 

apology aspects. Ignatieff is the only author who does not mention forgiveness or respect in his 

article, however, he has in his article written about reconciliation actions, but never specify what 
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this means. Therefore, it is reasonable to believe that based on his arguments, that on having two 

individuals reconcile would involve a sense of humanizing and forgiving each other.  

5. 2. 4. Truth  

All five authors include the element of truth in their theories, and for Tutu (1999) and Gibson 

(2006) the truth dimension is what they base their arguments on. Tutu sees truth as the cornerstone, 

which forgiveness is based on. The TRC process helped develop a common truth, which paved the 

way for people to believe the process of reconciliation and showed how people are willing to accept 

their crimes and feel remorse. Gibson´s research on the common truth, created in the process of 

TRC, also shows that the truth helped to enforce the idea that every side committed crimes and this 

began the process of rehumanizing each other. Kelman (2008) also believes in the idea of 

acknowledging responsibility in the conflict, and this has to be done symbolically through events 

and apologies. Kelman set a condition about confronting history by revealing the old myths 

involved with the conflict, and set a new truth about the conflict, however, Kelman also points out 

that he does not believe it is possible to create one shared truth like Tutu and Gibson believes.  

 On these two points Kelman (2008) and Ignatieff (1999) agree, they both do not believe in 

creating a common truth and Ignatieff argues for creating a truth for each person to help deal with 

the myths each parties have created of each other. Ignatieff (1999) connects truth to identity, the 

truth people believe is connected to a moral truth, which is created by peoples view on themselves 

or others. Therefore it is not possible to create one truth for an entire nation, which is going to help 

reconciliation. This highlights that Ignatieff has a very interprevitist ontological view on the world 

and therefore constructs his arguments to understand behaviors and not to explain them. Lambourne

´s (2001) arguments on truth is connected to symbolic justice like Gibson (2006) argues. She 

believes there is a need for a public event symbolically showing people taking responsibility and 

acknowledging the real story about the conflict. For all authors the truth dimensions is about 

showing that there is a new narrative to the story, but whether it is done by a collective truth set by a 

TRC process or is based on the individual action to change it, the authors differ on. 

5. 3. Connection to Background 

To understand the connection to the background, this section highlights the few patterns found 

above and if there is any patterns in the authors background. All authors have a long education in 

PAGE !33



their fields, but there are some differences in their backgrounds, which stands out. Tutu (1999) and 

Ignatieff (1999) are not only involved as professors and solely dedicated to doing research, they 

both have a different approach and profession as part of their career. Does that reflect when 

comparing the literature? Firstly looking at the author, Ignatieff (1999) who agrees the least with the 

other authors, has a different way at looking at the process. His main point is with the fact that 

connecting truth and justice as the reconciliation process means overlooking important parts and 

instead the terms should be separated. However, Ignatieff (1999) does agree with Tutu (1999) about 

units, they both believe the units should consist of individuals. He also agrees with Kelman (2008) 

about the focus on identity, but even here their view on identities does differ a bit. It is possible to 

draw some connections to Ignatieff´s political and especially journalist background, he sees things 

more as an observer. Therefore, I believe Ignatieff brings in an interesting element of separating the 

concepts of reconciliation and truth, forgiveness and justice into the debate about reconciliation, one 

that he has been referenced many times. As a journalist and writer he tries to make sense of stories 

and explain them so people can relate, and Ignatieff´s background could be an explanation of his 

different approach and view on reconciliation. His arguments is built on trying to relate to the 

individuals and what people need to move on from the conflict, which is another focus than the 

authors, who come from a long academic background, and a focus, which I think can be important 

to bring in to consideration when trying to understand reconciliation.  

 Tutu (1999) also has a very different background than the last three authors, and this does 

affect his work. Since Tutu is an Arch bishop, his book is written with a Christian lens and because 

Tutu himself is South African and chair of the TRC commission, he has the advantaged of providing 

a very personal in depth perspective on how people and nations can reconcile. However, this may 

also affect Tutu´s ability to see outside the current conflict and provide a perspective, which shows 

more than his personal feelings on the TRC process. Tutu believes, based on his Christian views, 

that anything can be forgiven and this is the key to reconciliation. Here I also believe that the reason 

why Tutu is an acknowledged voice in the reconciliation literature is due to his personal experiences 

with forgiveness and reconciliation, and that they provide an insight, which cannot be achieved with 

a purely academic research approach. Tutu himself emphasizes in his book, the importance of the 

actions for reconciliation coming from the people themselves and not an outside source. Also his 

Christian faith leads his ontological view and is build on the idea that the world is constructed by a 

God, and humans ultimately are not meant to be sinners, and therefore instead are able to forgive to 

become closer to their God, humanity is build around peoples relationship with their God, which 

means Tutu´s ontology is very different from the rest of the authors.  
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 The last three authors, all have a solely academic background and all have spent years 

teaching and doing research on their specific field. They all have a different way of conduction their 

research, but the similarity lies with their general construction of the reconciliation process and each 

author has a primary focus. For Gibson (2006) it is the truth, for Kelman (2008) it is identity 

change, and for Lambourne (2001) it is justice. They all see one thing as the most important, and to 

achieve this primary goal they set up a number of conditions to help. These conditions will help the 

process of humanization the other, which all the authors argue is important to reach the final steps 

and achieve a sense of positive peace. The difference with the authors is in the conditions or aspects 

of the process and the degree, which they should be combined. This general understanding of the 

reconciliation process could be connected to the authors mostly academic background. Because 

compared to the two other authors, who have a different background, they have a different overall 

understanding of the reconciliation process. Ignatieff (1999) does not see a set of conditions 

connected to being able to awake from the nightmare, however, he does understand that the 

condition needs to be implemented in the society. He does not believe they should be aligned as part 

of the reconciliation process, and this is where Ignatieff criticize the work of existing reconciliation 

literature. Tutu (1999) sees the approach as a three-step process with truth leading to forgiveness 

and this leads to reconciliation for the society. He does not have as much focus on the political 

condition in place to achieve this, instead he believes the general goodness in humans is enough to 

achieve forgiveness. Therefore, a small pattern is found of the authors, who have a strictly academic 

background, understands the process of reconciliation with the same overall approach, but differs 

on the focus, and the authors which have a more personal experience with reconciliation 

understands more in the process of humans. However, it is important to note that the two authors 

with personal experiences still disagree with each other on many aspects as explained below.  

 Even with this separation, there are also significant differences within the three authors, as 

explained during each dimensions in the previous section. In addition, the three authors do agree 

somewhat with Tutu and Ignatieff on some points, which makes the assumption about their 

background less significant. For example Kelman, (2008) has a very different focus than 

Lambourne (2001) and Gibson (2006), but his focus it is closely related to Ignatieff´s focus on 

identity, and they both believe that one shared truth is not possible. Gibson (2006) and Tutu (1999) 

agrees that a shared truth is possible and that it can, with the circumstances, lead to reconciliation. 

Tutu´s three-step approach is somewhat confirmed by Gibson´s study but he adds some conditions 

which he sees playing a role to help the process. Lambourne (2001) argues that justice is the way to 

connect the truth to the forgiveness process and therefore somewhat agrees with both Gibson and 
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Tutu. This shows that their general approach to reconciliation might be slightly different because of 

their background, but their specific arguments on each dimensions has similarities which makes is 

hard to argue for any clear patterns in the literature.  

 Analyzed on how the researchers do their work and their ontological perspective Tutu 

(1999) stands out with his Christian belief on the construction of reality by God. Tutu is more 

focused on the ability of people to forgive, than the rest of the authors who have another ontological 

and non Christian perspective. When looking into the authors previously explained arguments on 

humans and the construction of their research, I would conclude that Ignatieff (1999), Kelman 

(2008), and Lambourne (2001) all have the same ontological interprevitist view. Their ontological 

view is centered on the idea that the world is socially constructed, and they through their research 

try and find an understanding for human behavior, but believe there is no one reality, instead 

everything is based their own observations. All three have done qualitative research by looking into 

how people construct the meanings of justice, truth and reconciliation into their life. Ignatieff 

(1999) and Kelman (2008) argue for the idea that one shared truth is not possible, instead identity is 

a social construction based on peoples own moral idea of themselves, and this supports the idea of 

an interprevitist perspective. Compared with Gibson, (2006) his research is based on interviews but 

set up with very specific questions and calculated based on a model he has made. He does this to 

find TRC the shared truth of the work. His focus is more an explanation for how people reconcile, 

however, at the end of his study he brings in elements which he sees as important factors to create a 

shared truth. Therefore, Gibson´s ontology is based on a critical positivist view, he understands 

there is one reality, but he also understands that the way which he looks at the TRC affects his 

conclusion and this influences his result which means his perspective is critical positivist. This 

supports the conclusion that even with the overall approach to the research being the same for three 

authors, their ontological view is not the same, and the even if they all believe in a humanization 

process in reconciliation, the overall approach to this is very different, and there is no pattern which 

can be detected in their ontological perspective. 

 When looking into the authors personal background it becomes evident that only one is a 

women and only one is non western, this is of course affected by the limitation of only choosing 

between authors and text written in English. There is a significant amount of western male 

researcher looking into this field, and this becomes clear when looking through the references. 

However, there is not distinction between Lambourne and the male authors, which could have been 

explained by her gender. 
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 To conclude, all authors have elements of the same idea, about humanizing the other, and 

creating a new relationship, however, there are some differences to what each author sees as the 

primary aspect to achieving this, it can be caused based on the sampling method, when I chose to 

focus on authors from different branches. When analyzed relating to the background there is some 

difference in the approach to the reconciliation process between the authors with a long academic 

background and the authors with a more personal experiences and perspectives on the reconciliation 

process. However, when looking into the specific aspects of each author they all agree with each 

other on some points and disagree on others. This leaves no real patterns to point to as a connection, 

between what the authors research and their background. When bringing in their ontological view it 

becomes clear their background which could have affected their research does not show any 

patterns, or follow the connection between professors and personal experienced authors. Therefore I 

will conclude that the possible explanation for the differences in the literature cannot be explained 

by the authors background. All the authors agree and disagree without any patterns, and only the 

overall approach is somewhat different, when it comes to the strictly academic researchers and the 

more personal experienced authors. However, because Ignatieff and Tutu highly disagree with each 

other, there are no real patterns linked to their general approach and their background. 

PAGE !37



6. Conclusion 
6.1 Research Questions  

The aim of the study was to find a possible explanation for the differences in the reconciliation 

literature. Based on the framework by Kriesberg (2007), I gained new insights into the literature and 

even if the possible explanation did not turn out to be correct, the analytical frame and comparison 

provided a new meaning to the literature, and this can be relevant as a basis for future research.  

 When it comes to answer the main research question; whether the differences in each 

authors arguments can be connected to differences in their background, there is no clear connection. 

The results after the analysis does not show any strong patterns within the literature, all the authors 

agree with each other on certain aspect and disagree on others. The only connection, which could be 

drawn was the fact that the two authors that has a different background other than professors, 

Ignatieff and Tutu, did have another approach to the process of achieving active coexistence. Their 

overall frame was setup differently. Tutu was more focused on the truth and forgiveness aspect, 

which can be linked to his religious ontology and Ignatieff´s journalist background has lead him to 

see the process in action and from the eyes of the people and, therefore, made him critical to the 

academic theories of connecting truth, forgiveness and justice. However, even though these two 

have another approach to research they do not share much similarities with each other, which 

disprove that more personal experiences with the process can explain their different views regarding 

the academic researchers. Also based on the ontological reflections Ignatieff shared the same basic 

perspective with Kelman and Lambourne and not Tutu. Because of this analysis the conclusion 

must be that based on this study their differences in their background is only a weak possible 

explanation for their differences in arguments. However some relevance can still be found with this 

study, since the selection of authors was made to find the most distinguished and referenced authors 

of the field, and since most of them share a very similar background the argument can be made that 

the people who is influencing the field and debate of reconciliation all representing a similar view 

and understanding of reconciliation which could be very one sided and therefore miss some 

important more personal theories and arguments on reconciliation that the current field of authors 

do not represent. These authors are listened to and their theories make up arguments for actual 

actions in the field and therefore it is important to know why and how they construct their theories. 

This study might show a tendency that the arguments are mostly made up by white male academics 

and not constructed by people who have a personal or different experienced with reconciliation. 

PAGE !38



Therefore the premise of this study could be developed on with a focus on looking at the bias within 

the authors in reconciliation.  

6. 2. Reflection on the Approach 

After finishing the study, I feel a few reflections on the study are relevant. The model used in the 

study is a very loose interpretative approach based on an analytical frame and hermeneutic analysis. 

To have a more constructed analysis, it could have been relevant to do a structured comparison of 

the authors arguments to be able to precisely compare where the authors agree and disagree, but this 

course, would have resulted in a very different analysis and conclusion. This method could have 

been connected with a deductive study, to set up a hypothesis that would be tested with a 

comparison, which is structured on the specific aspects of the reconciliation process, for example 

still using Kriesbergs frame. That would have resulted in a more specific study with a precise focus, 

which could be tested. Instead, this study had a more loose frame and approach which also meant 

that it was harder to keep a specific structure. Instead the loose frame meant the analysis was 

structured based on the authors own arguments, and this way might have stayed more loyal to the 

authors original theory. 

 Applying Kriesbergs frame provided new insight into the specifics authors arguments and 

created a structure to the study, and I do believe having a common frame made it easier to compare 

the authors arguments, however, it would have been possible to apply another frame and this would 

create another focus and highlight other aspects in the texts.  

6. 3. Recommendations for Future Research  

For this level of study trying to map the field of reconciliation required a selection of branches and 

main scholars, which is based on a subjective selection to show only a small representation of the 

field. Therefore, conducting a study on a higher level with a larger group would provide an even 

greater insight into the research question. Having a greater amount of authors would mean that the 

study would be based on even more material and could, therefore, bring in a number of authors with 

different backgrounds and do a deductive study on the hypothesis that an authors background does 

affect their research.  

 Also for this study, I specifically choose authors, who represents different branches in the 

reconciliation field. Future research could choose to study specific aspect of the process and 
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compare authors who all come from the same branch and same focus, and see whether this show 

any patterns with the authors background.   

 Another way future research could go, would be to maintain the premise that a researchers 

background affects their work, but look into other fields and topics in peace studies, for example 

other aspects of the peace building process, the peace agreements or immediate conflict 

management. This would highlight whether the general question does have validity and could be a 

strong enough argument for a more deductive study on the hypothesis.  

6. 4.  Concluding Thoughts 

When I started this study, I wanted to create an understanding of the diverse field of reconciliation 

literature. However, the field of reconciliation is diverse, because the process of peace building and 

reconciliation is diverse and there is no one specific blue print, which fits all post conflicts 

processes. I set up a study to understand if maybe the people who have had more personal 

experience with post conflict societies saw the process differently, than the people who only had to 

understand the field through academic research.  The conclusion showed no strong connection, 

nevertheless I still feel there are a certain strengths in gaining knowledge into why and how authors 

do their research and whether researcher are affected by their background, and I feel that this study 

can help push for further and more expansive research on the topic. 
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